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In the original edition of this book the first and third sections, the long
essays on Freud and Plato, werc divided internally only by spaces, vary-
ing in length, and text ornaments, which marked the major breaks.
Subdivisions were named only in the table of contents. For this transla-
ton (as for the Italian translation) it has been deemed preferable to have
these subheadings appear in the text as well, as an aid to the reader.
Certain other minor modifications of format have been made in accor-~
dance with the conventions of book-making in the English-speaking
world. Greek words have been transliterated in the Latin alphabet.
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THE BLIND SPOT
OF AN OLD DREAM
OF SYMMETRY






Woman, Science’s Unknown

“Ladies and Gentlemen . . . Throughout history people have knocked
their heads against the riddle of the nature of femininity—. . . Nor will
you have escaped worrying over this problem—those of you who are
men; to those of you who are women this will not apply—you are
yourselves the problem.”?

So it would be a case of you men speaking among yourselves about
woman, who cannot be involved in hearing or producing a discourse
that concerns the riddle, the logogriph she represents for you. The enig-
ma that is woman will therefore constitute the farget, the object, the stake,
of a masculine discourse, of a debate among men, which would not
consult her, would not concern her. Which, ultimately, she is not sup-
posed to know anything about.

How Can They Immediately Be So Sure?
“When you meet 2 human being,” he says, they say, first of all, “the
first distinction you make is ‘male or female?’ and you are accustomed to

1Sigmund Freud, “Femininity,” in New Lectures on Psycho-analysis. The choice of this
text—a fictional lecture—can be justified by its late date in Freud’s work. It groups, thus, a
fair number of staternents’ developed in other essays that I shall in fact be referring to.
Except where otherwise stated, it is | who have italicized Freud's remarks in one way or
another. [ shall also have occasion to modify the translation somewhat, to complete it in
certain cases where fragments of statements in the original have been omitted. But the most
meticulous translation would not have changed much of the significance of this speech on
“fernininity.”

(All quotations from Freud, unless otherwise noted, are from The Standard Edition of the
Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, under the general editorship of James
Strachey, 24 vols. [London: Hogarth Press, 1953—74], henceforth referred to as SE. The
cssay “'Femininity” can be found in SE xxii12—35. The quotation above is from p. 113,
and the italics are Strachey’s. Henceforth page numbers will be given in the text. In LI's
French text, page references arc given only a few times in footnotes, but here the more
comprehensive citation policy usual in English has been followed. The Standard Edition text
is unaltered, except for the addition of LI's italics.—Tr.)
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Speculum of the Other Woman

making the distinction with unhesitating certainty” (p. 113). How? This
remains implicit and seems to require no remark among yourselves.
Silence, then, on the subject of that extreme assurance which keeps you
from being mistaken at first sight about the sex of the person you run
across. The important point, it seems, is for you to be firmly convinced,
without possible hesitation, that you cannot be in error, that there is no
ambiguity possible. That culture (?) assures you, reassures you—or oncc
did so—of an infallible discrimination.

The Anatomical Model

“Anatomical science shares your certainty at one point and not much
further. The male sexual product, the spermatozoon, and its vchicle are
male; the ovum and the organism that harbours it arc female. In both
sexes organs have been formed which serve exclusively for the sexual
functions; they were probably developed from the same {innatc] disposi-
tion into two different forms™ (p. 113). Which disposition? It must surely
be concluded that up to this point the element defined as both specific to
each and common to both sexes involves nothing but a process of re-
production and production. And that it is as a function of the way they
participate in this economy that one will with certainty label some male
and others female. So-called scientific objectivity can be decisive in the
matter only after inspection, under the microscope, of the difference
between reproductive cells. Unless that objectivity equally recognizes
the (anatomico-physiological) evidence of the product of copulation. Ev-
erything elsc, in fact, appcars too murky for science to risk—as you
risk—making a judgment, coming to a differentiated verdict.

For of course “the other organs, the bodily shapes and tissues, show
the influence of the individual’s sex, but this is inconstant and its amount
variable” (p. 113). And should you happen carclessly to rely on such
secondary sexual characteristics, scicnce is honor-bound to put you on
your guard. In fact, science “tells you something that runs counter to
your cxpectations and is probably calculated to confuse your [and its?]
feelings. It draws your attention to the fact that portions of the male
sexual apparatus also appear in women'’s bodies, though in atrophied
state and vicc versa in the alternative case” {p. 114). Science thus forces
you to sec in this objective fact “the indications of bisexuality [Freud’s
italics], as though an individual is not a man or a woman but always
both” (p. 114). You are then man and woman. Man, or woman? Yet—
you may be assured, reassured—one character always prevails over the
other. But all the same you arc asked to make yourselves familiar with
the idea that “‘the proportion in which masculine and feminine are mixed
in an individual is subject to quite considerable fluctuations™ (p. 114). It
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The Blind Spot of an Old Dream of Symmetry

is fitting therefore to display some caution before claiming to belong to
onc sex or the other. Nonetheless, let us be serious and get back to
scientific certaintics, “only one kind of sexual product—ova or semen—is
nevertheless present in one person.” Apart, alas, from ‘““the very rarest of
cases” (p. 114).

All this, certainly, is very embarrassing and you are going to be led to
conclude that ““what constitutes masculinity or femininity is an unknown
characteristic which anatomy cannot lay hold of” (p. 114). It is, thus, the
expectation of the discovery of an unknown that arrests and obstructs the
objectivity of scientific or at least anatomical discourse, as far as sex
difference is concerned.

A Science That Still Cannot Make Up Its Mind

Can psychology lay hold of this unknown characteristic? Can it re-
solve the problem of attributing some valuc to the unknown variable(s)?
It scems that you have been accustomed to ‘‘transfer the notion of bisex-
uality to mental life” and that you speak, hence, of the same person
“behaving” in a more masculine or a more feminine way. But in doing
so, your so-called psychological discourse has simply “given way to
anatomy and convention” {p. 114). In other words, the distinction is not
of a psychological nature. Moreoever, in general, you take the term
“masculine” to connote ‘“‘active,’” the term “‘feminine” to connote “‘pas-
sive,” and “it is true that a relation of the kind exists.”” For “‘the male sex
cell i§actively mobile and searches out the female one and the latter, the
ovum, is immobile and waits passively” (p. 114). And I, Frcud, am here
to tcll you that the “behaviour of the elementary sexual organisms is
indeed a model for the conduct of sexual individuals during intercourse”
(p- 114). My way of envisaging things, these “things,” would therefore
imply that the psychic is prescribed by the anatomical according to a
mimetic order, with anatomical science imposing the truth of its model
upon “psychological behaviour.” In intercourse, man and woman mime
the type of relationship between sperm and ovum. “The male pursues
the female for the purpose of sexual union, seizes hold of her and pene-
trates into her” (p. 114). But “by this you have precisely reduced the
characteristic of masculinity to the factor of aggressiveness as far as psy-
chology is concerned” (p. 114—15). As for the characteristic of feminini-
ty, I, you, we. . . let’s say nothing about it. On the other hand, you have
in this demonstration, or testimony, lent “desire’ to the sperm in its race
toward the ovum.

But let us return to this somewhat unfavorable determination of the
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Speculum of the Other Woman

psychic character of masculinity. It is now zoo-logy that invites you to
be cautious in your univocal attribution of aggressivity to the male alone.
Zoology reminds you, in fact, that *“‘in some classes of animals, the
females arc the stronger and more aggressive” (p. 115). Remember, to
take one example, the sexual behavior of the spider! i

Moreover, zoology casts doubt on the idea that “rearing and caring for
the young™ are specifically female functions. “In quite high species we
find that the sexes share the task of caring for the young between them or
even that the malc alone devotes himself to it” (p. 115). Is the necessary
conclusion, then, that such animals are more able than you, than we, to
distinguish beteecn the sexual function and the parental function? And
notably that they at least notice the distinction between female and ma-
ternal, between female sexuality and mothering, a distinction that
“culture” might perhaps have effaced?

A Question of Method

But the reminder, or exemplary appeal, of the zoo-logical in this mat-
ter will be ill attended to and perhaps worsc understood. For it is none-
theless the mother “in the sphere of human sexual life” that will now
serve as paradigm for the female in the debate about the relations between
the masculine/feminine and the active/passive pairings. In fact, Frecud
goes on, ‘‘you soon see how inadequate it is to make masculine be-
haviour coincide with activity and femininity with passivity. A mother is
active in every sense towards her child” (p. 115). The example of breast-
feeding that is immediately adduced in evidence, is, of course, question-
able; it is difficult to see how the verb “‘to breast-feed” can be simply
reduced to an activity by the mother unless by virtue of purely gram-
matical criteria (as an active, transitive verb, etc.). And in any case, such
criteria become immediately questionable when opposed to the verb “to
suck,” for then the mother finds herself the object of the infant’s “‘ac-
tivity.” Unless of coursc breast-feeding—and we’ve been here before—
is assimilated to the fabrication in concert (?) of a product? One might
have assumed milk was the one single product that is incontestably at-
tributed to the fcmale—the mother—and, moreover, one that she makes
alone.

Any consideration of pleasure in breast-feeding seems here to be ex-
cluded, misunderstood, under silent ban. That factor would certainly
introduce a little shading to statements such as thesc last. But it really
seems that at stake herc is the monopoly of productive “activity,” the dis-
tribution of a “phallic” power. Obviously, the way this is announced in
relation to breast-feeding is dubious, though not perhaps as dubious as
the identification of thc female with the maternal—an identification
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whose impact, impasse, and prescriptions are still hard to measure. Yet
the Freudian discourse does not stop here, but goes on to pursue its
strange gynecology, leaving bchind in mid-air an image of a (woman)
mother actively breast-fecding her child.

All this leaves our gentlemen perplexed in their discussion of the crite-
ria of sexual difference. But the text goes on. . . . Apparently without a
problem, a rupture. Yet on this occasion as on so many others, particu-
larly when it is a question of woman, the text will have surrepttiously
broken the thread of its reasoning, its logic. Striking off on another path
that will no doubt intersect with the previous one, will in some way take
up where it had left off, but in a zigzag fashion that dcfies all resumption
of a linear discourse and all forms of rigor as measured in terms of the
law of excluded middle. Here the unconscious is speaking. And how
could it be otherwise? Above all when it speaks of sexual difference.

So you will now hear that “the further you go from the narrow sexual
sphere”’—constitutable then as a regional activity? compartmentalized?
specialized? but in regard to what generality? totality? capital>—“‘the
more obvious will the ‘error of superimposition’ become” (p. 115) (an
error to which recourse has been and will be made almost continuously,
even as an cffort is made to dissuade you yourselves from having re-
course to it). “For certain women, with whom only men capable of
showing themselves passively docile can manage to get along [?], may
display, in many domains, tremendous activity.”? The important thing
here is the way certain terms mecdiate the statement, suggesting that in
the case of these women, it must be a question of activism exerting itself
by gracious permission of the submissive docility of the male. A curious
choice of example for bisexuality. . . . In any case, the essential activity
would still be allotted to the male: that during intercourse. You will
remember, in fact, that this is thc pattern of behavior with certain ani-
mals: “in some classes of animals, the females are the stronger and more
aggressive and the male is active only in the single act of sexual union” (p.
115). And yet, if you stand by the conviction that passivity is equivalent
to femininity and activity with masculinity, 'l advise you against it” and
“it secrmns to serve no useful purpose and adds nothing to our knowl-
edge” (p. 115). So what now?

2(Here the French translation of Freud differs significantly from the Strachey translation,
and I have had to give an English version of the French version of the German. The Standard
Edition text runs: “Women can display great activity in varions directions, men are not able
to live in company with their own kind unless they develop a large amount of passive
adaptibility” [p. 115]—Tr.)
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What Is Involved in (Re)production, and How It Aids and
Abets the Phallic Order

Let us begin again, or rather let us continue to listen, without impa-
tience. “‘One might consider characterizing femininity psychologically as
giving preference to passive aims. This is not, of course, the same thing as
passitivity; to achieve passive aims may call for a large amount of ac-
tivity. It is perhaps the case that in a woman, on the basis of her share in
the sexual function, a preference for passive bchaviour and passive aims is
carried over into her life to a greater or lesser extent, in proportion to the
limits, restricted or far-reaching, within which her sexual life thus serves
as a model” (pp. 115—116). Thus, now that it has been decreed that the
active/passive opposition is not pertinent to the characterization of the
male/female difference, an attempt is to be made to save what is at stake
in that opposition by bringing in the difficult notion of “passive aims.”
Not that such a notion is lacking in interest and would not merit more
extensive commentary, but what does it involve but a complication of
the economy of active/passive relationships? By giving them authority
to function within each of the two poles of masculine and feminine but in
differentiated and in some way complementary times and tenses. The
“roles” are being cast in such a way that, yet again and in all instances,
passivity 1s required of woman at the moment of intercourse by reason of
its usefulness in sexual functioning. A certain tendency to activity may,
on the other hand, be recognized in woman insofar as that activity pre-
pares for sexual functioning and is rigorously regulated in proportion to
the so-called sexual life’s involvement as model.

The reproductive function is not explicitly named, but passages before
and after, as well as reference to other texts,3 indicate clearly that when it
comes to sexual function and its model-value, the reproductive function
alone is being referred to. The point being that man is the procreator, that
sexual production-reproduction is referable to his “activity” alone, to his
“pro-ject” alone. Woman is nothing but the receptacle that passively
receives his product, cven if sometimes, by the display of her passively
aimed instincts, she has pleaded, facilitated, even demanded that it be
placed within her. Matrix—womb, earth, factory, bank—to which the
secd capital is entrusted so that it may germinate, produce, grow fruitful,
without woman being able to lay claim to either capital or interest since
she has only submitted “passively” to reproduction. Herself held in
receivership as a certified means of (re)production.+

3CK. the Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, SE, v
4A very old point of contention, whose different transformations can be followed
throughout the history of philosophy.
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Onc may agree that it is difficult to decide between what is activity and
what passivity in the economy of sexual reproduction. But this in no
way prevents us from wishing to interpret correctly the appeal to a
(supposedly) other economy which claims (4) to cure indecision or to
suspend the undecidable that is set in play by such a question, (b) to
resolve the question by attributing “activity” to man in the process of
generation, in other words, to settle the question in terms of the ac-
tive/passive opposition.

Moreover, this recourse to an “‘other” order intervenes at this point in
Freud’s argumient in an unforeseeable and inexplicit fashion. As it were in
parentheses, and in a curiously injunctive form: ‘“But we must beware in
this of underestimating the influence of social customs, which similarly
force women into passive situations” (p. 116). Of which social customs
must we beware of understanding the influence? What influence is capa-
ble of forcing women to remain in “passive situations”’? What is meant
by “similarly”’? An enumeration of concurrent factors? But might one
not envisage the possibility that the one might prescribe *““the other,” that
is to say by legitimating, even by producing the discourse, the ideology,
which determine it as a factor? The question would doubtless be un-
avoidable were it not that these ““social customs’ are left in an evocative
imprcecision so general, so devoid of commitment, as to lose all impact.
The only pertinence is to be found, so it would seem, in the almost
compulsory recall of a problem that buus in, insists, harps back, but
whose data appear to escape the “lecturer.” He admits that *“all this is far
Jfrom being cleared up.”” As obscure, as black, perhaps, as the dark contincnt
of femininity?

He continues, nonetheless; ‘“There is one particularly constant relation
between femininity and instinctual life which we do not want to over-
look. The suppression of women’s aggressiveness which is prescribed for
them constitutionally [whatever that means] and imposed upon them
socially [by what mechanisms?] favours the development of powerful
masochistic impulses” (p. 116). Somehow, therc scems to be no permit-
ted mode of female aggression. But, once again, the mobilization of
argumecnts as heterogcneous as “constitution” and “‘social pressure” rais-
es questions as to how the said pressure might have prescriptive power
over the representation of the said constitution, how thc former might
have a vested interest in becoming the prop, the accomplice in such an
estimation of “the female constitution,”” Must one see here proof that
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customs and indeed Freud’s own text, which finds support in them,
evaluate all aggressiveness by the yardstick of masculine homosexuality?
Since competitiveness and rivalry in commerce, notably sexual com-
merce, can be practiced only by males? Whence these redoubled prohibi-
tions on female aggression? And with the result that woman, on pain of
infringing the laws of both social custom and constitution, devclops
strongly masochistic tendencies which succecd in eroticizing destructive
tendencies that are directed “inward.” For it is equally necessary to
assign her a role in the function of the inside/outside pairing that turns up
here in some way to intersect and sustain the active/passive opposition.
As far as the “inside” goes—her own, of course—woman will thus tend
to be destructive, since nothing authorizes her aggression or activity
toward another “inside” or toward the outside. (One might bring up the
“activity” of breast-feeding, but that has been left hanging in mid-air
somewhere.) If activity or aggression there be in woman, it will hence be
given the connotation of “masculine” or ‘‘destructive.” “Thus mas-
ochism, as people say, is truly fcminine” (p. 116). And as I, Freud, say
again. “But if, as happens so often, you meet with masochism in men,
what is left to you but to say that these men exhibit very plain fcminine
traits?”* (p. 116). This seems sufficiently vexatious to break off the line of
argument, move on to the next paragraph, and conchude that:

“And now you are already prepared to hear that psychology too is
unable to solve the riddle of femininity”’. Who has managed to follow che
links in the chain of this argument except he who gets some bonus of
pleasure out of it? A pleasure which gives it a force that cannot casily be
defrayed. For, in fact, once biscxuality has been admitted, why cut short
its implications, notably with regard to masculine masochism? The rid-
dle—thc mysteria/hysteria?—might perhaps concern not only feminini-
ty, even in this lecture on the problem of femininity. Why, in that case,
wish to reserve the mystery to women? As if, for the argument to be
possible, “male sexuality” at the very least had to impose itself as clcarly
defined, definable, even practicable.

So psychology does not offer us the key to the mystery of feminini-
ty—that black box, strongbox, earth-abyss that remains outside the
spherc of its investigations: light must no doubt come from elsewhere (p.
116). (One cannot give up so soon, when so much energy has been
invested in a metaphoricity dominated by the photological.) But the
illumination “‘cannot come till we have learnt how in general the diffcr-
entiation of living organisms into two sexes came about. We know
nothing about it . . .”’ (p. 116). So you can be assured that the explana-
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tion is not immediately available. But understand, however, that you are
once more being referred to science in order to understand *the mystery
of femininity.”

Unless you interpret this statement as meaning that as far as the differ-
entiation into two scxcs is concerned, we can know something certain
about only one of the terms of the difference. Ultmately this alone
would be envisaged as the variable factor in a re-marking of scxuality—
but which one?—through its own process. In other words, for light to
be or be spoken in the matter of (so-called) female sexuality, we can
assume that difference is always alrcady in operation although no ac-
knowledgment is made of it (perhaps because its character is only repre-
sentable with difficulty?). Out of this difference will be lifted one of the
two terms—but determined in relation to what?—and this one term will
be constituted as “origin,” as that by whose differentiation the other may
be engendered and brought to light. The same re-marking itself—more or
less—would thus produce the other, whose function in the differcntia-
tion would be neglected, forgotren. Or else carried back into mere cx-
trapolation, into the infinity of some capital letter: Sexuality, Diffcrence,
Phallus, etc. Up to now, therefore, nothing can be clearly articulated but
the history of the practice of ‘‘male sexuality” with regard to Sexuality.

A Difference Not Taken into Account

“Yet the existence of two sexes is a most striking characteristic of
organic life which distinguishes it sharply from inanimate naturc” (p.
116). Could this not be a difference thus clearly cut out in the service of
argument? Once the heterogencous is found to be reduced in sexual
practice, would we not observe a proliferation of diffcrences, a compul-
sion to differentiate, cither to retain the pleasure, or calm the anguish of
indifference, at least in the art or science of dialectic?

Whercas “we find enough to study in those human individuals who,
through the possession of female genitals, are characterized as manifestly
or prcdominantly feminine. In conformity with its peculiar nature,
psycho-analysis does not try to describe what a woman is—that would
be a task scarcely performable—but sets about enquiring how she comes
into being, how a woman develops out of a child with a bisexual disposi-
tion” (p. 116). One can only agree in passing that it is impossible cx-
haustively to represent what woman might be, given that a certain econ-
omy of represcntation—inadequatcly perceived by psychoanalysis, at
least in the “scientific discourse” that it speaks—functions through a
tribute to woman that is never paid or cven assessed. The whole prob-
lematic of Being has been claborated thanks to that loan. It is thus, in all

“

exactitnde, unrealizable to describe the being of woman. As for how “a
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woman develops out of a child with a bisexual disposition,” one might
begin by being surprised, being suspicious, that it should be necessary to
become a woman—and a “‘normal”’ woman to boot—and that this evolu-
tion should be “more difficult and more complicated” than becoming a
man. This is again a question that ariscs out of an economy—and again
an economy of representation—to which Freud has recourse without
criticism, without sufficient questioning: this is an organized system
whose mecaning is regulated by paradigms and units of value that are in
turn determined by male subjects. Therefore, the ferinine must be de-
ciphered as inter-dict: within the signs or between them, between the
realized meanings, between the lines . . . and as a function of the
(re)productive necessities of an intcntionally phallic currency, which, for
lack of the collaboration of a (potentially female) other, can immediately
be assumed to need its other, a sort of inverted or negative alter ego—
“black” too, like a photographic negative. Inverse, contrary, contradic-
tory cven, nccessary if the male subject’s process of specul(ariz)ation is to
be raised and sublated. This is an intervention required of those cffects of
negation that result from or are set in motion through a censure of the
feminine, though the feminine will be allowed and even obliged to return
in such oppositions as: be/become, have/not have sex (organ), phallic/non-
phallic, penis/clitoris or else penis/vagina, plus/minus, clearly representa-
ble/dark continent, logos/silence or idle chatter, desire for the mother/desire
to be the mother, etc. All these are interpretive modalities of the female
function rigorously postulated by the pursuit of a certain game for which
she will always find herself signed up without having begun to play. Set
between—at least—two, or two half, men. A hinge bending according
to their cxchanges. A reserve supply of negativity sustaining the articula-
tion of their moves, or refusals to move, in a partly fictional progress
toward the mastery of power. Of knowledge. In which she will have no
part. Off-stage, off-side, beyond representation, beyond selfhood. A
power in reserve for the dialectical operations to come. We shall come
back to this.

But as far as “becoming woman’’ is concerned—and the task will
consist mainly in recognizing and accepting her atrophied member—one
might stress in passing that in the elaboration of analytic theory there will
be little question of rcducing bisexual tendencies in men. Doubtless a
more delicate matter than in the case of the aforementioned female sexu-
ality. For what male “organ” will be set forth in derision like the clito-
ris?—that penis too tiny for comparison to entail anything but total
devaluation, complete decathexization. Of course, there are the breasts.
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But they are to bc classed among the secondary, or so-called secondary,
characteristics. Which no doubt justifies the fact that there is so little
questioning of the effects of breast atrophy in the male. Wrongly, of
course. Let us recall all the perplexity about the criteria of sexual dif-
ference entailed by the question of breast-feeding. But it seems, all the
same, that one might be able to interpret the fact of being deprived of a
womb as the most intolerable deprivation of man, since his contribution
to gestation—his function with regard to the origin of reproduction—is
hence asserted as lcss than evident, as open to doubt. An indecision to be
attenuated both by man’s ““active” rolc in intercourse and by the fact that
he will mark the product of copulation with his own name. Thereby
woman, whose intervention in the work of engendering the child can
hardly be questioned, becomes the anonymous worker, the machine in
the service of a master-proprietor who will put his trademark upon the
finished product. It does not seem exaggerated, incidentally, to under-
stand quite a few products, and notably cultural products, as a counter-
part or a search for equivalents to woman’s function in maternity. And
the desire that men here displays to determine for himself what is con-
stituted by “origin,” and thereby ecternally and ever to reproduce him
(as) self, is a far from negligible indication of the same thing.

There is, thercfore, for man no prohibition upon substitutes that per-
mit the realization of bisexual tendencies, provided that these have been
historically valorized. (This is not the case, you will recall, with mas-
ochism. Nor, one might add, with passive homosexuality, which is
doubtless too close to the function rcquired of woman in intercourse.)
Whereas a repression of the so-called phallic desires is supposed to have
held woman back from a potential participation in the elaboration of the
symbolic. Such participation is still iable to provoke suspicion and irony
on the part of psychoanalysts. Thus, for example: “In recent times we
have begun to learn a little about this, thanks to the circumstance that
several of our excellent [?] women colleagues in analysis have begun to
work at the question.” So, their practice has brought us some information
that elucidates our theory. “Thc discussion of this has gained special at-
tractiveness from the distinction between the sexes. For the ladies, when-
ever somc comparison seemed to turn out unfavourable to their sex,
were ablc to utter a suspicion that we, the male analysts, had been unable
to overcome certain deeply-rooted prejudices against what was feminine,
and that this was being paid for in the partiality of our researches. We, on
the other hand, standing on the ground of bisexuality, had no difficuley
in avoiding impoliteness [?]. We had only to say: ‘This doesn't apply to
you [Freud's italics]. You're the exception; on this point you’re more
masculine than feminine’” (pp. 116-117). So, in order to avoid all im-
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politeness toward our excellent ““female colleagues,” who are capable of
affording a few insights on fragmentary aspects of our theory, it was/is
sufficient to treat them explicitly as male colleagues, thus preventing any
parallelism that would necessarily be unfavorable to their sex. Sic. . . .

The Labor “to Become a Woman”

“We approach the investigation of the sexual development of women
with two expectations. The first is that here once more the constitution
will not adapt itself to its function without struggle” (p. 117). A state-
ment that is in itself somewhat enigmatic since it has just been asserted
that “woman’s own constitution” demanded she repress all signs of
aggressivity—a repression encouraged by “social custom” and certainly
also by the “sexual function” that we recognize in or attribute to her.
How, therefore, is this proposition to be understood? As a result of the
_section that follows? That is, the section explaining that certain pre-
cocious abilities observed in the little girl—an earlier control of her ex-
cretory functions, a greater, more lively intelligence, a better disposition
toward the external world—will yield only with a struggle to the sexual
function she will have to fulfill? This is a possible reading, though one
hesitates to assert it. In any case, these leads in development recognized
in the little girl are immediately explained away as “greater dependen-
cy,” “pliancy,” “a greater need to be shown affection,” or again are said
to be outweighed by the fact that she forms “‘stronger object-cathexes.”
Her precociousness in the controlled production of feces, of language, of
social relationships—whose relation to the production and circulation of
currency you will be familiar with—would thus be envisaged as merely
the effect of her desire to function, herself, as “merchandise.’” Her child-
ish superiority would be motivated simply by the desire to appear the
most attractive of all negotiable assets.

LI

Yet, and even if the preceding remarks concerning the advantages of
the little girl do not seem confirmed ‘‘by exact observations,” it remains
true that “girls cannot be described as intellectually backward”! But, he
goes on, ‘‘these sexual differences are not of great consequence: they can
be outweighed by individual variations. For our immediate purpose they
can be disregarded” (p. 117). Let us, then, forget the troublesome ques-
tion that might be raised by the incidental precociousness of the little girl,
and the problem of what may become of it, so that we can keep to the heart
of the matter, to the capital, that is to say.
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The second point to be noted in our study of sexuality consists in the
fact that ““the decisive turning points will already have been prepared for
or completed before puberty” (p. r17). This second observation and
claim are no more supported than the first. At any rate, at the point when
the claim is made. One may, of course, consider the whole of the text—
‘the whole of the Freudian corpus—as a demonstration of its relevance:
the role of the castration complex in the “becoming (of) a woman”
intervenes well before puberty. Yet it is not perhaps vain to express
surprise that the game should be played out, or at any rate the rules
agreed upon, before reproduction—whose implicit or explicit prece-
dence in this theory of sexuality has already been hinted at—can be
effectively possible, materially fulfilled. It must be concluded, once
again, that this preeminence finds its rationality elsewhere or otherwise.
In any case, the culturally, socially, economically valorized femnale char-
acteristics are correlated with maternity and motherhood: with breast-
feeding the child, restoring the man. According to a certain dominant
ideology, the little girl can thus have no value before puberty. Moreover,
by Freud’s own assertion, at the age at which the castration complex
would be stressed by the little girl, “the truly female vagina is still
undiscovered” (p. 118). This is to say, then, that everything concerning
woman’s allotted role and the representations of that role proposed or
lent to her would be decided even before the socially recognized specifici-
ty of her intervention in the sexual economy is practicable, and before
she has had access to a particular “‘essential feminine pleasure.” It is
hardly surprising, then, that she seems as a result to be “lacking in,”
“deprived of,” “envious of,” “jealous of”’ . . . But of what?

The Little Girl Is (Only) a Little Boy

An Inferior Little Man

Individuals of both sexes seem to pass through the early phases of
libidinal development in the same manner. Contrary to all expectations,
the lictle girl, in the sadistic-anal phase, shows no less aggressiveness than
the little boy. . . . The aggressive impulses of little girls are no less abun-
dant and violent [than those of little boys]. . . . From the onset of the
phallic phase, the differences between the sexes are completely eclipsed by the
agreements. . . . THE LITTLE GIRL IS THEREFORE A LITTLE MAN. . . . The
little girl uses, with the same intent [as the little boy] her still smaller
clitoris . . . a penis equivalent . . . man more fortunate [than she] . . . as
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she passes from her masculine phase to the feminine. . . . During this
(precedipal, ““masculine”) phase, everything that will later be found in the
ocdipal situation already exists and later is merely transferred to the person
of the father [?!] . . . the ultimate differentiation of the sexes . . . the little
girl when she discovers her disadvantage . . . the little girl who had up «ill
then lived like a little boy . . . the comparison with the boy . . . activity more
resembling that of the male . . . regressing toward the old masculinity com-
plex . . . residual manifestations of the primitive masculinity . . . the libido
suffers a greater repression . . . nature pays less attention to the girl’s
demands than is the case with masculinity . . . more developed nar-
cssism . . . more jealous . . . women have fewer social interests than men
and the faculty for sublimating instincts is weaker . . . as far as social
concern gocs, the inferiority of women [with respect to men] ... . When
laying side by side the development of the little boy and little girl, we find
that the latter must, to become a normal woman, [?] suffer a more painful and
more complex evolution and surmount two difficultues that have no
equivalent for boys.>

So we must admit that THE LITTLE GIRL 1S THEREFORE A LITTLE MAN,
A little man who will suffer a more painful and complicated evolution
than the little boy in order ta become a normal woman! A little man with
a smaller penis. A disadvantaged little man. A little man whose libido
will suffer a greater repression, and yet whose faculty for sublimating
instincts will remain weaker. Whose needs arc less catered to by nature
and who will yet have a lesser share of culture. A more narcissistic little
man because’ of the mecdiocrity of her genital organs (7). More modest
because ashamed of that unfavorable comparison. More envious and
jealous because less well endowed. Unattracted to the social interests
shared by men. A little man who would have no other desire than to be,
or remain, a man.

The Cards Tumed Over

Thus Freud discovers—in a sort of blind reversal of repressions—
certain variously disguised cards that are kept preserved or stored away
and that lie beneath the hierarchy of values of the game, of all the games:
the desire for the same, for the self-identical, the self (as) same, and again
of the similar, the alter ego and, to put it in a nutshell, the desire for the
auto . . . the homo . . . the male, dominates the representational econo-
my. “Sexual difference” is a derivation of the problematics of sameness,
it is, now and forever, determined within the project, the projection, the

5All these statements can be found in this essay on femininity.
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sphere of representation, of the same. The “differentiation” into two
sexes derives from the a priori assumption of the same, since the little
man that the little girl is, must become a man minus certain attributes
whose paradigm is morphological—attributes capable of determining, of
assuring, the reproduction-specularization of the same. A man minus the
possibility of (re)pregenting oneself as a man = a normal woman. In this
proliferating desire of the same, death will be the only representative of
an outside, of a heterogeneity, of an other: woman will assume the
function of representing death (of sex/organ), castration, and man will
be sure as far as possible of achieving mastery, subjugation, by triumph-
ing over the anguish (of death) through intercourse, by sustaining sexual
pleasure despite, or thanks to, the horror of closeness to that absence of
sex/penis, that mortification of sex that is evoked by woman; the trial of
intercourse will have, moreover, as teleological parameter the challenge
of an indefinite regeneration, of a reproduction of the same that defies
death, in the procreation of the son, this same of the procreating father.
As testimony, for self and others, of his imperishable character, and
warranty of a new generation of self-identity for the male seed.

The Dream Interpreters Themselves

Still incomplete is the enumeration, and, of course, the interpretation
of the faces, the forms, the morphologies that can be taken on by that old
dream of “‘the same” which has defied the most prescient diviners, since
their method did not question the credits that the method itself had already
invested in that dream. The interpreters of dreams themselves had no
desire but to rediscover the same. Everywherc. And, indeed, it was not
hard to find. But was not interpretation itself, by that fact, caught up in the
dream of identity, equivalence, analogy, of homology, symmetry, com-
parison, imitation, was it also not more or less adequate, that is to say
more or less good? Since, after all, the most able of the interpreters were
also the most gifted, the most inventive dreamers, those most inspired
by what was liable to perpetuate, even to reactivate the desire of the
same?

But when this same desire comes to speak, and theorize, and prescribe
itself in the very name of, in the very place of, the relation between the
scxes, of sexual difference, then it seems that the paroxysm of that dem-
onstration, of that exhibition, is equivalent to announcing that the central
postulate is in fact being called into question. Required by every figure in
the ontology, the a priorism of the same was able to maintain itself only
through an expatriation, an extrapolation, an expropriation of a quasi-
theological nature. Under the direction of man, but not directly at-
tributable to him. Referred back to some transcendence that was sup-
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posed to make capital of the interest of the operation. But if man is
explicitly presented as the yardstick of the same, if the underlying and
hitherto masked desire of the same—that is, the autocroticism more or
less deferred or differentiated into the autological or homologous repre-
sentations of a (masculine) “subject”—if that desire is interpreted over-
tly, then the rcprescntation project is confounded in its detours and in its
idealist justificatdons. The pleasure man can take thercin becomes appar-
ent. At the samnc time as the question is inevitably raised: why should this
pleasure be his alone?

Thus Freud would strikc at least two blows at the scene of representa-
tion. One, as it were, directly, when he destroys a certain conception of
the present, or of prescnce, when he stresses secondary revision, over-
determination,  repetition compulsion, the death drive, etc., or when he
indicates, in his practice, the impact of so-called unconscious mecha-
nisms on the discourse of the ‘‘subject.” The other blow, blinder and less
direct, occurs when—himself a prisoner of a certain economy of the
logos, of a certain logic, notably of *“desire,” whose link to classical
philosophy he fails to see—he defines scxual differences as a function of
the a priori of the same, having recourse, to support this demonstration,
to the age-old processes: analogy, comparison, symmetry, dichotomic
oppositions, and so on. When, as card-carrying member of an “ide-
ology”’ that he never questions, he insists that the sexual pleasure known
as masculine is the paradigm for all sexual pleasure, to which all repre-
sentations of pleasure can but defer in reference, support, and submis-
sion. In order to remain cffective, all this certainly neceded at the very
least to remain hidden! By cxhibiting this “symptom,”” this crisis point in
metaphysics where we find exposed that sexual “indifference’” that had
assured metaphysical coherence and *“‘closure,” Freud offers it up for our
analysis. With his text offering itsclf to be understood, to be read, as
doubtless the most relevant re-mark of an ancient dream of self . . . one
that had never been interpreted.

Penis Masturbation: A Necessarily Phallic Auto-eroticism

So Freud thinks individuals of both scxes go through the first libidinal
stages in the same way. With the little girl showing equal aggressiveness at
the sadistic-anal stage (perhaps her “constitution” has not yet forbidden
her to do 50?). And, from the onset of the phallic phase, the little girl is a
little man. How could it be otherwise? Since the access to the phallic
stage means access to the pleasure afforded by the phallus, which (even in
its hold over the significr) is the sign of the male sex/organ? Freud is
therefore right in saying that at the phallic stage the little girl is a little
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boy. But why does he describe this “stage’ as a necessary step in “be-
coming a normal woman”'? And even more, why, if stages there be, is
there no question, for cxample, of a vulvar stage, a vaginal stage, a
uterine stage, in a discussion of female sexuality?

At the phallic stage, then, the little girl is searching for a possible penis-
equivalent that can give her “pleasurable sensations.” She finds this in
the clitoris, a penis even smaller than the small penis of the small boy.
And all her masturbatory acts involve this organ that is comparable to a
tiny penis. Whereas the “truly feminine vagina is still undiscovered by
both sexes.”® Just like the lips, any of the lips, and the vulva, though all
of thesc are so perfectly accessible that the little girl cannot fail to have
discovered their sensitivity. Whether through her mother’s ministrations
or through the rubbing of diapers or underpants, or when her hand
scarches for the “little penis”’. The pleasure gained from touching, ca-
rcssing, parting the lips and vulva simply does not exist for Frcud, He is
unawarc of it or prefers not to know about it. At this stage or any other.
Just as he will never refer to the pleasure associated with the sensitivity of
the posterior wall of the vagina, the breasts, or the neck of the womb. All
organs, no doubt, that lack masculine parameters?

In any case, he claims that “we are entitled to our view that in the
phallic phase of girls the clitoris is the leading erotogenic zone’ and that
whereas ‘‘a few isolated reports”” refer to early vaginal sensations as
well, it is first of all not easy to distinguish these from sensations in the
anus or vestibulum—which do not scem important ecnough to bother
about—and, second, such vaginal scnsations cannot in any case play a
great part. These are assertions whose trenchant and peremptory tone
might well suggest negation and exorcism. Why does Freud, apgainst all
rhyme and reason, want little girls’ masturbation to involve only the
clitoris? Why, in the phallic phase, is the clitoris alone recognized as
erotogenic for a gir]? Why, when discussing the little girl, give the name
“phallic” to this moment when her discovery of crotogenic sensitivity is,
or is supposed to be, so incomplete and impoverished? Why amputate
certain parts of the female genitals, and not necessarily those with the
least erotic potential? Why retain only those that have, or are supposed to

6The “fundamentally male” character of little girls’ sexuality and the exclusive role
therein of the clitoris are further developed by Freud in the Three Essays on Sexuality,
notably in the section called “The Transtormations of Puberty.”

7Here reference should be made to the debate on woman’s sexual development between
Karen Horney, Melanie Klein, and Ernest Jones. (Cf. the following articles, all published in
the International Journal of Psycho-Analysis: Karen Horney, “On the Generation of the
Castration Complex in Women,” [JPA, 5 [1924); “The Flight from Womanhood,” IJPA, 7
[1926): Ernest Jones, “The Early Development of Female Sexuality,” IJPA, 8 [r927);
Melanie Klein, “Early Stages in the Oedipus Conflict,”” IJPA, 9 [1928].—Tr.)
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have, their guarantor, their raison d’étre, in the male scx/organ? Or,
again, retain those that correspond to the representation man may have
of sexual desire?

So, at the phallic stage, the little boy indulges in masturbation. There-
fore the little girl docs too, using her supposed penis-equivalent, the
clitoris. They both do the same thing, more or less successfully. “But it
is not, of course, going to remain so. With the change to femininicy [?],
the clitoris should wholly or in part hand over its scnsitivity and, at the
same time, its importance, to the vagina. This would be one of the two
tasks which a woman has to perform in the course of her development
whereas the more fortunate man has only to continuc at the time of his
sexual maturity the activity’ that he had previously carried out at the
period of the efflorescence of his sexuality” (p. 118). Which means, if
you like, that the little girl will practice her small-scale masturbation for
as long as the little boy is allowed his, for as long as he has not incurred
the fear of being castrated should he persevere with masturbation. That s
the point at which the “change to femininity” has to occur, with the
vagina becoming the indispensable instrument of male pleasure. The
interpretation has validity. For, after all, if it is hard to understand—
except for the sake of the argument—why the little girl would be
onanistically interested only in the clitoris, it is even harder to see why
the clitoris should have to yield its “sensitivity” and hence its “impor-
tance” to the vagina. After all, the two organs are in no way interchange-
able, but rather contribute, along with others, and with specific sen-
sitivities, to woman’s sexual pleasure.? One could conclude from all this
that the little girl will not masturbate “herself,” but rather a penis-
equivalent® (just as the woman will not have access to a female pleasure
functionally differentiated in accordance with her sex organs), and her
vagina will, in due time, take over the function that the little boy’s hand
has been forbidden to perform. And the change in erotogenic zone is
decided for her by the various transformations undergone by male mas-
turbation. The man, on the other hand, more fortunate, has only to
elaborate in maturity what he planned out during the first efflorescence
of his sexuality.

8The role of kindling that Freud assigns to the clitoris in adult female sexuality (“just as
pine shavings can be kindled to set a log of harder wood on fire,” Three Essays on Sexuality,
SE vi:z21) still seems modeled on a male representation of female desire. One conforming
to his desire, no doube?

9Freud’s phrascology is as ambiguous as this: “the little girl’s recognition of the anatom-
ical distinction between the sexes forces her away from masculinity and masculine mastrba-
tion.” *“Some Psychical Conscquences of the Anatomical Distinctions between the Sexcs,™
SE, ximx:256).
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The Change of “‘Object” or the Crisis of @ Devaluation

The second difficulty met by the little girl as she becomes 2 woman is
apparently what Freud calls a change of object. ““A boy’s mother is the first
object of his love, and shc remains so too during the formation of his
Oedipus complex and, in essence, ALL THROUGH HIS LIFE. For a girl too
her first object must be her mother (and the figures of wet-nurses and
foster-mothers that merge into her). The first object-cathexes occur in
attachment to the satisfaction of major and simple vital needs, and the
circumstances of the care of children are the same for both sexes. But in
the Oedipus situation the girl’s father has become her love-object, and
we expect that in the normal course of development she will find her way
from this paternal object to her final choice of an object. In the course of
time, therefore, a girl has to change her erotogenic zone and her object—
both of which a boy retains” (“Femininity,” pp. 118—119). So the is-
sue—put to ‘“‘us men,” as always—is: “how this happens, how does a
girl pass from her masculine phase to the feminine one to which she is
biologically destined” (p. 119).

It seems pointless to reiterate that such statements are perplexing be-
causc they are so imperious, normative, moralizing (“we expect in the
normal course of decvelopment . . . a girl has to change . . . she is biolog-
ically destined”). Let us simply hazard a few questions, so impertinent and
vain in the face of a fate thus inexorably decreed as to invite instant
repression.

(A) If man remains fixated on his first love object, his mother,
throughout his life, what will be his wife's role in his sexual economy?
Will there ever be any kind of relationship between the sexes? Or, again,
will desire ever break away from mere repetitive automatism?° (B) If, in
order to correspond to man’s desire, woman must play the part of or
identify with his mother, he will be in some sense thec drother of his
children, since he has the same (type of) love object: the maternal. In
which case, how does this involve or resolve the question of the Oedipus
complex—which is the pivot of sexual differentiation structure for
Freud?!! (C) Why does the work of sexual change devolve upon wom-

10Would this explain why the problem of origins is so insistent? The most subtle detour
taken by lifc in its course toward death, as Freud cxplains it in Beyond the Pleasure Principle,
would be to repeat the link to the orginal place of conception by progressively sublating it
from the matcriality of its beginning. To erase birth by an infinite love of the Other(’s)
ideality.

"lnyol:hcr words, the Qedipus complex would not serve to articulate the difference
between the sexes, but to ensure the passage of the (socio-symbolic) law of the father. He
holds onto his first love forever. But language comes between him and this impossible
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an?12 And what is the ultimate purpose of all that work—that she be-
come like her mother-in-law?13 (Don’t laugh too quickly.) (D) A woman
finds herself thercfore required to give up her first love object in order to
conform to the man’s. To have only one desire—that of being as much as
possible like man's etemal object of desire, and meanwhile of correlating her
own pleasure with her success in this operation. There will be only one
tropism, then, and one object of desire or pleasurc at stake, not a relation,
an interplay, between fwo desires. Which explains, incidentally, why
Freud can speak of the object of desire. (E) Why does Freud apply the
term masculine to the phase in which the little girl loves and desires her
mother? Doesn’t he thereby miss the singularity of the relationship of the
female child to her mother and to maternity, just as, though in a quite
other way, he scotomizes elsewhere the originality of a desire among
women?!* Doesn’t he reduce all these specific modalities of libido to the
desire the man feels for the woman-mother or that the man (include here
the little girl at the “masculine phase,” since the little girl = the little boy,
etc.) feels for the phallus (represented here by the phallic mother)? Or
perhaps that the man fecls for the man? More exactly, that the phallus
fecls for the phallus. (F) In the development toward the “female phase,”
Freud cites woman’s “biological destiny,” an expression to which we
shall rarely find him resorting in the discussion of male sexuality, and
which refers, once again, to woman’s maternal “‘destiny.”’5 Now, is
there any more obvious devicc or more explicit way of banishing the
auto-erotic, homosexual, or indeed fetishistic character of the rela-
tionship of man to woman than to stress the production of a child? Is the
appeal to biological naturalism brought in to cover up the fantasy system
governing the sexual economy of the couple? Or is the implication rather
that maternal omnipotence is reduced by ‘““destiny”? These two imagi-
nary symptomatics are in no way mutually exclusive, of course.

The Law of the Self-same
“It would be a solution of ideal simplicity if we could suppose that
from a particular age onwards the elementary influence of the mutual

““object”~—impossible because idealized—which sanctifies the function of the logos as such:
all of which impedes sexual relations.

12And what are we to make of the increase in value which the phallus—or Phallus—
enjoys because the work on this genesis of “becoming a woman” is effaced?

13Need one point out, in this context, that it is the wife’s mother who is detested,
despised, and caricatured? She is the character who most threatens the nostalgia 2 man feels
for his own mother.

'4The problem of female homosexuality will be developed in the eleventh and twelfth
sections of this essay. ]

15‘Biological destiny’" will be cited to justify woman’s stration also. Freud writes
“‘Anatomy is destiny,’ to vary a saying of Napoleon’s'” (“‘Dissolation of the Oedipus
Complex,” SE, »ix:178).
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attraction between the sexes made itself felt and impels the small woman
toward men, while the same law allows the boy to continue with his
mother” (p. 119). How simply ideal, indeed, if the same law could
sanction relations as diffcrent as the little girl’s to men and the little boy’s
to his mother. . . . But how can such a law be formulated? When it is
obviously not the law, at a given age, of the “mutual attraction between
the sexes.”” Except, perhaps, for the little girl who, as the terminology
goes, has “become a woman.” Who, in order to become one, has sup-
posedly resolved the question of her primal relationship—as well as the
question of her original desire and of the origin of her desire—and has
put down or put away her auto-erotic, homosexual pleasure, sublimated
her partial drives, etc. Man, meanwhile, would remain polarized by his
relation to origin. Both on the scene of representation—where the age-
old urgency of this fundamental question is as well known as the ever
repeated attempt to “‘unveil” it—and in his scxual practice where his
most violent and recurrent desire is to dcflower the woman-his mother
(the relation between two scenes is obvious, yet its interpretation relies
upon some detour through the ideal. We shall come back to this). Vir-
ginity, represented by the hymen, would thus be the thing which in its
very figuration of the impossible, in its virtual role of negation, permits
incest (she isn’t my mother because she isn’t a mother yet).16

But of course the paths marked out for the two sexes are not the same,
and cannot obey the same law, whatever Freud would like. At best they
may obey Law itself, the law of the same, which requires that the little
girl abandon her relation to the origin and her primal fantasy so that
henceforth she can be inscribed into those of men which will become the
*“origin” of her desire. In other words, woman’s only relation to origin is
one dictated by man’s. She is crazy, disoriented, lost, if she fails to join in
this first male desire. This is shown, specifically, in the way she is forced
to renounce the marks of her ancestry and inscribe hersclf on man’s
pedigree. She leaves her family, her “house,” her name—though admit-
tedly it too is only a patronymic—her family tree, in favor of her hus-
band’s. And it would certainly be very interesting to raise the question of
the “‘phallus” and its power in these terms: it would not be the privileged
signifier of the penis or even of power and sexual pleasure were it not to
be interpreted as an appropriation of the relation to origin and of the desire _for
and as origin, The tropism, as well as the rivalry, is in fact between the
man and (his) mother. And woman is well and truly castrated from the
viewpoint of this economy.

16This would be another possible interpretation of the “Taboo of Virginity” (SE, xr),
whereby the hymen is the veil masking the mystery of the appropriation of the mother. All
this can, of course, lead to a proliferation of fetishes that defer the testing of potency-
impotence.
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But sexual difference is reduced also. And even if Freud goes on to
admit his disappointment at finding that children do not, univocally,
follow the path of sexual preference that their parents have—which leads
him to doubt “the power of which poets talk so much and with such
enthusiasm but which cannot be further dissected analytically”’!—one may
object that the inclination the little boy feels for his mother and the little
girl fecls for men, and even for her father, does not boil down to the
attraction fclt by one sex for what Freud calls its “opposite.” For, al-
though this inclination—and here we continue to follow Freud’s theo-
ry—lecaves the little boy to his first love, it requires the little girl to turn
away from hers. Whence the subsequent lengthy discussion in which
Freud feels impclled to show how, why . . . the hictle girl will, as far as
her mother is concerned, pass from love to hate.

Is Her End in Her Beginning?

An Unsuspected Love

“For you must know that the number of women who remain till a late
age tenderly dependent on a paternal object, or indced on their real
father, is very great” (p. 119). Now, when investigating this intensc and
long-term fixation, onc is led to ‘‘some surprising facts,” namely the
importance, the persistence, the consequences . . . of the phase of the
girl’s fixation to her mother, facts that we did not know about. We Freud,
that is. This “phase” may last beyond the fourth year and “almost every-
thing that we find later in her relation to her father was already present in this
earlier attachment and has been transferred subsequently onto her father.”
So are we to assume that the love and the desire for the father repeat and
re-present those felt for the mother, less something that would allow them
to be transferred and displaced? The origin of love and of desire would
remain, implicitly, linked to the mother. The primary set of metaphors
for desire would indeed appcar to be correlated, according to Freud, with
what he calls the ‘“maternal object.” Not with the father as such, since
the father mercly suffers the displacement of the libido. Nor with the
relation between father and mother, a man and a woman, and thus with
sexual difference.

The Desire to Have a Child by the Mother
If, now, one investigates the libidinal feelings of the little girl toward
her mother, one finds that “they are of very many different kinds” and
persist through the three ‘phases’ of infantile sexuality”’—taking on the
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characteristics of each and cxpressing themselves by oral, sadistic-anal,
and phallic wishes. ‘“Thesc wishes represent active as well as passive
impulses; if we relate them to the differentiation of the sexes [?] which is to
appear later—though we should avoid doing so as much as possible—we may
call thern masculine and feminine. . . . It is not always easy to point to a
formulation of these early sexual wishes; what is most clearly expressed
is a wish to get the mother with child and the corresponding wish to bear
her child—both belonging to the phallic period and sufficiently surpris-
ing, but established beyond doubt by analytic observation” (pp. 119—
120).

The first of these two wishes can be interpreted as the fact that, in the
phallic phase, the little girl is a little boy and thercfore wishes to get her
mother with child by means of her little penis (though all of this would
have you confuse, in one and the same phallism, erection, penetrating the
mother, and impregnating her). As for the wish to bear the mother’s
child, it is even harder to rcconcile this within the imaginary configura-
tion of this “phase” as Freud describes it, for it would lead us to supposc
that the little girl is not simply a little boy, that bisexuality is already at
work in her libidinal economy, and that as a girl she can desire a child
from her phallic mother at the same time that, as the bearer of a small
penis, she wishes to test its potency by getting her mother with child.
This proves, in any case, that she already experiences a tropism that is
both centripetal and centrifugal, and that her sexual organ of reference is not
simply the clitoris.

Incidentally, we may regret that here Freud gives no hint as to the sex
of the child to be conceived by mother and daughter, though he docs so
on other occasions: “Her happiness is great if later on this wish for a baby
finds fulfilment in reality, and quite cspecially so if the baby is a little boy
who brings the longed for penis with him” (p. 128). One might advance
the hypothesis that the child who is desired in the relationship with the
mother must be a girl if the little girl herself is in any degree valued for
her femaleness. The wish for that girl child conceived with the mother
would signify for the little girl a desire to repeat and represent her own
birth and the separation of her “body” from the mother’s. Engendering a
girl’s body, bringing a third woman’s body into play, would allow her to
identify both herself and her mother as sexuate women'’s bodies. As two
women, defining each other as both like and unlike, thanks to a third
“body” that both by common consent wish to be “‘female.”'” This

17A “different’” version of the third-man argument. (The third-man argument is set out
in Plato, Parmenides, 132a—133a, esp. 132a—b, and in Aristotle, Metaphysics, 9gob; 1039a;
1079a.—Tr.).
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would attenuate the lack of differentiation between the daughter and the
mother or the maternal function which is inevitable when the desire for
origin is not referred back to a relation between a man and a woman—a
relation that in turn implies a positive representation of femininity (not
just maternity) in which the little girl can inscribe herself as a woman in
the making. In other words, this fantasy of the woman-daughter con-
ceived between mother and daughter would mean.that the little girl, and
her mother also, perhaps, want to be able to rcpresent themselves as
womcn’s bodics that are both desired and desiring—though not neces-
sarily “phallic.” But all this would require the repetition-displacement of
the maternal function as it has been cathected by man.

If the child the little girl wishes for is a boy, one may suppose she
wants to produce-represent herself as a boy, or else that, with her moth-
er—like her mother?—she also wants to take over the father’s role in
procreation: with two women being sufficicnt to give life—and give life
to a representative of the father. And his power would thus be domi-
nated, in the imaginary.

Before lcaving this fantasy of the child conceived with the mother, one
may wonder why Freud introduces it only at the phallic stage, and not at
the oral and anal stages also. Whereas elsewhere he.insists that in the
childish imaginary thc production of a child is equated with the produc-
tion of feces. ‘‘People get babies by eating some particular thing (as they
do in fairy tales) and babies arc born through the bowel like a discharge
of faeces” (Three Essays on Sexuality, p. 196). You drink your mother’s
milk and you give her a baby or she gives you one. :

Another variant of the pre-oedipal relation to the mother is “the fear of
being murdered or poisoned, which may later form the core of a para-
noiac illness” (“Femininity,”” p. 120). Here again we may note that the
metaphors used are particularly concerned with the “body”—which is
“murdered,” *“poisoned”—and we would like Freud to be more explicit
as to how the body and the sex/organ connected, most particularly in the
primeval relation of the child to its mother but also throughout Freud's
theory, wherc it seems that a certain sexualism obliterates the materiality
of the “sexuate body.”’18 It would seem that the idca—or Idea—of sex or
at any ratc of sexual function shapes Freudian ‘‘discoursc” to some ex-
tent. And this must obviously entail both modifying the economy of the

18Are we to assume that this materiality is reserved to the stages of partial drives? And
that the “immortal’’ nature of the semen—a determinant in ‘“‘sexual function” for Freud—
implies an idealization of genital sexuality?
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Idea and trapping scx in a logos, a logic, that is still derived from the
Eidos, in its various guiscs. And it is certainly no accident if this point
emerges in the context of paranoia, or the fear of being murdered, poi-
soncd by the mother. The system structuring paranoia—and theory too
perhaps—seems indeed like a play to achieve mastery through an orga-
nized set of signifiers that surround, besiege, cleave, out circle, and out-
flank the dangerous, thc embracing, the aggressive mother/body. A set
that has passed and passes, now and forever, in and by language. Oral.
Language which, like and yet quite unlike the mother’s breast or her
milk, is able to nourish but also to kill, rape, or poison the sexuate body
of the child.

-The little girl’s wish to get her mother with child or to have a child by
her, as well as the fear of being killed, poisoned, during the pre-oedipal
relation to the mother, are “surprising” discoveries which constitute the
“attractiveness” of analytic practicc and research.

The Father’s Seduction: Law but Not Sex

Let us add this other revelation, which “caused me [Frcud] many
distressing hours.” “In the period in which the main intcrest was di-
rected to discovering infantile sexual traumas, almost all my women
patients told me that they had been seduced by their father. I was driven
to recognize in the end that these reports were untrue and so came to
understand that hysterical symptoms are derived from phantasies and not
from real occurrences” (p. 120).

Imagine that a certain Mr X, of mature years, as the saying goes, was
addressing you in this way: how would you interpret expressions such as
“which caused me many distressing hours,” “almost all my female pa-
tients told me that they had been seduced by their father,” ““I was driven
to recognise that these reports were untrue,” “and so came to understand
that hysterical symptoms are derived from phantasies and not from real
occurrences.” And let us Icave the interpretation up to every analyst,
even onc ifprovised for the occasion. In fact, it would be bettcr if he
were improvised, for otherwise, whatever the analyst’s gender or sex,
we would run the risk of him or her having already been seduced by the
father of psychoanalysis.

The seduction is, of course, covered up both in theory and practice by
a normative statement, a law, which denies it. Thus: “It was only later
that [ was able to rccognise in this phantasy of being seduced by the
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father the expression of the typical Oedipus complex in women.” It would
apparently be too risky to admit that the father might be a seducer, and
even that he might want to have a daughter in order to seduce. Or that he
might want to become an analyst in order—by means of hypnosis, sug-
gestion, transfer, and interpretations that deal with the sexual economy
and with forbidden, proscribed sexual representations—to achicve a last-
ing seduction of thc hysterical woman.!® The whole thing must be tidied
up and whitewashed by the law. But, of course, if, under cover of the
law, seduction can now be practiced at leisure, it seems cqually urgent to
question the seduction function of law itself. And its role in producing
fantasies. When it suspends the realization of a seduced desire, law
organizes and arranges the world of fantasy at least as much as it forbids,
interprets, and symbolizes it.

Thus, it is neither simply true, nor indeed false, to claim that the little
girl fantasizes being seduced by her father, since it is equally valid to
assume that the father seduces his daughter but that, because (in most cases,
though not in all) he refuses to recognize and live out his desire, he lays
down a law that prohibits him from doing so. That said, it is his desire which,
come what may, prescribes the force, the shape, the modes, ctc., of the
law he lays down or passes on, a law that reduces to the state of “fan-
tasy” the little girl’s seduced and rejected desire—a desire still faltering,
barely articulate, silent perhaps, or expressed in signs or body language,
a desire that must be scduced to the discourse and law of the father. In
place of the desire for the sexuate body of the father—a desire labeled a “seduc-
tion fantasy” that must be verbalized and submitted to interpretation—
we find a law proposed and imposed, that is, a discourse that institu-
tionalizes and is already institutionalized. In some measure as a defense.
(Think of those “‘distressing hours™. . . . . )

Henceforth, how could the daughter recognize herself in her desire,
particularly her desire for her father, how could she fail to suspend it in
appctites both tied to and adrift from signifiers? At once overpowering in
their authority and insignificant, pathetic, as substitutes for a desire that
is defiled and denied. All this does not mean that the father mecessarily
makes love to his daughtcr—now and again it is advisable to say things
very clearly—but it would be good to take issue with the cloak of the law
in which he wraps his desire, his penis. And if for him the law guarantees
an increment of pleasure, and power, it would be good to uncover what

19Which can be compared to the lasting effects of suggestion and subordination that
result from deflowering. Cf. “The Taboo of Virginity,” SE, xI.
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this implies about his desire—he seems to get more sexual satisfaction from
making laws than love—and about the eternally abortive, reductive, diver-
sionary effects that this extra satisfaction for the father and the paternal
function has upon the little girl, the future hysteric. Her sexuate desire is,
in fact, labeled a fantasy, with non-fantasy being henceforward equated
with a desire for a discourse of the father’s sexual negation, exorcism,
and even impotence. Her duty would be to sustain with her desire the
enticing delusion of a legislative discourse, of a legal text that would
state, among other things, that the father has no desire for her.

For more mundane realities, she will be referred back to the seducing
mother. Indeed, as far as seduction by the mother is concerned, Freud
tells us, “phantasy touches the ground of reality.” “For it was really the
mother who by her activities over the child’s bodily hygiene inevitably
stimulated, and perhaps even aroused for the ﬁrst time, pleasurable sen~
sations in her genitals” (p. 120).%°

So here is our little girl, really and truly seduced by her mother (but no
more than is necessary in the interests of good hygiene) and jilted by her
father in the name of the law. Becoming a woman really does not seem
to be an easy business. At least on the stage that has been set by the
fantasies, phobias, and taboos a man (Freud in this instance) has about
woman’s sexuality.?!

“I have no doubt you are ready to suspect that this portrayal of the
abundance and strength of a little girl’s sexual relations with her mother
is very much overdrawn” (p. 121). Unless, on the contrary, we (women)
were amazed by your need for us to be surprised by such obvious things,
by your insistence on proving, demonstrating something that goes with-
out saying. It is not so much the fact of the little girl’s many rich ties to
her mother that surprises us as the fact that these ties must *‘disappear”
and that “the attachment to the mother ends in hate.” This hate would be

20Should one see as a specific result of thesc early maternal seductions the fact that
women are supposed to be constantly anxious about being clean and neatly dressed? Or
should one rather interpret this negation of woman’s anal possession as a submission to
man’s desire? The pages Rousseau devotes to female cleanliness, for example, would be
relevant here.

211n a sort of vicious circle, since these fantasics proliferate all the more as a function of
the status assigned to female sexuality in this way. '
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characterized by its strength and also by its tenacity: “it may last all
through life.” One must also stress that “as a rule one part of it is
overcome while another part persists”” and that in certain women the hate
may be “carefully overcompensated.”

All this raises the question of the implicit parallelism here between the
daughter’s hostility toward the mother and the son’s love for her all
through life. What does this obligation in reverse mean? Why must a girl’s
affection for her mother necessarily change into hatred if she is to turn
toward her father? Desiring the father implies hating the mother. Desir-
ing a representative of the “opposite” sex entails, at least for the little
girl, rejecting a representative of one’s own sex and, indeed, as we shall
see, the representation of one’s own sex. Which will mean no possible
cathexis of the relation between the sexes? If one loves, desires one sex,
one necessarily denigrates, detests the other. What is more, with only
one sex being desirable, it becomes a matter of demonstrating how the
litele girl comes to devalue her own sex by devaluing her mother’s.

Someone will bring up at this point the complaints, grievances, re-
criminations, and accusations that women hysterics have made against
their mothers to the father of psychoanalysis. But none of the transferen-
tial and countertransferential determinants of those complaints will be
interpreted.

The “‘Reasons” Why a Girl Hates Her Mother
and a Boy Goes on Loving His

‘““The reproach against the mother which goes back furthest is that she
gave the child too little milk—which is construed against her as lack of
love” (p. 122). This reproach is often justified in our society, Freud goes
on, but it is nonetheless so constant and persistent that we are led to
doubt its foundation in reality. We should rather understand it as nostal-
gia for the earliest nourishment, for which the child is “altogether in-
satiable” as it never “gets over the pain of losing its mother’s breast.”
And the children of primitive peoples, suckled until the age of two,
would express the same reproaches. The hypothesis is not unreasonable.
One could equally, however, see the child’s manifest resistance to wean-
ing as a symptom of the trauma occasioned by the final break in material
contact with the inside of the mother’s body: rupture of the fetal membranes,
cutting of the umbilical cord, denial of the breast. A series of breaks with
all that might be represented as the material causes of the child’s body.
Could its “insatiable hunger” perhaps be the need to reabsorb its material
cause? This would imply the inadmissible urge to devour the mother, to
destroy this original nature-body from which one must eternally separate
and be separated but to which one must eternally return and refer back.

40



The Blind Spot of an Old Dream of Symmetry

But if she is eaten, she will no longer be there to serve your needs-desires
or to guarantee a certain representation of the place of origin and the
original bond. So this “hunger” is indeed insatiable, and no food will
ever satisfy it. In fact it is not a matter of its being satisfied. Food can
make you ill, can poison you if it should run short—as Freud tells us—
but all the more if it falls short in its function of repeating-representing
closeness to the mother, until such a time as the desire for origin can find
an(other) economy.

For example, making babies. But the feces-babies that are the first you
can “‘make” are still a result of absorbing the mother-material. And even
though they mean a triumph for the child’s digestion,?? they also mark
the digestion’s partial nature, and in any case they will break away from the
child as soon as they are produced: another break in material contact
which the child will try to master. But the child will never have simple
possession of these “children of the mother.” Society will take them
away as soon as the child has made them, in the name of cleanliness.

This, then, is no solution. Therefore, if you are a boy, you will want,
as soon as you reach the phallic stage, to return to the origin, turn back
toward the origin. That is, possess the mother, get inside the mother
who is the place of origin, in order to reestablish continuity with it and to
see and know what happens there. And moreover to reproduce yourself
there. If you are born a girl, the question is quite other. No return to,
toward, inside the place of origin is possible unless you have a penis. The
girl will herself be the place where origin is repeated, re-produced and
reproduced, though this does not mean that she thereby repeats ‘‘her”
original topos, “her” origin. On the contrary, she must break any con-
tact with it, or with her, and, making one last turn, by a kind of vault—
up one more branch of the family tree—she must get to the place where
origin can be repeated by being counted.

And yet this extra turn, this extra twist—performed on the spot and
one space along because it marks a calculation—can never be turned to
woman's account as the other side of the representational coin, an “‘other
side” of the representation of origin. Woman cannot turn it into her
project of return or turning back. It (id) is counted and reproduced in
figures, but woman is not able to take a(c)count of it, or to supply any
symbol for it. At least within the economy of representation that still
prevails and that Freud is too prone to neglect. Freud is still party to a
certain logos and therefore to a certain economy of “‘presence,” a certain
representation of “presence,” and he will be able to picture the little girl

22Cf. in this regard ‘“‘the triumph accomplished in the duodenum” in Hegel, Encyclopedia
of the Philosophical Sciences, in Outline, Part 2, ‘“Philosophy of Nature,” sec. 371.
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becoming a2 woman only in terms of lack, absence, default, ctc. To take an
example or paradigm, Freud can discuss the little girl’s relation to the
place of origin only as a vacancy, a taking leave of the mother: as rejec-
tion, or hatred of the mother. That is to say, as a fault in the re-presenta-
tion of origin. In lieu of the girl’s own relation to the place of origin,
Freud substitutes the penis, or rather he imposes the penis as the only
possible and desirable replaccment. The penis—or better still the phallus!
Emblem of man’s approptiative relation to the origin. She, on the other hand,
obviously does not and cannot have a privileged relation to whatever the
penis replaces, she can in fact desire nothing unless she neither loves nor
detests her mother, but has used the mother, who is supposcdly her place
of origin and original bond, in order to vault one more step up in the
counting, or discounting; of the enumeration of origin.

An Economy of Primal Desire That Cannot Be Represented

So, to return to the issuc of weaning, it would scem pertinent to say
that the little girl is weaned with far greater trauma than the little boy as
she will have nothing—at least as things stand at present—to make up
for, substitute for, or defer this final break in physical contact with her
mother: she cannot turn back toward her mother, or lay claim to sceing
or knowing what is to be seen and known of that place of origin; she will
not rcpresent “‘her” relation to “her’ origin; she will never go back
inside the mother; she will never give the mother a drink of sperm from
her penis, in a substitution-reversal of the lost breast and milk;23 she will
never reproduce her (like) self inside the/her mother, etc. She is Icft with
a void, a lack of all representation, re-presentation, and even strictly
speaking of all mimesis of her desire for origin.?* That desire will hence-
forth pass through the discourse-desire-law of man’s desire. “You will
be my woman-mothcr, my wife, if you would, and (lik¢) my mother, if
you could,”?> is a statement equivalent to: “You will be for me the
possibility of rcpeating-representing-appropriating the/my relation to

23“But the interest in that part of the body has, in addition to its anal-erotic root, an oral
one which is perhaps tmore powerful still: for when sucking has come to an end, the penis
also becomes heir to the mother’s nipple” (** Anxiety and Instinctual Life,”” New Introductory
Lectures on Psychoanalysis, SE, xxir:101).

2*How elsc are we to interpret the fact that playing with dolls is “bad,” i.e. masculine,
whenever the little girl simply enjoys miming her relations with her mother rather than
seeing the doll as the child she desires by the father? Or again the fact that woman'’s
supreme desire is supposedly to bear a male child? These questions and others remarking
the ban placed on this “bad” mimesis will be developed further on in this cssay.

25“Even a marriage is not made secure until the wife has succeeded in making her
husband her child as well and in acting as a mother to him”’ (“Femniuinity,” pp. 133—34).
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the origin.” Now this operation—and we can quote Freud’s own words
against him here—in no way constitutes a displacement of the origin-
desire of the little girl, of the woman. 1t is more in the nature of an exile,
an extradition, an exmatriation, from this/her economy of desire. And
she is actually held responsible for it: does she not hate her mother? What
really occurs, of course, is that the representation, the signifier of onc
stage in woman’s libidinal ecanomy (and not the least important stage
since it is the one in which she was perhaps marked off from her first
stage by her re-mark) is proscribed.2¢ But let us say that in the beginning
was the end of her story,?7 and that from now on she will have one dictated
to her: by the man-father.

Woman would thus find no possible way to represent or tell the story of
the economy of her libido. Just as man would find no possible meaning in
“female libido.” The libido is masculine, or at any rate neuter. “Nev-
crtheless the juxtaposition ‘female libido’ is without justification” (p.
133). Which must obviously be translated as saying: within a given econ-
omy of meaning (vouloir-dire)—whose relation to the desire for samencss
and to the repetition-representation-reproduction of sameness is well
known—the words “female libido” cannot mean anything, since the
possibility that they might mean anything would inevitably lead us to
question the project and projections of that meaning itself. The “un-
justifiable,”” intolerable naturc of thosc words “‘femalc libido,”” would be
one symptom of something outsidc that thrcatened the signs, the sense,
the syntax, the systems of representation of a meaning and a praxis
designed to the precise specifications of the (masculine) “subject” of the
story.

Now, if the expression “female libido™ has no justification, this means
also and at the samc time that the strength of woman’s sexual impulscs
will be reduced. As Freud goes out of his way to dcmonstrate, laying
most of the blame upon nature. (See ‘“‘Femininity,” p. 133.) Thus, the a
priori and the desire for sameness can be maintained only if a single desire
is in control.

26This proscription could certainly be interpreted in Lacanian terms as the “‘foreclosure”
(forclusion) of a key signifier for woman’s libidinal economy. But thereby “foreclosure”
itself would need to be questioned about its privileged relation to the name of the [ather,
which has acted to lay down the law that proscribes woman from having any relation to a
tepresentation indispensable to “symbolization.”

27)n fact Freud admits as much when he says that he has dealt only with the “prehistory”
of female sexuality or recognizes that everything concerning the girl's pre-Oedipus had
succumbed to so inexorable a repression that one would need to go back “as it were”
through all the marks of that history to find, at the back, the vestiges of a more ancient
civilization. Cf. “Fernale Sexuality”, SE, xxn:222-23.
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As a result, psychoanalysts often complain ironically about women
being unanalyzable.28 Which is quite true if one adheres to Freud’s theo-
ries and to the closure of representation that here imprisons him.
“Female libido” (and indced, strictly speaking, the sexual difference of
which woman’s “castration” would nowadays be the most flagrant re-
mark) is in effect excluded. The phallus, quite to the contrary, functions
all too often in psychoanalysis as the guarantee of sense, the sensc of
sense(s), the “figure,” the “form,” the ultimate signifier through which
the ancient metaphors of onto-theology would be set straight. Off with
the masks. The suspicion is unavoidable that the Same is being postu-
lated again in this “new” signifying economy, organized under the con-
trol of the said Phallus.

One More Child

“When the next baby appears in the nursery,” another reproach is
leveled at the mother by the little girl—or, indeed, the little boy. *“If
possible the connection with oral frustration is preserved: thc mother
could not or would not give the child any more milk because she nceded
the nourishment for thc new arrival. In cases in which the two children
are so close in age that lactation is prejudiced by the second pregnancy,
this reproach acquires a real basis, and it is a remarkable fact that a child,
even with an age difference of only 11 months, is not too young to take
notice of what is happening. But what the child grudges the unwanted
intruder and rival is not only the suckling but all the other signs of
maternal care. It feels that it has been dethroned, despoiled, prejudiced in
its rights; it casts a jealous hatred upon the new baby and develops a
grievance against the faithless mother which often finds expression in a
disagreeable change in its behaviour. It becomes ‘naughty’, perhaps,
irritable and disobedient and goes back on the advances it has made
towards controlling its cxcretions. All this has been very long familiar
and is accepted as self-evident; but we rarely form a correct idea of the
strength of these jealous impulses, of the tenacity with which they persist
and of the magnitude of their influcnce on later development. Especially
as this jealousy is constantly receciving fresh nourishment in the later
years of childhood and the whole shock is repeated with the birth of each
new brother or sister. Nor does it make much difference if the child
happens to remain the mother’s preferred favourite. A child’s demands

28Statemnents that can be compared with Kant’s on this subject. The relation of Freud and
the theoretical discourse of psychoanalysis on the one hand and Kant on the other hand
poses a ccrtain number of problems. Such as: what suspense may have been left unin-
terpreted on both sides with regard to the “transcendental imagination™? So that they end
up forced to bend before a “practice” commanded by “morals.”
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for love are immoderate, they make exclusive claims and tolerate no
sharing” (p. 123).

It surely seems unlikely that the child’s reactions are the same whether
or not it remains the mother’s favorite, whether the ncw-born is of the
same sex as the older sibling, or of a different sex, whether a girl follows a
boy or a boy is born after a girl. Moreover, must the rcfusal to master
one’s excretory functions be intcrpreted simply as a regression? Could it
not also be an attempt to imitate the mother, to have a baby? In view of
the child’s ignorance of female genitals at this stage, it could mimic a
birth only through defecation, and this symptom would thercfore be the
child’s way of abreacting, revolting against, all that is not being ex-
plained. A way of using its body to express a lack of representations for
conception, pregnancy, and giving birth. :

-That said, one must certainly agrec that the birth of a younger sibling
greatly disturbs a child. And, in objection to Freud’s insistance on stress-
ing oral frustration as cxplanation, one might claim that oral frustration
is only a reactivation, and no doubt a more discernible re-mark, of
another disturbance, another “crisis.”” A new, a ‘“second”—and “‘third,”
etc.—birth would completcly disrupt the child’s comprehension of
where it stands in relation to its own birth and conception. The child’s
desire for a relation to an origin, one origin, would thereby be seriously
thwarted. And here the child would find himself or herself once more
faced with the question of counting back to the very beginning, a question he
or she will always have to take into a(c)count. And it is really in terms of
numbering that one will have to, would have to, consider the concep-
tualization and the practice of castration, if one reckons to stand by it and
keep it effective. Every time an exclusive, unitary relation to the origin
or the fantasy of a primeval simplicity has to be cnumcrated, castration is
involved. As, for example, when there is a repetition—not pure and
simple, but with *“plus one” resulting from the opcration—of a concep-
tion, of a birth, that is to say, in the enumcration of the tribe. Even if the
child is still wholly or partially ignorant of the sexual difference at work
in fertilization, one more birth, like any “‘plus one,” calls up or recalls the
functioning of castration. And the child’s regressive behavior on this
occasion is certainly to be understood as a sign of its (castration) anxicty,
but also perhaps as an aggressive riposte to fantasies about the omnipo-
tence of the mother, or sometimes of the parents, who have wished to
gull the child into believing in a monopoly on origin. In this perspective,
not only the child but also the mother, or the father, or the parents as a
familial institution “‘make exclusive claims and tolerate no sharing.”
Each child shall have the right {only the right?) to a unigue relation with
her, with him, or with them. Yet, one, and one, and one . . . as many

45



Speculurn of the Other Woman

ones as you like—even as many one + one + one + one +. .. .—can
never add up to, never give a count of, the relation at stake between
children of the same mother, of the same father, of the same parents.
And in fact psychoanalysts know now that the problems young—and
not so young—children have with counting can be traced back to the
difficulty they had in finding their place when the family tribe was being
counted. Quite apart from their math phobia. . . .

Another “Cause’”’—Castration

As Might Be Expected

The little girl’s hostility toward her mother finds other justifications.
Such as: the impossibility of satisfying the child’s sexual desires; the
mother inciting the child to masturbate and then forbidding it to do so;
the fact that the bond to the mother is supposedly destined to disappear
as aresult of its primitive character, since early objcct cathexes are always
highly ambivalent; “it is the special nature of the mother-child relation
that leads, with equal inevitability, to the destruction of the child’s love;
for even the mildest upbringing cannot avoid using compulsion and
introducing restrictions, and any such intervention in the child's liberty
must provoke as a reaction an inclination to rcbelliousness and ag-
gressiveness.” But “‘all these factors . . . are, after all, also in operation in
the rclation of the boy [Freud’s italics] to his mother and are yet unable to
alienate him from the maternal object.” So some specific factor must
intervene in the mother-daughter relation and in the development of that
relation which would explain “the termination of the attachment of girls
to their mother” (p. 124).

“I belicve we have found this specific factor, and indeed where we
expected to find it, even though in a surprising form. Where we expected to
find it, | say, for it lies in the castration complex. After all, the anatomical
distinction [between the sexes] must express itself in psychical conse-
quences. It was, however, a surptise to learn from analyses that girls hold their
mother responsible for their lack of a penis and do not forgive her for their
being thus put at a disadvantage” (p. 124).

One might cite or even recite Freud at length, the Freud of “female
sexuality’ at least, on the basis of these ‘I believes,” these “where we
expected to find its,” these “castration complexes”; and also relate them
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to his failurc to be “‘surprised” at the *“psychical consequences” of an
““anatomical distinction,” or to his rather univocal appeal to anatomy to
explain a psychical economy—which would supposedly know no other
mimesis than that of “nature’ according to this interpretation?—and to
all those expressions of surprise which, perhaps, mask the upsurge of an
unheimlich that is much more uncanny, blinding. . . .

The Gaze, Always at Stake

So the little girl does not forgive her mother for not giving her a penis.
At cthe “sight of the genitals of the other sex,” girls “notice the [sexual?]
difference and, it must be admitted, its significance too. They feel sc-
riously wronged, often declare that they want to ‘have something like it
too’ . . . and fall victim to ‘envy for the penis’, which will leave ineradica-
ble traces on their development and the formation of their character” (p.
125). :

The dramatization is quite good, and onc can imagine, or drcam up,
recognition scenes along these lines in the consulting room of psycho-
analyst Freud. By rights, though, the question should still be raised of
the respective relationships between the gaze and sexual difference, since,
he tells us, you have to see it to belicve it. And therefore, one must lose
sight of something to see it anew? Admittedly. But all the same. . . .
Unless all the potency, and the difference (?) were displaced into the
gaze(s)? So Freud will see, without being seen? Without being seen
secing? Without even being questioned about the potency of his gaze?
Which leads to envy of the omnipotence of gazing, knowing? About
sex/about the penis. To envy and jealousy of the eye-penis, of the phallic
gaze? He will be able to see that I don’t have one, will realize it in the
twinkling of an eye. [ shall not see if he has one. More than me? But he
will inform me of it. Displaced castration? The gaze is at stake from the
outset. Don’t forget, in fact, what “castration,” or the knowledge of
castration, owes to the gaze, at least for Freud, The gaze has always been
involved.

Now the little girl, the woman, supposedly has nothing you can see.
She exposes, exhibits the possibility of a nothing to see. Or at any rate she
shows nothing that is penis-shaped or could substitute for a penis. This is
the odd, the uncanny thing, as far as the eye can see, this nothing around
which lingers in horror, now and forever, an overcathexis of the eye, of
appropriation by the gaze, and of the phallomorphic sexual metaphors, its
reassuring accomplices.?®

2Cf. the relationship Freud establishes between castration anxiety, the fear of losing
one's sight, and the fear of one's father’s death (in “The Uncanny,” SE, xvi:219-52). Or
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This nothing, which actually cannot well be mastcred in the twinkling
of an eye, might equally well have acted as an inducement to perform
castration upon an age-old oculocentrism. It might have been interpreted
as the intervention of a difference, of a deferent, as a challenge to an
imaginary whose functions are often improperly regulated in terms of
sight. Or yet again as the “symptom,” the “signifier,” of the possibility
of an other libidinal economy, of a heterogeneity unknown in the practice
of and discourse about the (designated) libido. Now the “‘castration com-
plex” in becoming a woman will mcrely close off, repress? or censure?
such possible interpretations. Woman'’s castration is defined as her hav-
ing nothing you can see, as her having nothing. In her having nothing
penile, in seeing that she has No Thing. Nothing like man. That is to say,
no sex/organ that can be seen in a form capable of founding its reality,
reproducing its truth. Nothing to be seen is equivalent to having no thing. No
being and no truth.3? The contract, the collusion, between one sex/organ
and the victory won by visual dominance therefore leaves woman with
her sexual void, with an ‘““actual castration” carried out in actual fact. She
has the option of a “ncutral” libido or of sustaining herself by “penis-
envy.”

Anatomy Is “Destiny”

This “ncuter” is hard for Freud to account for in his theory of the
difference of the sexes, as we can see from his repeated admissions that
the subject of woman’s sexuality is still very “obscure.” As for what he
will have to say about it, what has become *“‘apparent” to him about it,
female sexuality can be graphed along the axes of visibility of (so-called)
masculine sexuality. For such a demonstration to hold up, the little girl
must immediately become a little boy. In the beginning . . . the little girl
was (only) a little boy. In other words THERE NEVER IS (OR WILL BE) A
LITTLE GIRL. All that remains is to assign her sexual function to this

again this: “It often happens that neurotic men declare that they feel there is something
uncanny about the female genital organs. This wnheimlich place, however, is the entrance to
the former Heim (home) of all human beings, to the place where each one of us lived once
upon a time and in the beginning. . . . In this case, too, then, the unheimlich is what was
once heimisch, familiar; the prefix ‘un’ is the token of repression” (*The Uncanny,” p. 245).
For the moment let us concentrate on the strange disquiet felt about the female genicals.
The woman-mother would be unheimlich not only by rcason of a repression of a primitive
relationship to the maternal but also because her sex/organs are strange, yet close; while
*“heimisch™ as a mother, woman would remain “‘un™ as a woman. Since woman'’s sexuality
is no doubt the most basic form of the unheimlich.

3This echoes Leibniz’s question in Principles of Nature and of Grace Founded on Reason:
“Why is there something rather than nothing?” Or again: “That which is truly not one
entity, is not truly onc entity either”: Leibniz, letter to Amauld, April 30, 1687. (Leibniz,
Philosophical Writings, ed. G. H. R. Parkinson, trans. Mary Morris and G. H. R. Parkinson
[London: Dent, 1934 and 1973], pp. 199 and 67.)
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“little boy” with no penis, or at least no penis of any recognized value.
Inevitably, the trial of ‘“‘castration” must be undergone. This “little
boy,” who was, in all innocence and ignorance of sexual difference,
phallic, notices how ridiculous “his” sex organ looks. “He” sees the
disadvantage for which “‘he” is anatomically destined: ““he’ has only a tiny
little sex organ, no sex organ at all, really, an almost invisible sex organ.
The almost-imperceptible clitoris. The humiliation of being so badly
equipped, of cutting such a poor figure, in comparison with the penis,
with the sex organ can only lead to a desire to “have something like it
t0o,” and Freud claims that this desire will form the basis for “normal
womanhood.” In the course of the girl’s discovery of her castration, her
dominant feelings are of envy, jealousy, and hatred toward the mother—
or in fact any woman-—who has no penis and could not give one. She
desires to be a man or at any rate “like” a man since she cannot actually
become one.?! The little girl docs not submit to the “facts” easily, she
keeps waiting for “it to grow,” and “belicves in that possibility for
improbably long years.” Which means that no attempt will be made by
the little girl—nor by the mother? nor by the woman?—to find symbols
for the state of “this nothing to be scen,” to defend its goals, or to lay
claim to its rewards. Here again no economy would be possible whereby sexual
reality can be represented by/for woman. She remains forsaken and aban-
doned in her lack, default, absence, envy, etc. and is led to submit, to
follow the dictates issued univocally by the sexual desire, discourse, and
law of man. Of the father, in the first instance.

: What the Father’s Discourse Covers Up

So, borrowing Freud’s own terms, let us question him for example,
about his relationship to the parental function. That is, to the exercise of
the law—notably the psychoanalytic law—of castration. Why this fear,
horror, phobia . . . felt when there is nothing to be seen, why docs
having nothing that can be seen threaten his libidinal economy? And
remember in this regard that in the castration scenario Freud has just
outlined, it is the boy who looks and is horrified first, and that the little
girl merely doubles and confirms by reduplication what he is supposed to
have seen. Or not seen. “In [boys] the castration complex arises after
they have lcarnt from the sight of the female genitals that the organ which
they value so highly nced not necessarily accompany the body. At this
the boy calls to mind the threats he brought on himself by his doings

31n other words, the “fact of castration” will leave woman with only one option—the
semblance, the mummery of femininity, which will always already have been 1o “act like”
the value recognized by/for the male. The fact that certain men want to *act like” women
thus raises the question whether they thereby take back for themselves that *‘femininity”
which was assigned to woman as an inferior copy of their relation to the origin.
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with that organ, he begins to give credence to them and falls under the
influence of fear of castration, [Freud’s italics] which will be the most
powerful motive force in his subsequent development” (p. 125). After
which, Freud goes on: ‘““The castration complex of girls is also started by
the sight of the genitals of the other sex. Etc.”

Here again the little girl will have to act like the little boy, feel the same
urge to sce, look in the same way, and her resentment at not having a
penis must follow and corroborate the horrified astonishment the little
boy fecls when faced with the strangeness of the nonidentical, the noni-
dentifiable. The “reality” of the girl’s castration could be summed up as
follows: you men can sce nothing, can know nothing of this; can neither
discover nor recognize yoursclves in this. All that remains, thercfore, is
for me, for her (or them), to accept this fact. As a biological fact! The girl
thus “enters” into the castration complex in the same way as the boy,
like a boy. She “comes out” of it feminized by a decision, which she is
duty bound to ratify, that there cannot be a nothing to be seen. The idea
that a “nothing to be seen,” a something not subject to the rule of
visibility or of specula(riza)tion, might yet have some reality, would
indeed be intolerable to man. It would serve to threaten the theory and
practice of the representation by which he aims to sublimate, or avoid the
ban on, masturbation. Auto-erotism has been permitted, authorized,
encouraged insofar as it is deferred, exhibitited in sublated ways. All this
is endangered (caught in the act, one might say) by a nothing—that is, a
nothing the same, identical, identifiable. By a fault, a flaw, a lack, an
abscnce, outside the system of represcatations and autorepresentations.
Which arc man’s. By a hole in men’s signifying economy. A nothing that
might cause the ultimate destruction, the splintering, the break in their
systems of “presence,” of “re-prescntation” and ‘“‘representation.” A
nothing threatening the process of production, reproduction, mastery,
and profitability, of meaning, dominated by the phallus—that master
signifier whose law of functioning erases, rejects, denies the surging up,
the resurgence, the recall of a heterogeneity capable of reworking the
principle of its authority. That authority is minted in concepts, represen-
tations and formalizations of language which prescribe, even today, the
prevailing thecory and practice of “castration.” And what weak instru-
ments these are, products of the very system they pretend to challenge.
Such collusion with phallocentrism serves only to confirm its power.

The Negative in Phallocentric Dialectic
Thus the matter before us leads us to ask ourselves, and to ask them:

(1) Docs the little girl, the woman, really have “penis-envy” in the
sense Freud gives to that expression; that is, of wanting “to have some-~
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thing like it too”’? This assumption, in fact, governs everything said now
and later about female sexuality. For this “envy” programs all of wom-
an’s instinctual economy, even, though she does not realize it, before the
discovery of her castration, at the point when, supposedly, she only was,
and wanted to be, a boy.

(2) What is the rclationship of that “envy” to man’s “desire”? In other
words, is it possible that the phobia aroused in man, and notably in
Freud, by the uncanny strangeness of the “nothing to be seen’” cannot
tolerate her not having this “envy”? Her having other desires, of a differ-
ent nature from his represcntation of the sexual and from his representa-
tions of sexual desire. From his projected, reflected auto-representations
shall we say? If woman had desires other than “penis-envy,” this would
call into question the unity, the uniqueness, the simplicity of the mirror
charged with sending man’s image back to him—albeit inverted. Call
into question its flatness. The specularization, and speculation, of the
purpose of {fis) desire could no longer be two-dimensional. Or again: the
“penis-envy’’ attributed to woman soothes the anguish man feels, Frcud
fcels, about the coherence of his narcissistic construction and reassures
him against what he calls castration anxiety. For if his desire can be
signified only as “penis-envy,” it is a good thing that he has it (one). And
that what he has should represent the only goods acceptable for sexual
trading.

(3) Why does the term “envy” occur to Freud? Why does Freud
choose it? Envy, jealousy, greed are all correlated to lack, default, ab-
sence. All these terms describe female sexuality as merely the other side or
even the wrong side of a male sexualism. It could be admitted that the little
girl accords a special status to the penis as the instrument of her sexual
pleasure and that she displays a centrifugal-centripetal tropism for it. But
“penis-cnvy,” in the Freudian and indeed psychoanalytic sense, means
nothing less than that the little girl, the woman, must despise her own
pleasure in order to precure a—doubtless ambiguous—remedy for
man’s castration anxiety. The possibility of losing his penis, of having it
cut off, would find a rcal basis in the biological fact of woman's castration.
The fear of not having it, of losing it, would be re-presented in the
anatornical amputation of woman, in her resentment at lacking a sex
organ and in her correlative “cnvious” urge to gain possession of it. The
castration anxiety of not having it, or losing it, would thus be supported
by the representation of the female sex, whereas the desire to have it would
confirm man in the assurance that he has it, still, while reminding him at
the same time—in one of the essential rules of the gamc—that he risks
having her take it away from him. The fact remains that “penis-envy”
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must above all be interpreted as a symptomatic index—laid down as a
law of the economy of woman’s sexuality—of the pregnancy of the
desire for the same, whose guarantee, and transcendental signifier or
signified, will be the phallus. The Phallus. If it were not so, why not also
analyze the “envy” for the vagina? Or the uterus? Or the vulva? Etc. The
“desire” felt by each pole of sexual difference ‘‘to have something like it
too’'? The resentment at being faulty, lacking, with respect to a hetero-
gene, to an other? The “‘disadvantage’ mother nature puts you to by
providing only one sex organ? All of this would require, entail, demand
an other sex, a different sex—a sex that shared in the same while remain-
ing different32—for sexual pleasure to be possible. But finally, in Freud,
sexual pleasure boils down to being plus or minus one sex organ: the
penis. And sexual “otherness” comes down to “not having it.”’ Thus,
woman'’s lack of penis and her envy of the penis ensure the _function of the
negative, serve as representatives of the negative, in what could be called a
phallocentric—or phallotropic—dialectic.>® And if “scxual function” de-
mands that the little boy should turn away from his—real—mother
whom convention forbids he should get with child, if what is indicated
by the “castration complex” forces him to ‘‘sublimate” his instincts
toward his mother, let us say that, as far as he is concerned, man will lose
nothing thereby, and that the loss will amount only to a risk, a fear, a
“fantasy”” of loss. And that the nothing of sex, the not of sex, will be borne
by woman. ,

But, ipso facto, ‘“castration” cannot be what makes the relation be-
tween the sexes practicable or assures the possibility for both repetition
and “displacement™ of the rclation between two sexes. It must serve as a
reminder of the negative which is attributed to woman, to the female
sex—in reality too, for more verisimilitnde—an attribution that would
guarancee its “‘sublation’’3* in the sublimation of the penis. With sex and
scxualness being sublated into representations, ideas, laws, dominated by
the Phallus. The rclationship to the negative, for man, will always have
been imaginary—imagined, imaginable—, hencc the impetus it gives to
fictive, mythic, or ideal productions that are only afterward defined as
laws assuring the permanence and circularity of this system. The legisla-
tion re-establishes; then, thc castration complex, notably of woman,

320f course this will initially imply bisexuality, but here it would evoke instead the
“brilliance” of the mirror which explodes into sexual pleasure, like and unlike according to
cach sex.

33This might be understood as a tautology, unless the word “a" is re-marked. In other
words, if dialectic has the one, the same as the horizon of its process, then it is necessarily
phallocentric.

HTranslation of Aufhebung.
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which will serve, along with other edicts, to transform into a historical
program the fables relating to men’s sexual practices.

(4) As for woman, one may wonder why she submits so readily to
this make-believe, why she “mimics” so perfectly as to forget she is
acting out man’s contraphobic projects, projections, and productions of
her desire. Specifically, why does she accept that her desire only amounts
to “penis-envy’’? What fault, deficiency, theft, rape, rejection, rcpres-
sion, censorship, of representations of her sexuality bring about such a
subjection to man’s desire-discourse-law about her sex? Such an atrophy
of her libido? Which will never be admissible, envisionable, except inso-
far as it props up malc desire. For the “penis-envy” alleged against
woman is—let us repeat—a remedy for man’s fear of losing one. If she
cnvies it, then ke must have it. If she envies what he has, then it must be
valuable. The only thing valuable enough to be envied? The very stan-
dard of all value. Woman’s fetishization of the male organ must indeed
be an indispensable support of its price on the sexual market.

Is Working Out the Death Drives Limited fo Men Only?

So let us speculate that things happen this way because, in psycho-
analytic parlance, the death drives can be worked out only by man,5 never,
under any circumstances, by woman. She merely “‘scrvices” the work of
the death instincts. Of man.

Thus, by suppressing her drives, by pacifying and making them pas-
sive, she will function as pledge and reward for the “total reduction of
tension.” By the “frec flow of energy” in coitus, she will function as a
promise of the libido’s evanescence, just as in her role as “wife’” she will
be assigncd to maintain coital homeostasis, “‘constancy.” To guarantee
that the drives are “bound” in/by marriage. She will also be the place
referred to as “maternal” where the automatism of repetition, the re-
establishment of an carlier economy, the infinitc regression of pleasure,
can occur. Back to the slecp of Lethe, to lethargy. Except that she is
charged at the same timc with preserving, regencrating, and rejuvenating
the organism, notably through scxual reproduction. She is wholly de-
voted to giving life, then, source and re-source of life. To being still the
restoring, nourishing mother who prolongs the work of death by sus-
taining it; death makes a detour through the revitalizing female-mater-
nal.

35For the following section, the reader should refer to Beyond the Pleasure Principle,
“Instincts and their Vicissitudes,” SE, x1v, and “The Economic Problem of Masochism,”
SE, xix. )

53



Speculum of the Other Woman

You will have realized that the “sexual function™ also requires ag-
gressiveness from the male, and that this authorizes an economy of death
drives whereby the “subject’”” disengages and protects himself by divert-
ing his energies to the “object.” And, by maintaining the subject-object
polarity in sexual activity, woman will provide man with an outlet for
that “primary masochism” which is dangerous and even life-threatening
for the “psychic” as well as the “organic” self. Now, Freud states that
this “primary” or *“‘erogenous” masochism will be reserved to woman
and that both her “constitution” and *‘social rules” will forbid her any
sadistic way to work out these masochistic death drives. She can only
“turn them around” or “turn them inward.” The sadism of the anal-
sadistic stage is also transformed, at a secondary level, into masochism:
activity is turned into passivity, sadism is “‘turned back” from the “‘ob~
Jject” onto the *‘subject.” Secondary masochism added to primary mas-
ochism—this is apparently the “destiny” of the death drives in woman,
and they survive only because of their unalterably sexuate nature,
through the erotization of this ““‘masochism.”

But further, in order to trans-form his death drives and the whole
instinctual dualistn, in order to use his life to ward off death for as long as
it takes to choose a death, man will have to work on building up his ego.
On raising his own tomb, if you like. This new detour along the road to
death, through/for the construction of narcissistic monumcnts, involves
pulling the libido back from the object onto the self and desexualizing it
so it can carry out more sublimated activities. Now, if this ego is to be
valuable, some ““mirror’’3® is needed to reassure it and re-insure it of its
value. Woman will be the foundation for this specular duplication, giv-
ing man back “his” image and repeating it as the “same.” If an other
image, an other mirror were to intervene, this incvitably would entail the
risk of mortal crisis. Woman will therefore be this sameness—or at least
its mirror image—and, in her role of mother, she will facilitate the
repetition of the same, in contempt for her difference. Her own sexual
difference. Moreover, through her “penis-envy,” she will supply any-
thing that might be lacking in this specula(riza)tion. Calling back, now
and forever, that remainder that melts into the depths of the mirror, that
scxual energy necessary to carry out the work. The work of death.

So “woman”’ can function as place—evanescent beyond, point of dis-
charge—as well as time—eternal return, temporal detour—for the sub-

36A certain flat mirror would thus serve to desexualize drives and thereby work out
1o

funeral monuments for the “subject’s” ego.
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limation and, if possible, mastery of the work of death. She will also be
the representative-representation (Vorstellung-Reprisentanz), in other
words, of the death drives that cannot (or theoretically could not) be
perceived without horror, that the eye (of) consciousness refuses to rec-
ognize. In a protective misprision that cannot be put aside without the
fatlure of a certain gaze: which is the whole point of castration. Up to this
point, the main concepts of psychvanalysis, its theory, will have taken no
account of woman’s desire, not even of “‘her’”” castration. For their ways are
too narrowly derived from the history and the historicization of (so-
called) male sexuality. From that process by which consciousness comes
into being and woman remains the place for the inscription of repres-
sions. All of which demands that, without knowing it, she should pro-
vide a basis for such fantasies as the amputation of her sex organ, and that
the “anatomy” of her body should put up the security for reality. She
provides irrefutable, because natural, proof that this is not a matter of the
silent action of the death drives. She will therefore be despoiled, without
recourse, of all valid, valuable images of her sex/organs, her body. She is
condemned to “psychosis,” or at best “hysteria,” for lack—censorship?
foreclusion? repression?—of a valid signifier for her “first” desire and for
her sex/organs.

This doesn’t mean that the question of castration isn’t raised for wom-
an but rather that it refers back in rcality to the father’s castration, includ-
ing the father of psychoanalysis—to his fear, his refusal, his rejection, of
an other sex. For if to castrate woman is to inscribe her in the law of the
same desire, of the desire for the same, what exactly is *‘castration”? And
what is the relationship of the agent of castration to the concept and its
practice?

“Penis-Envy”

Waiting in Vain

The little girl, therefore, having seen the genital organs of the other
sex, scorns all the pleasure that her own had afforded her and now has
only one wish—to have a penis hersclf one day. And she does not “sub-
mit easily to the fact of being without a penis.”” On the contrary, “she
believes . . . for improbably long ycars” in the possibility of possessing
the male organ.” And analysis can show that, at a period when knowl-
edge of reality has long since rejected the fulfilment of the wish as unat-
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tainable, it persists in the unconscious and retains a considerable cathexis
of encrgy.” In fact “the wish to get the longed-for penis eventually may
contribute to the motives that drive a mature woman to analysis.”

Of course, let us not neglect the fact that the woman, the hysteric, is
particularly liable to submission, to suggestion, to fabrication even,
where the discourse-desire of the other is concerned. And that what she
comes to say while in analysis will not be very different from what she is
expected to say there. And if she didn’t say it there, why should she
bother to come? To this scene that is organized, also, by/for her “penis-
envy.” And what could an analyst make of a desire of hers that would
not correspond to his wish? For the penis. He would be, Freud confides
in us, quite helpless. Therefore, she will express and express again her
greed for the male organ and perhaps she will get, from the analytic
trcatment of this “envy,” “‘a capacity to carry on an intellectual profes-
sion,” “a sublimated modification of this repressed wish.”

An Indirect Sublimation

You must understand that the analytic scene will not solve “penis-
envy” for woman, it will not free her from her condition as sexual
proletarian, it will not help in interpreting the credit surplus given to this
“sex/organ” of the man (father), but it will allow her—perhaps—to
enter into the system of a discourse whose *sense,” whose “meaning’ is
based exclusively on a phallic standard. “Penis-envy” would represent,
would be the only effective representative of woman’s desire to enter
into symbolic exchange as a “subjcct” and raise woman from her status
as a mere “commodity.”3? So, she will have to undergo treatment for
this ““envy” in order to achieve sublimation. Which means, here, paying
the price of repression of the appetite for sexual potency so as to gain
access to a discourse that denies woman any right on the exchange mar-
ket. Woman can realize the “capacity to carry on an intellectual profes-
sion,” once again, only by indirect means. The casting couch, or the
analyst’s couch!

For there is no way out of this “envy.”” For her in particular. “One
canndt very well deny the importance of envy for the penis. You may
take it as an instance of male injustice if I assert that envy and jealousy
play an even greater part in the mental life of women than of men . . .
but [ am inclined to attribute their greater amount in women to this latter
influence [i.e. of penis-envy]” (p. 125). Which in no way lays to rest the

37And as the analytic scene has not raised the question of woman's social and economic
condition, the language of the hysteric will become a “commodity” that serves the (the-
oretical) exchanges between psychoanalysts.
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question of “injustice” that was raised. Social injustice, obviously. For,
once again, woman as such has no means of pardcipating in so-called
“spinitual” life (?), since she takes no part in working it out, in its “‘sym-
bolization,” its exchanges. This accounts for her grievance at being ex-
cluded as *“‘subject” from a phallocentric scene upon which she can ap-
pear only if she accepts derision, guilt, and the loss of what they call, or
he calls, her “‘femininity.” In any case, only if she disavows, represses? or,
rather perpetuates, the repression of what she herself might put forward
as exchange values. Intellectuality only at the price of her female condi-
tion.

“Envy" or ““Desire’”’ for the Penis?

*“Some analysts, however, have shown an inclination to depreciate the
importance of this first instalment of penis-envy in the phallic phase.
They are of the opinion that what we find of this attitude in women is in
the main a secondary structure which has come about on the occasion of
later conflicts by regression to this early infantile impulse. This, howev-
cr, is a general question of depth psychology. In many pathological—or
even snusual—instinctual attitudes (for instance, in all the sexual perver-
sions) the question arises of how much of their strength is to be attributed
to early infantile fixations and how much to the influence of later experi-
ences and developments” (pp. 125—26). “In all cases,” with regard to the
matter in hand—which we find to be equated with a “pathological”
attitude, or at lcast to something “unusual” like a “sexual perversion,”
even though this “envy” is stated to be indispensable in the making of a
“normal woman'— “‘the infantile factor sets the pattern, but does not
always determine the issue, though it often does. Preciscly in the case of’
penis-envy I should arguc decidedly in favour of the preponderance of
the infantile factor” (p. 126).

How has Freud read, or understood, these psychoanalysts (male or
female) who depreciate the importance of penis-envy? For it seems that
they don't all consider it as coming ““first.”38 Yet it is as a function of this
archaism, of something that comes before another, that Freud answers
them. What is at stake in this need to establish priority? Particularly since
the “envy”’ that Freud now, for the purposes of argument, is claiming to
be primary was carlier defined as coming after the girl’s castration com-

38In actual fact, these men and women analysts discuss the lictle girl’s early “desire” for
the penis, which would suggest that she “‘discovers’ her genitals long before Freud thinks.
Cf. the articles of Horney, Klein and Jones on female sexuality cited in note 7.
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plex. The little girl could not have felt this “cnvy” earlier on because,
according to Freud himsclf, the difference between the sexcs did not exist
then, since the little girl was simply a little boy. She had a clitoris-penis.
Therefore she could not have an “envy” for one in the sense Freud gives
to the term until after the intervention of the castration complex.

Therefore let us turn the question around again. Is the primitive, or
most primitive, character of “penis-envy’” not an essential factor in es-
tablishing the prinacy of the male organ? In making the phallus necessarily
the archetype for sex? The primal sex? And making the penis the best
representational cquivalent of the Idea of sex? There can only be one
desire: the desirc to ensure dominion by greed, by appetite for appropria-
tion. If anything were to contradict this desire—the little girl’s pleasures,
for example—thc whole economy of sexual affects, and affectations,
would have to be reinterpreted. And it is difficult to predict where a shift
in the attribution of sexual powers might lead. But the misprisions
needed to maintain the established order lead one to suspect that such an
operation might take us far.

Argumecnts that premisc the early onset of penis-envy to justify a belief
in it arc still heard within the field of analytic prolematics. Thus, wom-
an’s avidity for his sex organ supposedly means for man, among other
things, a projection of his “primitive’’ oral instincts, of his wish to
devour the mother’s breast. And in this reminder of primary appetites,
one might detect also the fear of having destroyed woman’s scx, of
having castrated her out of insatiable hunger, biting in an attempt to
scize, incorporate, or eliminate something that is becoming elusive.
Whence the guilt, the horror at the sight of the reality of these fantasies,
which thereby become all-powerful, perhaps. And hence the terrible
anxiety that she, the maternal-substitute, in retaliation or also moved by
hunger, might do the same thing to his penis-breast.

Repression, or Inexorable Censorship

Be this as it may, when she sees the penis, when she compares—as if
this were possible—her sex organ to the little boy’s, the little girl is
supposed to give up all her previous libidinal workings; her oral, sadistic-
anal, and phallic instincts, her desire to bear the mother’s child or give
her a child, and her infantile masturbation. That whole economy would
in some way be blotted out, forgotten, rcpressed—but by whom or
what? how? from what motives of pleasure or displeasure?—or “‘con-
verted” so that “penis-envy” might thus be validated as the basis of
female sexuality from now on.
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“We know how children react to their first impressions of the absence
of a penis. They disavow the fact and believe that they do [Freud’s italics]
see a penis all the same. They gloss over the contradiction between
obsecrvation and pre-conception by telling themselves that the penis is still
small and will grow bigger presently; and they then slowly come to the
emotionally significant conclusion that after all the penis had at least been
there before and been taken away afterwards. The lack of a penis is regarded
as a result of castration, and so now the child is faced with the task of
coming to terms with castration in rclation fo himself.”>? Why are these
feelings, these representations, these defenses, attributed also to the lictle
girl? She is supposed to experience her lack of penis as an “accomplished
fact” that is presumably a punishment for her earlier (phallic-viril-
clitoral) masturbations.4® She believes that it had at least been there
before.” She would refuse the facts, telling herself that ““the penis is still
small and will grow bigger presently,” hoping against hope that her(?)
wish will some day come true. Etc. All of which is a postulate of the
phallic imperialism that will also lead the little girl to “turn away from
her mother” and despisc herself and all women since all lack a penis. “We
know, too, to what a degree depreciation of women, horror of women, and
a disposition to homosexuality are derived from the final conviction that
women have no penis.””*! Or again: “two reactions . . . permanently
determine the boy’s relation to women: horror of the mutilated creature
or triumphant contempt for her.””*2 Or: “One thing that is left over in
men from the influence of the Oedipus complex is a certain amount of
disparagement in their attitude toward women, whom they regard as
being castrated.”*?

Mimesis Imposed

Why make the little girl, the woman, fear, envy, hope, hate, reject,
ctc. in more or less the same terms as the little boy, the man? And why
does she comply so readily? Because she is suggestible? Hysterical? But
now we begin to be aware of the vicious circle. How could she be
otherwise, even in those perversities which she stoops to in order to
“please” and to live up to the “femininity’’ expected of her? How could
she be anything but suggestible and hysterical when her sexual instincts
have been castrated, her sexual feelings, representatives, and rcpresenta-

39“The Infantile Genital Organisation,” SE, x1X:143—44.

40“The Dissolution of the Oedipus Complex,” SE, Xi1x:177-79.

41The Infantile Genital Organisation,” p. 144.

42“Some Psychical Consequences of the Anatomical Distinction berween the Sexes,”
SE, X1x:252.

43"Female Sexuality,” SE, xxI:229.
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tions forbidden? When the father forces her to accept that, while he alone
can satisfy her and give her access to pleasure, he prefers the added sexual
enjoyment to be derived from laying down the law, and therefore penal-
izes her for her (or his own?) “seduction fantasies™?

And anyway why would she not be “hysterical”? Since hysteria holds
in reserve, in suspension/suffering, something in common with the
mime that is a sine qua non of sexual pleasure. The problem is that the
ludic mimicry, the fiction, the “make believe,” the “let’s pretend”—
which, as we know, made the hysteric subject to all kinds of disbelief,
oppression, and ridicule—are stopped short, impeded, controlled by a
master-signifier, the Phallus, and by its representative(s). Emblem(s) not
so much of interplay between the sexes as of power that masters and
appropriates the relationship to the origin (of desire, “‘for example”).
After that, the hysteria scenario, that privileged dramatization of femi-
nine sexuality, is condemned as so many “bad” copies or gross car-
icatures of a ‘““good,” and valuable and valid, relationship to origin.
Hysteria is stigmatized as a place where fantasies, ghosts, and shadows
fester and must be unmasked, interpreted, brought back to the reality of
a repetition, a reproduction,.a representation that is congruent to, con-
sistent with, the original. And, of course, someone will at this point cite
the “initial trauma,”’ the supposed origin of the “illness,”” but the game is
all over by this time. And the question would rather be—to risk repeti-
tion—that woman’s symbolization of her beginning, of the specificity of
her relationship to the origin, has always already been erased, or is it
repressed? by the economy that man seeks to put in place in order to
resolve the problem of his primary cause. A problem to be solved by
putting the Phallus at the beginning, and at the end. As the signifier of
sexual potency and precedence, in the face of which there can only be
“lack,” “atrophy,” “envy,” “acting as if one had it,” “pretending to be
it or to have it,” etc. But as the Phallus is never stated as ferminus, origin,
and cause of desire, there will be no possibility of interplay between two
different modes of relationship to the origin, the primary, the desire for
origin. With each modality comprising measure and folly. On the one
hand the “serious role”—truth?—played out in a genealogy, a genetics,
and on the other hand, copies, fantasies, reflections, semblances, specular
anamorphoses, that will transform the part, the parts, even before they
are produced, or reproduced. Now, under these conditions, one might
have a relationship between the sexes, an enactment of sexual dif-
ference—which obviously precludes the predominance of one sex.
But. . . . Between the “obsessive’ on this side, who wants and demands
and repeats, and turns around and around in his original desire, which he
claims to master in order, finally, to establish his omnipotence, and the
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“hysteric’” on the other side, who drifts aimlessly, wanting nothing, no
longer knowing her own mind or desire, acting ‘““as if”” or “‘as you like
it,”” her body the only reminder of what has been . . . the game seems to
have got off to a bad start. At best a mournful pleasure seems in store.
Sadly repetitive, painstaking, or infinitely fragmenting things, rambling
on with pauses only for explosions. Pleasure (?) full of histories but no
possible historiography.

A Painful Way to Become a Woman

And the Father, Neutral and Benevolent, Washes His

Hands of the Matter
“The discovery that she is castrated is a turning point in a girl’s
growth. Three possible lines of development start from it: one leads to
sexual inhibition or to neurosis, the second to change of character in the
sense of a masculinity complex, the third, finally, to normal femininity”

(p. 126).

“That is all I had to say to you about femininity. It is certainly in-
complete and fragmentary and does not always sound friendly” (p. 135).

However, let us take a closer look. “The essential content of the first is
as follows: the girl has hitherto lived in a masculine way, has been able to
get pleasure by the excitation of her ditoris and has brought this activity
into relation with her sexual desires directed towards her mother, which are
often active ones” (p. 126). Reminder, then, of the little girl = little boy,
clitoris = little penis equation. As for the fact that masturbation is simply
an “active” process, one might demur. For the moment, however, let us
take up the question of the “direction toward the mother” which Freud
stresses. Why “toward the mother,” rather than toward parental inter-
course, which might affect the child and lead it to react and abreact
through masturbation? And anyway, wouldn’t masturbation be one
method the boy or girl could use in trying to direct themselves away
from the mother, to differentiate their (auto-)erotism from the instincts
involved in the libidinal relationship to the mother? Which would mean
that the mother, in fantasy and reality, would be the one to forbid
onanism, as she is unwilling to allow this separation from her?

Be that as it may, it is striking to note the degree to which Freud holds
the mother responsible for both the awakening and the suppression of
sexual life. Notably in the case of the little girl. We have already seen that
it was the mother who seductively aroused the first sexual feelings. “The
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fact that the mother thus unavoidably initiates the child into the phallic
phase is, I think, the reason why, in phantasies of later years, the father
regularly appcars as the sexual seducer.””#* The father, as we have already
seen, cannot be the seducer. But again “her rcsentment at being pre-
vented from free sexual activity plays a big part in her detachment from
her mother. The same motive comes into operation again after puberty,
when her mother takes up her duty of guarding her daughter’s chas-
tity. 4> In the same way, “a girl may later construe the fact of castration
as a punishment for her masturbatory activity, and she will attribute the
carrying out of this punishment to her father, but neither of these ideas
can have been a primary one.”#® The father does not seduce or capture or
repress his daughter’s scxuality. He would only secondarily be the one to
represent the castrating agent for her. In fact, if the girl turns toward her
father, this is becausc she turns away from her mother in disillusion, and
transfers, transports to her father her disappointed matemal cathexes.
Very strange, this economy regulating the father-daughter relations!
And it is odd that, in the whole adventure of female sexuality as de-
scribed by Freud, the father makes his appearance only at the end and in
such a dim, secondary, even ‘‘passivc” role. With no desires, no in-
stincts, no dealings, of any kind, in regard to his daughter. Neutral and
benevolent. But why?

A (Female) A-sex?

Now, still with reference to the first of the three possible lines of
development, “owing to thc influence of penis-envy, [the little girl] loses
her enjoyment in her phallic sexuality’” (p. 126). In her sexuality, that is?
For what scxuality, apart from the phallic, is she being offered? Were
some other sexuality presented, or represented, the question of penis-
envy—to pick one particularly symptomatic question—would certainly
be less insistent. But in this deficiency, this latency of any happier solu-
tion, any other possible choice, “her self-love is mortified by the com-
parison with the boy’s far superior equipment.” Now we know about
the enclitic relationship between narcissistic cathexes and sexual in-
stincts.4”7 Therefore “‘she renounces her masturbatory satisfaction from
her clitoris, repudiates her love for her mother and at the same time not
infrequently represses a good part of her sexual trends in general.” It’s not
unreasonable. Under beneficium inventorii, she pays out only as much as
the pressurc of repression allows her. “No doubt her turning away from

“41bid., p. 238.

41bid., p. 233.

46]bid.

47CAf. for cxample the essay “Instincts and Their Vidssitudes,” SE, xiv.
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her mother does not occur all at once, for to begin with the girl regards
her castration as an individual misfortune, and only gradually extends it to
other females and finally to her mother as well. Her love was directed to
her phallic mother [Freud’s italics]; with the discovery that her mother is
castrated it becomes possible to drop her as an object, so that the motives
for hostility, which have long been accumulating, gain the upper hand.
This means, therefore, that as a result of the discovery of women’s lack
of a penis they are debased in value for girls JUST As they are for boys and
later perhaps for men’ (‘“‘Femininity,” pp. 126—127).

So the little girl who has lost her narcissism and given up not only her
so-called object cathexes but even her appetite for auto-erotism, is forced
into a virtually total repression of her sexual instincts. A repression? A
censorship? Prescribed by whom? By what? In whose interest? The only
interest she could have would be that of trying to seduce the law-giving
father. Which is forever rclegated to the status of duly reproved *‘fan-
tasies” and will in any case fail to resolve the question of how to displace
the feelings cathected upon the mother. For whereas the little boy’s first
love object was his mother and ‘“‘she remains so until she is replaced by
someonc who resembles her or is derived from her”’;*# whereas through-
out his life man remains fixated to his “primary object,”” his mother, or
wife-mother; and whereas he can go on loving and desiring with the
same sex organ the same ‘“‘object,” his “primary” object, everything is
quite different for the little girl since she cannot escape the upsurge of
sexual heterogeneity. When Freud solves this problem by insisting that the
girl has always been a boy, and that her femininity is characterized by
“penis-envy,” he is obviously defending his male point of view and his
wish to perpetuate sexual homogeneity: a non-sex-organ, a castrated
sex/organ, or “penis-envy,” docs not constitute a sexual heterogene but
rather represents a type of negativity that sustains and confirms the ho-
mogeneity of masculine desire.

Is the Oedipus Complex Universal or Not?

As for the mother-daughter relationship, Freud will admit in his old
age—and curiously also at the end of the text, of this text written at the
end of his life— ““that the duration [Freud’s italics] of this attachment had
also been greatly underestimated,” “that a number of women remain
arrested in their original attachment to their mother and never achieve a
true change-over towards men,” that “the pre-Oedipus phase in women
gains an importance which we have not attributed to it hitherto,” and
“we must retract the universality of the thesis that the Oedipus complex is the

48“Female Sexuality,” p. 228.
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nucleus of all neuroses.” Notably because he suspects that *‘this phase of
attachment to the mother is especially intimately related to the aetiology
of hysteria.” But “everything in the sphere of this first attachment to the
mother seemed to me so difficult to grasp in analysis—so grey with age
and shadowy and almost impossible to revivify—that it was as if it had
succumbed to an especially inexorable repression.” *‘Our insight into
this early, pre-Oedipus, phase in girls comes to as a surprise, like the
discovery, in another field [but is it really another?] of the Minoan-My-
cegnaean civilization behind the civilization of Greece.”’*? It is as if, finally, so
late on,—perhaps because he was close to his death—and with the wish
for “scientific honesty” that is ncver to be doubted in him, Frcud had an
inkling that woman’s sexuality was indeed foreign to all that history. To
history in general? That it remained covered up—repressed?—by the
shape of this Greek civilization and that it would take an archaeologist,
such as Freud was also, to excavate decper into the earth, to where the
cultural vestiges lic concealed, and to rediscover there a more archaic
arche bchind that beginning represented by Greece, and the concept of
origin which Greece set in place.

Whatcver we make of these belated insights,5° Freud continues, else-
where, to interpret and to prescribe female development in terms of that
history and, notably, its conceptual economy. As, and in the same way
as, it is certainly within that history that woman had to *‘repress a good
part of her sexual trends,” submit everything related to her primary
relationships to a “especially inexorable repression,” “almost impossible
to revivify,” which leaves that first bond to the mother so “grey with
age,” “‘so difficult to grasp in analysis.”” This prepetuates woman’s “hys-
teria,” even her “paranoia,’>! which cannot be “‘sublimated” or “sub-
lated” by working out a theory since theory will always already have
excluded hcr appearance as a sexuate female subject. So woman’s hys-
teria and paranoia cannot be interpreted without recourse to a historic

49Need [ stress that this can all be understood: it is not only in a signifying economy of
the alphabetic kind that women’s sexuality will be deciphered. Any more than the mecha-
nisms of the unconscious will be interpeted in such a way. This last point is in fact made
very clearly by Freud. All the quotations in this paragraph are from “Female Sexuality,”
pp. 225-27. .

50The insights in this analytic work on woman were in fact imposed upon him by certain
female colleagues, whose names “since its subject is woman, [ will venture on this occasion
to mention” (“‘Femininity,” p. 130) and whose empirical contributions he appreciated inso-
far as they advance his thesry. These women analysts “have been able to perceive these facts
more easily and clearly because they were helped in dealing with thosc under their treat-
ment by the transference to a suitable mother-substitute,” whereas women analyzed by
Freud “were able to cling to the very attachment to the father in which they had taken
refuge from the early phase that was in question™ (“Female Sexuality,” pp. 227 and 226.)

51“Female Sexuality,” p. 227.
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process whose re-mark by the libidinal dramatization acted out in the

“family” is ever and always a result of, and an agent of, that ‘“Histo-
,!52

Iy.

Free Association on Onanism

There follows what could be termed an aside—or a more or less
rationalized free association—on masturbation. This parenthetic quality
could be shown with the following punctuation: “As a result of the
discovery of women'’s lack of a penis they are debased in value for girls
just as they are for boys and later perhaps for men.

[You all know the immense aetiological importance attributed by our
neurotic patients to their masturbation. They make it responsible for all
their troubles, and we have the greatest difficulty in persuading them that
they are mistaken. In fact, however, we ought to admit to them that they
are right, for masturbation is the executive agent of mnfantile sexuality,
from the faulty development of which they are indced suffering. . . . I
wish I might have an opportunity some time of explaining to you at
length how important all the factual details of early masturbation become
for the individual’s subsequent neurosis or character: whether or not it
was discovered, how the parents struggled against it or permitted it, or
whether he succeeded in suppressing it himsclf. . . . But [ am on the
whole glad that I need not do this. It would be a hard and redious task and
at the end of it you would put me in an embarrassing situation by quite
certainly asking me to give you some practical advice as to how a parent
or educator should deal with the masturbation of small children. From
the devclopment of girls, which is what my present lecture is concerned
with, [ can give you an example of a child herself trying to get frec from
masturbating. She does not always succeed in this. If cnvy for the penis
has provoked a powerful impulse against clitoridal masturbation but this
nevertheless refuses to give way, a violent struggle for liberation ensues
in which the girl, as it were, herself takes over the role of her deposed
mother and gives expression to her cntire dissatisfaction with her inferior
clitoris in her efforts against obtaining satisfaction from it. Many years
later, when her masturbatory activity has long since been suppressed, an
interest sall persists which we must interpret as a defence against a temp-
tation that is still dreaded. . . . Disposing of early infantile masturbation
is truly no easy or indifferent business.]” [Pp. 127-28]

Which can be understood as saying: if woman is castrated, devalued as
a result of her “lack of phallus,” what libidinal cathexis is the male

52The form of the “family romance,” both in its impact upon psychoanalytic theory and
practice and in its “literary” enactment, now as ever abets this same history.
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neurotic left with (the case of the female neurotic is more complex, as we
have seen and shall see) except an onanism that is more or less deferred,
differentiated, possibly even “sublimated,” into all sorts of auto. . . . or
homo. . . ?

A Very Black Sexuality?

Symptoms Almost Like Those of Melancholia

For the little girl it is quite different. Unlike the little boy—*“who
exhibies, therefore, two psychologically distinct ties: a straightforward
[?] sexual object~cathexis towards his mother and an identification with
his father which takes him as his model”3>3—the little girl cakes her
mother as her first object of love and also as her privileged idendficatory
reference point for her “ego’ as well as for her sex. In point of fact, if all
the implications of Freud’s discourse were followed through, after the
little girl discovers her own castration and that of her mother—her “ob-
ject,” the narcissistic representative of all her instincts—she would have
no recourse other than melancholia.

And if you reread “Mourning and Mclancholia” in this perspective,>*
you will be struck by the way the libidinal economy of the litte girl, after
she finds out that both she and her mother are castrated, crosschecks with
the symptoms of melancholia:

—profoundly painful dejection, which can be diagnosed by the absence of
any libidinal activity and by the loss of interest in masturbation that
occurs when the previously cathected organ and object are devalued.
—abrogation of interest in the outside world, which, in the case of the little
girl, takes the form of a faltering effort to master the external world. The
latter is perpetuated in women’s “weaker social interests” (“Feminini-
ty,” p. 134) and their “few contributions to the discoveries and in-
ventions in the history of dvilization™ (p. 132).

—Tloss of the capacity for love, which leads the little girl to “curn away from
her mother” and indecd from all women, herself included. Her desire for
her father would in no way imply “love”: “the wish with which the girl
turns to her father is no doubt originally the wish for the penis which her

53“Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego,” ch. 7, “Identification,” SE,
XVI:10§.

S4SE, xiv:i243—58. (Page references to “Mourning and Melancholm *—referred to as
MM-—will be given in the text—Tr.)
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mother has refused her and which she now expects from her father” (p.
128). So there is nothing here but envy, jealousy, greed. . . .
—inhibition of all activity: “Passivity now has the upper hand” (p. 128).
“The transition to the father-object is accomplished with the help of the
_passive trends in so far as they have escaped the catastrophe,” for “when
the small girl represscs her previous masculinity a considerable portion of
her sexual trends in general is pcrmanently injured too.”S5 “It is our
impression that more constraint has been applied to the libido when it is
pressed into the service of the feminine function” (p. 131), and “the
comparatively lesser strength of the sadistic contribution to her sexual
instinct, which we may no doubt connect with the stunted growth of her
penis, makes it easier in her case for the direct sexual trends to be trans-
formed into aim-inhibited trends of an affectionate kind, 3¢

—fall in self-esteem, which, for the little girl, signals the end of the “phal-
lic phase” and the entry into the Oedipus complex. ““After the girl has
discovered that her genitals are unsatisfactory,” *her self-love is mor-
tfied by the comparison with the boy’s far superior equipment.” She is a
“mudlated creature” who, after she ‘“becomes aware of the wound to
her narcissism . . . develops, like a scar, a sense of inferiority.” *“She
acknowledges the fact of her castration and with it, too, the superiority
of the male and her own inferiority.””>?

A Setback She Cannot Mourn

This disturbance of the little gitl’s self-esteem after she discovers she is
castrated is something Freud places great stress on. According to him, it
will trigger all the other psychic modifications, especially when the little
girl learns that her’’misfortune” is shared by her mother, by all women.
Now this is the same symptom that he uses to distinguish “melancholia”
from “mouming.” One may alrcady note, as a consequence, that the
litele girl’s separation from her mother, and from her sex, cannot be
worked through by mourning.

All the more because—another difference from mourming—in melan-
cholia “the object has not perhaps actually died, but has become lost as
an object of love” and more especially because “‘one cannot see clearly
what it is that has been lost, and it is all the more reasonable to suppose
that the paticnt cannot consciously perceive what he has lost either. This,
indeed, might be so even when the patient is aware of the loss which has
given rise to his melancholia, but only in the sense that he knows whom

55“Femnale Sexuality,” p. 239.

56“Dissolution of the Oedipus Complex,” SE, xix:17g.

57These phrases can be found in “Femininity,” in “Female Sexuality,” and in “Some
Psychical Consequences of the Anatomical Distinctions between the Sexes.”
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he has lost but not what [Freud’s italics] he has lost in him. This would
suggest that melancholia is in some way related to an object-loss which is
withdrawn from consciousness” (MM, p. 245). The little girl, ob-
viously, does not know what she is losing in discovering her “castration”
or in the “catastrophe’ of her relationship first with her mother and
subsequently with other women. She has then no consciousness of her
sexual impulses, of her libidinal economy and, more particularly, of her
original desire and her dcsire for origin. In more ways than one, it is
really a question for her of a ““loss” that radically escapes any representa-
tion. Whencc the impossibility of “mourning” it. *“The efforts to detach
the libido are made in this same system, but in it nothing hinders these
processes from proceeding in the normal way through the Pcs to con-
sciousness. This way is blocked for the work of imelancholia, owing
perhaps to a number of causes or a combination of them” (MM, p. 257).
Thus “in melancholia . . . countless separate struggles arc carried on
over the object in which love and hate contend with each other; the one
seeks to detach the libido from the object, the other to maintain this
position of the libido against the assault. The location of these separate
struggles cannot be assigned to any system but the U, the region of
memory-traces of things (as contrasted with word-cathexes)” (Freud’s
italics; pp. 256—57). Now the girl’s relationship with her mother is not
lacking in ambivalence and becomes even more complicated when the
little girl realizes that the phallic mother to whom—according to Freud—
shc addressed her love, is in fact castrated. This devaluation of the moth-
er accompanies or follows on the devaluation of the little girl’s own sex
organ. Thus in her casc the relationship to the (lost) object is not simple,
but complicated by conflict and ambivalence that remain unconscious. It
should be added that no language, no systcm of representations, will
replace, or assist, this ““‘unconsciousness’ in which is grounded the girl’s
conflictual relationship to her mother and to her sex/organ. Which may
result in their being “remembered” in the form of *“‘somatic affections”
that are characteristic of melancholia? And also, of course, of
hysteria. . . .

But the “loss” suffered by the little girl also affects the “‘ego.”” As in melan-
cholia. The little boy is narcissized, ego-ized by his penis—since the
penis is valued on the sexual market and is overrated culturally because it
can be seen, specularized, and fetishized—but this is not true for the little
girl’s scx organ(s). What is more, mother, whom the little girl is identi-
fying with and using to build her ego, suffers from the same misfortune.
Thus, in the ordeal of castration as ““accomplished fact,” the little girl’s
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ego suffers, helplessly, a defcat, a wound, whose effects are to be made
out in the broad outlines of melancholia. For example, in the patient’s
“dissatisfaction with the self on moral grounds,” his plaints with regard
to his “bodily infirmity, ugliness, weakness, social inferiority.” But all
the same, and herc one should refer to Freud’s writings on female sexu-
ality, “they are far from evincing towards thosc around them the attitude
of humility and submission that would alone befit such worthless people.
On the contrary, they make the greatest nuisance of themselves and
always scem as though they feel slighted and had been treated with great
injustice,” presenting ““a mental constellation of revolt” (MM, p. 248).

The whole symptomology of melancholia could be explained thus:
“An object-choice, an attachment of the libido to a particular person, had
at one time existed; then, owing to a rcal slight or disappointment com-
ing from this loved person, the object-relationship was shattered. The
result was not the normal one of a2 withdrawal of the libido from this
object and a displacement of it to a new one, but something different, for
whose coming-about various conditions seem to be necessary. The ob-
ject-cathexis proved to have little power of resistance and was brought to
an end. But the free libido was not displaced on to another object; it was
withdrawn into the ego. There, however, it was not employed in any
unspecified way, but served to cstablish an identification [Freud’s italics] of
the cgo with the abandoned object. Thus the shadow of the object fell
upon the ego, and the latter could henceforth be judged by a special
agency, as though it were an object, the forsaken object. In this way an
object-loss was transformed into an ego-loss, and the conflict between the
ego and the loved person into a clcavage between the critical faculty of
the ego and the ego as altered by identification [with the castrated moth-
er, woman, little girl]. One or two things may be directly inferred with
regard to the preconditions and effects of such a process as this. On the
one hand, a strong fixation to the love-object must have been present; on
the other hand, in contradiction to this, the object-cathexis must have
had little power of resistance. . . . The narcissistic identification with the
object then becomes a substitute for the erotic cathexis. . . . We have elsewhere
shown that identification is a preliminary stage of object-choice, that it is
the first way—and one that is cxpressed in ambivalent fashion—in which
the ego picks out an object. The ego wants to incorporate this object into
itself, and in accordance with the oral or cannibalistic phase of libidinal
development in which it is, it wants to do so by devouring it.”” This
would account for “‘the refusal of nourishment met with in severe forms
of melancholia” (MM, pp. 249-50).
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Consider, in this regard, that anorexia is so specifically a female symp-
tom that it can be correlated with the girl’s inability to accept her sexual
‘“destiny” and can be seen as a sort of desperate rejection of the scxual
blossoming to which she is fated. More generally, one may cite here the
lack of scxual appetite attributed to women, often correctly, and also the
“oral” use she makes of her sex. One of the characteristic traits of melan-
cholia is in fact “‘this regression from object-cathexis to the still nar-
cissistic oral phase of the libido” (MM, p. 250).

That Open Wound That Draws Everything to Itself

As for the factors that produce the state of melancholy, they “include
all those situations of being slighted, neglected or disappointed which can
import opposed feelings of love and hate into the relationship or rein-
force an already existing ambivalence” (MM, p. 251). “As regards one
particular striking feature of melancholia that we have mentioned (MM,
p- 248), the prominence of the fear of becoming poor, it seems plausible
to suppose thatitis derived from anal erotism which has been torn out of
its context and altered in a regressive sense” (MM, p. 252). “Thc com-
plex of melancholia behaves like an open wound, drawing to itself cathetic
energy—which in the transference ncuroses we have called anti-cathex-
es—from all directions, and emptying the ego until it is totally im-
poverished” (MM, p. 253). All these quotations from ‘“Mourning and
Melancholia” have to be set against the statements about the “normal”
development of women, and particularly about the ways her “castration
complex” affects the little girl.

Let us add that the moral sanction that is of critical importance in the
process of malancholia also takes specific forms in that state. It is not exerted
against “objectionable impulses that remained outside the ego™ as in
obsessional neuroses; “in melancholia the object to which the super-
ego’s wrath applies has been takcn into the cgo by identification:”>® the
object of wrath being the castrated mother, or woman-object. The
super-ego would represent the “paternal” figure, “providence,” “fate,”
which as—unconscious?—agents and critical sanctions of that operation,
make stern judgments about woman’s sexual “destiny.”” According to
Freud’s ideas on the girl’s pre-Oedipus, this moral sanction could also be
traced back to the little boy that the little girl once was, a little boy who
valued “his” sex/organ and ‘“his” masculine pleasures and who mer-
cilessly condemns “his” formation or transformation into a girl. This

58The Ego and the Id, ch. s, “The Dependent Relationships of the Ego,” SE, xIx:sr.
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might help account for female masochism and the way woman's sadistic
and hostile instincts are turned back upon herself. . . .

That Necessary Remainder: Hysteria

In fact the lictle girl will not choose melancholia as her privileged form
of withdrawal. She probably does not have a capacity for narcissism
great enough to allow her to fall back on melancholia, and that capacity is
too depleted to build up such a complex defense against anxiety and the
“catastrophe’ brought upon her by the “accomplished fact” of castra-
tion. The cconomy of female narcissism and the fragility of the girl’s or
the woman’s ego make it impossible for the melancholic syndrome to
establish a firm and dominant foundation. This is not to say that the
sexuality of this “‘dark continent” will not show a good number of the
symptoms of melancholia. But they will be scattered about rather than
organized in a coherent and pcrmanent manner. The nonsymbolization
of her desire for origin, of her relationship to her mother, and of her
libido acts as a constant appeal to polymorphic regressions (be they
melancholic, maniacal, schizophrenic, paranoiac . . . ). Shc functions as
a hole—that is-where we would place it at its point of greatest cfficiency,
even in its implications of phobia, for man too—in the elaboration of
imaginary and symbolic processes. But this fault, this deficiency, this
“hole,” inevitably affords woman too few figurations, images, or repre-
sentations by which to represent herself. It is not that she lacks some
“master signifier”” or that none is imposed upon her, but rather that
access to a signifying economy, to the coining of signifiers, is difficult or
even impossible for her becausc she remains an outsider, herself (a) sub-
ject to their norms. She borrows signifiers but cannot make her mark, or
re-mark upon them. Which all surely keeps her deficient, empty, lack-
ing, in a way that could be labeled “psychotic’: a latent but not actual
psychosis, for want of a practical signifying system.

Or it could be that woman’s relationship to auto-erotism is too weak-
ened for her to be allowed simply to fall back on certain “psychotic”
positions, Or, could it even be that her “libido” is too powerful to get
satisfaction that way?—Ilet’s keep in mind the little girl’s “prccocious-
ness,” her “incredible phallic activity” established by “some assured
observations” of Jeanne Lampl de Groot.

So her instincts are, in a way, in abeyance, in limbo, in vacuo: not
cathected, really, in the construction of a psychosis, nor in auto-erotism,
nor in the development of narcissism, nor in the desire of love for her
first object, nor in the appropriation, the possession (even if affected by
the detour of sublimation) of her own sexuality, of her sex organs, etc.
Hysteria is all she has left. Is it hysterical psychosis? Or neurosis? As a
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result of suspension, within a suspension, of the economy of her primal
instincts, she will do ‘“‘as” she is asked. But this “‘as” or “‘as if”” is not
ludic, not under her control, though sormetimes it seems that way and is,
in some mcasure, a foretaste of what the “‘play” between the sexes might
be. But here the game is controlled—as we have alrcady seen—by the
Phallus’s mastery of the sexual ecconomy. And woman will play it with
the ground rule that the phallus is to be equated with the appropriation of
the desire (for) origin. Yet the play we are envisaging would exclude any
relationship of mastery to origin: any master significr for the desire of
origin or the origin of desire. And hysterical miming will be the little
girl’s or the woman’s effort to save her sexuality from total repression
and destruction. She will keep up that effort with an “activity” that is,
basically, quite as amazing as her “phallic activity.” Since the suffering of
her body and her demand for sexual unsatisfaction (?) are reminders of all
that is latent in her sexual instincts. One can argue, of course, that this
effort and this suffering, this slavery, are the price woman pays for refus-
ing to face death. At work, for example, in representation, symbolization,
sublimation. But in history, as defined so far, there can be no question of
that death for her. She is always specularized and specula(riza)ble. Com-
ing to terms with death in that way is quite alien to her. The choice she
faces would be between censoring her instincts completely—which
would lead to death—or treating them as, converting them into, hys-
teria. Actually, there is no real alternative. The two operations entail each
other.

The little girl will thus “turn” into a woman, *‘turn” to “normal”
femnininity. Which will be recognized as such when the “repression”
following upon the discovery of her castration ‘““is not too great.”
“Turning” into a wornan, the “inception” of femininity, assume that the
lietle girl “renounces her phallic activity,” that “passivity has the upper
hand,” and that “‘the girl’s turning to her father is accomplished.” “The
wish with which the girl turns to her father is no doubt originally the wish
Jor the penis that her mother has refused her and that she now cxpects
from her father.” Not a trace, in this “development,” of a desire for
femalc pleasure. The girl’s only objective in the formation of femininity,
the only “sufficient reason” that could decide her to become a (so-called)
woman, would be that thereby she appropriated in her turn the instru-
ment of sexual plcasure, and posscssed—whether by imitation, replica,
or duplication—the sex organ that seems to hold the monopoly on sexu-
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al use as well as the power to determinc the valuc of sexual exchange. But
in doing so, what extra pleasurc she gives to the father, the man-father,
who is thus (re)assurcd of having the penis! He will even have the leisure
to invest in such lofty pursuits as making laws since she, at least, is
upholding the value of the penis, maintaining its stock rating, keeping it
from overspending in different specula(riza)tions. In an emergency,
should it prove necessary, shc will represent the penis. Her *“‘phallicized”
body will support its currency, prop it up, defend its exchange rate,
guarantee its stock-holdings, while the father, the man, is busy with
other investments. She is appointed to collect hommage and bring it
back to its rightful owner.

The Penis = the Father’s Child

The Primacy of Anal Erotism

“The feminine situation is only established, however, if the wish for a
penis is replaced by one for a baby, if, that is, a baby takes the place of a
penis in accordance with an andient symbolic equivalence” (‘“‘Feminini-
ty,” p. 128). Whatever systcm of credit, or even usury, this formula has
survived upon, perhaps one may still draw some profit from it. Though
in this instance, it needs to be completed and its implications laid out:
“Often enough in her combined picture of a ‘baby from her father’ the
emphasis is laid on the baby and her father left unstressed.”>® But the
baby-penis equivalence shows that “the ancient masculine wish for the
possession of a penis is still faintly visible through the femininity now
achieved” (p. 128).

(1) So, if the little girl, the woman, is to become ‘“fully’’ a woman, the
desire for a child must replace the wish to have a penis. 