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Idavikog k1 avadiog epaotng ( Mal du Départ )
Nikog Kappadiag

Oa pelve Tavta OaviKog Kt avaslog
€PAOTI|g

TOV HAKPLOHEVOV TASIOIOV Kt TV
YaAaQlov DOvVIav,

kat Oa mebBave pua Ppadid oav Oleg Tig
Bpadieg,

xopig va oxtom trn BoAr) ypappn) tov
opllOvVI®V.

I'a to Madpdg ) Zrykarovp T ANyept
Kat 1o Z¢ag

0' avaxwpovv oav ndavrote neprpavd ta
m\oia,

KL £Y® OKLDPTOG O' éva ypa@elo pe xapteg
VAoTiKoug,

Oa xave abpoioeig oe Yovipd Aoylotikd

BPAta.

Oa naye ma yua pakpwvd tadidwa va
P,

ot gpilot Ba vopilovve wg ta 'yo ma
Sexdoet,

Kl 1] pava poo xapoovpevn) Oa Aéet o'
OIIO0V PWTAL:

"Hrav pua AoSa veavik), pa topa exet
repdaoet”

Ma o eavtog pov pa Ppadid epripog pov
Oa vypwdet

Kat AOyo &g évag dkaotr)g otoyvog Ha poo
nmyoet,

K1 auTo 1o avddlo xépt pov moo tpépet Ha
OIIAlOTEL,

Oa onpadéyet k1 dgofa to graiytn Oa
XTOIINOEL.

Kt ey oo to00 entobnoa pa pépa va
TAP®

oe kamnota Oalaocoa Pabeid otig paxpiveg
Ivoieg,

Oa 'yo éva Bavarto koo kat OAPepo molo
Kat pia kndeia oav 1oV IoA®v
aviponav Tig kndeieg.

I'll remain forever an ideal and unworthy
lover of the distant travels and of the blue
seas,

and I'll die one night just like any other
night,

without traversing the pale line of the
horizons.

The ships will be departing proud as ever,
for Madras, Singapore, Algeria and Sfax,
and I, bent over a desk full of nautical
maps,

will be adding up sums in thick
accounting books.

I will eventually stop talking about distant
travels,

my friends will think that I have finally
forgotten all about them,

and my mother, happy, will be telling
anyone who asks,

"It was a youthful craze, but now it has
passed".

But one night my self will rise in front of
me,

And like a ferocious judge will ask me to
account for myself,

and this worthless, shaking hand of mine,
will get armed, take aim

and fearlessly hit the culprit.

And I, that so much desired to be one day
buried in a deep sea of the far away Indies,
will have a common and very sad death,
and a funeral just like the funerals of the
lot.
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The Traveller’'s Pathos
An Clinical Exercise in

Byzantine Perspective
Introduction
Et quid amabo nisi quod aenigma ést?
“In my beginning is my end. In succes&fon

It would be useless to deny that there is some &instriking categorical dissimilarity
between tourism and psychoanalysis, constituting articulation of the two a quite
problematic one. Perhaps this is because the problearticulation continues being posed, to
a great extent, with a somewhat exaggerated exelusss, as a problem of transference or
exchange, in the best of occasions, between f@ldsowledge, and, indeed, often without
problematizing the subject of knowledge, and whea tesire of articulation, or even
articulation itself as desire, has to reveal alibat subject. An aim, as much as a motive, of
our work is precisely this exploration of the dedio articulate tourism and psychoanalysis.
Moreover, if the problem of articulation is poseslaacategorical one, this can lead us to the
guestioning of the boundaries between categories, ia this case, allow us to challenge the
limit between the so called social sciences andhtimeanities.

It would be possible to form a discourse on aréitoh within a different frame,
especially if this would allow us to discern behthe philosophical and scientific object the
emergence of an object of desire; and this in an@awhich could very well lead us to the
guestioning of objectivity as the defining prin@pdf our relation to reality. And, to follow
Milner, in this fashion, instead of obtaining its idéaim science, psychoanalysis would

rather create an analytical iddéaf science, one of discourse, by necessity.

1 "what shall | love if not the enigma?". Inscribeal a 1911 self-portrait by Giorgio de Chirico.
2 Eliot, T.S. Four Quartets: An Accurate Online TexEast Coker.
http://www.tristan.icom43.net/quartets/coker.htadcessed on 11/09/2009.

3 Milner, J. C. (1995). L'GEuvre Claire: Lacan, lai@we, la Philosophie. Paris: Seuil.



In such a perspective, one recognizes momentsuiisto that reveal something of the
subject, in a fashion similar to the way in whidips of the tongue and nonsense, the
subversion of logos, do so not only in the anafytprocess but also in everyday life.

Could tourism be seen as the traversal of the $grn@@aming at identifying with one’s
symptom, or at identifying with one’s symbolic idiéication? Within our epistemology and
problematic this question cannot function along, s to be coupled by its inversed form:
Does the traversal of the fantasy, within the amajyrocedure, constitute ‘a tourism’, or what
has previously been called ‘the touristic’? Andhiné it all, we can identify the desire to
bring the central issues of both the question dadinversed form, that is fantasy and
transference, to the fore, and, through this, testjan, not the validity of either analysis or
tourism, but rather whether it is not preciselylgsia that much further than recognising the
modern subject as touristic, constructs one. I8 #gnse, far more than a possibility or
consequence of modernity, analysis would become cisdition. A psychoanalytic
conceptualisation of the touristic would by nedgseesult in a rupture with the established
knowledge within tourism scholarship and challertige ontological status of the tourist,
while, in parallel, proceed to the formulation ofn@odern subjectivity which is per se
touristic. Therein, certain issues, relations, guestions arise.

What is displaced onto spatial, corporeal displaa#fh What is it to say 'l need a
vacation'? What is the relation of Tourism to disse, and what is discursive in Tourism?
What is the gaze of the Tourist gaze? Is Tourisgyraptom, why does the Tourist always
return, and what is of the fantasme in TourismtPiése a subject of Tourism, and what would
its desire be? Why and how can such a subject édifitd with the subject of science, the
subject upon which analysis is exercised? Whatnewkedge in Tourism? What is limit,
border, and boundary? What dialectics constituiegseut-of-place possible?

Since, in Lacanian theory, which serves as our gmynanalytic, the subject exists as ex-
sistant, the dialectics of being-out-of-place wdéfine not only the horizon of its existence,
but existence itself; these very dialectics wiltbee the horizon of every definition. Hence,
our insistence that any psychoanalytic examinatiotine subject will result in the refutation
of its ontological status.

Nevertheless, we have to incorporate in our ingaibtn of the dialectics of being-out-
of-place its relation to the Dasein, taking intonsleration that the significance and
fundamental position of the ‘da’ has often tendedbé underestimated and under-examined.

What has to be analysed is the relation of beingp&world and being-out-of-place, whether



they are the antithetical poles of a dialectic dgwament, and whether being-out-of-place
enters the scene as a third pole between Eros lzanthios.

Although the positioning of being-out-of-place beem Eros and Thanatos could easily
lead to an analogy between these three poles anthride registers of the Real, the Symbolic,
and the Imaginary, and, although such an analogydiand will be investigated — it is far too
tempting to omit — there is also a necessity tattguch analogies, and this one more
specifically, as a problem. Because if we couldpdyndo away with tourism as a problem by
positioning it in relation to Eros and Thanatosthie manner that we position the Imaginary
in relation to the Symbolic and the Real, then waulMd have at the same time, at once,
negated its character as a problem and returneal ¢onceptualisation of tourism as an
economic activity. Let alone that throughout therkvof Lacan himself the relations between
the three registers are constantly repositionearédfbre, this work becomes an effort to
formulate tourism as a concept capable of the@kfioegotiating these relations.

If we can conceive the Cartesian subject as omrigrin a nostalgia for itself — and it
remains to be seen if indeed we can — and if theesanodern, subject is the one that can
enunciate ‘I feel a Tourist in my own Life’, we afaced with a dialectic development,
necessary due to the direction taken here. A tiiwrgibjectivity becomes, more than a
reference to the subject in the act or performaoicéourism, a digressive or inversed
possibility that the modern subject is per se &iiwri The concept of distance needs to be
investigated in this respect, since the specultatioa distances the subject from itself,
although a rapprochement of the Ego with the spedoiage by no means offers a solution to
the problems emerging from this distahcand this because the subject itself emeiges
distance.

This reflects the problematic of the mirror stagel ahe entrance to the symbolic, the
structural moment of the emergence of the subgcehoment in front of the mirror, and a
distance that goes far beyond the distance bettieeayes and the mirror’'s surface. The eyes
to be met on the other side of the mirror have guakdistance to it. A distance that is not
really there, but is there in the Real. The otlvens is already there, and this surface can only
materialise as the bar baring the subject. | becanseibject by the establishment of this
distance as such. Therefore, the quintessentialiSias Alice when she crosses to the other
side, and fulfils her fantasy, which turns out eods nightmarish as any jouissance would be.
Along these lines, we may be able to compreheratiassof syndromes, such as the Stendhal,

* Safouan, M. (2001). Lacaniana - Les Séminairedadques Lacan, tome 1: 1953 — 1963. Paris: Fayard.



the Jerusalem, the Paris syndrome. And along time $aes, we may be able to position the
concept of the travel as it recurs within the atiedy process in relation to it. After all, the
concept of transference is common to both psychgsisand tourism.

Certainly, thus, in the orientation of our inveatign towards that which is displaced
onto the temporary spatial, corporeal displacentbat tourism appears to be, one can,
without much difficulty, recognise something moré the psychoanalytical discourse
organising our gaze upon it. The displacement efltbdy takes here the place of the body
itself; if something is displaced upon the bodythe case of hysteria, for example, there is
some sort of legitimacy in an attempt to look fomething displaced upon the displacement
of the body, in the case of tourism. Because, whateeds through the opposition between
Tormog (the place of corporeality) andoyoc (the word, sense, the symbolic), results in a
topology, the practice of which is the treatmentegresentation with the body, signifying the
inscription of this very practice within the totgliof our fantasmatic productiohsThis, of
course, in itself, negates the ontological stafus distinct phenomenon of tourism, while, in
parallel, justifying the conceptualisation of arigtic subjectivity.

It is in, by and through the discourse of displaeetnthat (touristic) desire will be
structured, and the act of placing that desirehatdentre of our analysis derives from the
study of psychoanalysis, to the extent that théedahas established the discourse of
displacement as its central tautology, since ifly@ms has taught us something, this is that
discourse is displacement. Desire is, in this fashalways a desire to travel, and the desire to
travel always incorporates the demand to returhis-is also why the dichotomy between
travel and tourism is only rhetorical: a travel mgnhing at return is no travel at all. Perhaps,
the question ‘to return where?’ is not to be takeriously after all, since the destination of
return can only be non other than the returningine®f subjectivity — an ever incomplete
circle. And, perhaps, return is the structure itsétlesire.

Desire - constitutively alienated in the desirdhef other, for the sole reason that its first
object is to be recognised by the ofhéw be the desire of the other, to be the otHenallus,
the castration of which gives birth to the subgtsuch, and which, thus, bars the subject — is
produced in thau-delaof demand. Because the demand initiating the diseo driving it, is

the communication of two subjects, an impossibéi tachoing, if not being identified with,

® Nasio, J. D. (1995). Les Yeux de Laure: Transf@tijet ‘a’ et Topologie dans la Théorie de J. lradaris:
Champ-Flammarion.
® Lacan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil.



the demand to be the Other’s desire. What remdiitsthe object a, and it is the object a,
as object cause of desire, that is produced bgidoaurse.

Something always eludes the other and within theeOtn tourism studies the question
of the Other has taken the form of a debate oneatittity, which could be re-examined under
the light of our problematic.

Nevertheless, although the signifier hides thehtnftthe subject, it is, at the same time,
supported by it. It is the signifier that seem&dospeaking the truth, to be conveying meaning
to the other, to be the subject that acts, althoughbut a mere agent, one, moreover, that has
no idea about the true meaning of the messagaveys.

In a sense then, tourism is nothing more and ngtless than a reversed symptom, than
a symptom turned inside out, not the opposite aftdrnia, but rather some kind of hysteria
starting from the end to make a circle all the waythe beginning, that is hysteria par
excellence. The Hysteric is a tourist of her owa,lin her own right; her body becomes a
producible and consumable landscape of an unacolentpicturesque. The difference
between the tourist and the hysteric is the diffeeebetween hospitality and the hospital, and
we wouldn’t have to go too far to conceive of a gael’.

But, still, within the Discourse of the Touristetiourist is a mere shadow of the Gaze.
It is by the function of the gaze, the object gadeich is separated from the emerging subject
that the ‘I' can finally be articulated. Thus, tlghy it is by definition a Touristic ‘I'. Indeed,
despite the finest of intentions, and some conahlderinsight, that the concept ‘Tourist Gaze’
has so far carri€dit has remained within the discourse of the Taiuas the actor of touristic
mobility, hesitating to cross a line that would stitute the Tourist another term for the
Subject itself. By identifying the Tourist Gaze lwithe objet petit a, the plus-de-jouir, and
seeing the metaphorical quality of Distance asdbdfice, we might be able to make this
crossing, that would situate the Tourist within Bialectics of Desire, and allow us to discern
the Touristic of the Subject.

The tourist gaze is not seeing; it is, on the @mirshowing. It is not the manner in
which the tourist appropriates the landscape, tictungsque, let alone the picture, it is,
reversely, the manner in which the tourist is appeted by and objectified within the
landscape. The tourist gaze is not understood whame myself in the mirror. | will confront
it when, after the introduction of one more mirrbwyill see myself being gazed at. It is the
shadow of the Gaze, confronted like that, as aaablp be gazed upon, that the tourist is. The

" Urry, J. (1990)The Tourist Gaze: Leisure and Travel in ContempoSarcieties. London: Sage.



Gaze is what introduces the tourist into the petque, regardless of the form the latter may
take, something ever outside the picture droppimghadow - namely the tourist - inside the
picture. If tourism is unfinished, or un-finalisatijs is because the Gaze cannot return to the
subject, because the subject will not recover theeGAs Lacan puts it, “We can capture this
privilege of the gaze in the function of desirelling, if | might say, along the veins from
where the domain of vision has been integratedimitre field of desire®

But the object gaze is not the single object cadiskesire. We can recognize the object
voice, for example, in the call to prayer of theamm in the way it structures a field of desire
of its own — especially when this field becomesftrgasy of a thousand and one nights.

The critical dimension is that of the relation ofitism to thefantasme formulated as
$0a’. Tourism expresses the latter, given that the ssifipn of an Other in tourism is the
supposition of an incomplete Other, necessary li@ imaginary effect to take place. As
fantasmatic, tourism seeks to ‘invade’ the Othige performance would invade a scene, to
fill out “a void in the Other”. The picture of th@cturesque is the picture including the tourist
himself, by means of the tourist’'s absence. It fisms as Other as long as it includes an offer-
able void to be filled in by the touristiantasme

Whatever the tourist may be trying to retrieveydecover, he will always be coming
face to face with an always-already covered objatitatever the tourist gazes is the gaze of
whatever gazes back at the tourist, the thing a€lthe tourist is the shadow. Therefore, the
tourist will always re-turn; he will always be ataurist. However, the re-tourist will always
re-turn as a symptom. Externality, exclusion frdma Truth of the - hence lacking - Other, the
Truth of whom is that he does not possess my Tmtigduces the subject as an integral part
of the Other's game. My externality is internaltbe Othef’. The objet petit a the Tourist
Gaze, is this ‘secret’ of the Other, eluding as mine Other as within the Other.

If difference precedes properties, as structurguistics has it, and offers a foundation
for them, or if properties are produced by the ifign then any desire for the consumption of
difference through the establishment of the towriptoperty would be constitutively non
satisfiable. The question has a dilemmatic characf@o | assume a pre-established touristic

property so that a difference will be produced éocbnsumed, or there is a difference, which

8 Lacan, J. (1973). Le Séminaire — Livre XI: Les @eaConcepts Fondamentaux de la Psychanalyse.: Paris
Seuil, p. 98.

® Lacan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil.

107izek, S. (1989). The Sublime Object of Ideologgndon: Verso.



will produce a property that can be called touwftif the emergence of the subject is a
property of structure, what can distinguish thisyyaroperty from the touristic one?

We would wish to conclude with the assertion thaatvMs now, at the moment of the
beginning of the text, regarded as a principal assull not necessarily continue being
regarded as such throughout the work, during iteld@ment, and there is no certainty that
other issues will be excluded and may not emergdaion a central position in the future.
Hopefully, such issues, questions, relations, whigte not yet emerged will, indeed, do so. If
this work expresses the desire to articulate a what has thought, and if it is to become a
travel itself, as has already been implied, thenweeld most certainly not want it to be a
‘package tour’, with every destination and actidanped and known in advance. On the
contrary, we would like it to be an open experiera@me sort of dérive, not deprived of
surprises, and even impasses from where one wawie to return and get on a new track. A
map is as useful to follow as it is not to follomnd one should not forget that the map is a
representation, and that, perhaps, what is of sorpertance in a map is what falls out of its
horizon, what emerges in the field between spaak its representation, the failure of

representation. That is our subject.



1.
Mal du Départ

“So here | am, in the middle way, having had twgetys—
Twenty years largely wasted, the years of I'en&nexdyuerres
Trying to use words, and every attempt
Is a wholly new start, and a different kind of fiaé’ **

“Avopav empavay maoa yn 1apog’

[Miovtdpyov: lepixiéovg Emtagiog 11, 43.4

“I'll always remain an ideal and unworthy lover tfe distant travels and the blue
seas™.

And, save for the unworthy translation, it is olusp at least in the original, that the
speaker never did travel. ‘Ideal’ here is takemtean in idea, but not in praxis. In other
words, theoretically, since we are so accustomdtisoquasi-monstrous distinction between
theory and praxis, perpetually confronting one wita other, bringing the two in a constant
opposition and conflict.

A theoretical traveller, then, or a traveller intbeory, a traveller in the realm of the
idea, expressing a passionate regret for the fettthe imagined, the fantasized, will have
never entered the realm of the body. Ideal perhiageeller certainly. Little does it matter, if
it matters at all, that the distinction betweenotlyeand practice is, as a matter of fact,
irrelevant, since what really matters is the preseor absence of thought — and, as we very
well know by now, there is theory without as wedl@actice with it. What does matter is the
tension, screaming out of the words of the podtyéen the idea and the praxis, between the
image and the body, the real and the imaginaryngisise to the symbolic of his words.

Mal du départ, of course. The agony of the sahat has stayed ashore long enough for
this tension to build up, and fuel an invinciblesile to get on board once more. No ordinary

desire, that is. This is Pathos, a desire so irtess irresistible that it becomes pain. Any

1 Eliot, T.S. Four Quartets: An Accurate Online TexEast Coker.
http://www.tristan.icom43.net/quartets/coker.htedcessed on 11/09/2009.
12 Kavvadias, N. (1990), Marabu. Athens: Agra. Thie of the poem is “Mal du Départ”. Translation min



other desire, could, at the end of the day beteski$athos, instead, introduces the enigma of
the irresistibility of death on the plains of desir

This is how one is reminded of PlutarcAvépov empavov ndco yn tadeoc”’, where the
‘avopagc empavnc’, the famous man, the man that shows, the appanant— and should one
go to much length to relate him to the exhibitibhis is the man whose Pathos is obvious,
apparent, on the surfaceFor this man of Pathos the whole world is a gr&etarch says.

It is in the word itself -/1dfoc — that desire and pain are bound. We are, perhaps,
attempting a pathology, a word on pain as much a®ra on desire. And the only way to
make this possible, that is, material, is througthBs. The writing of Pathos can only proceed
through the Pathos of writing. Little wonder, thémat it is so difficult to write.

An empty page, in all its whiteness, can, afteragbpear as a kernel of death. More than
being an unwritten page, it is a black hole of gt a Hera of meaning — a virgin time after
time throughout eternity. Indeed, the empty pagethie eyes of the beholder, is a self-
reproducing virginity hymen, and the dread it cauise at least partially, the awe for its self-
reproducing properties. The other part of it is deenand entailed — an empty page has to be
filled, with the knowledge, or rather, the certifig¢hreat that, in fact, this is absolutely
impossible. Filling an empty page is a Sisypheak;tan the end, once the top of the hill is
reached, the rock will roll back to the ground. iivig is not the satisfaction of the demand of
the empty page.

And this is why, despite all its claims, scholapshiill never know anything, because it
treats knowledge as an object of pleasure, asefonse to a demand, the satisfaction of a
mythical need, and craves a certain understandhmg.understanding, moreover, which
simply means that something has found a positidhimvia pre-existing structure, becoming
thus neutralised, a mere assimilation process,shdihe pleasure resulting from it has rather
to do with reckoning one’s own to be intelligentotNing to do with any sense of a ‘true
understanding’, however, since the latter couldydrdve severely attacked the pre-existing
structure concernéd

If knowledge was possible, at all, it could onlyanethat the virginity hymen of Hera

could be broken. But then, if the latter was pdssiall knowledge would collapse, since the

¥ Emgavew’ (Epiphaneia), whenc&Empaviic’ (Epiphanis — Important, famous) derives, meantase.

14« Trye understanding’...is actually a process whiges beyond the automatic functioning of the sylimbo
order and involves an incursion of the symbolioitite real: the signifier brings forth somethingvria the real
or drains off more of the real into the symboliETnk, B. (1995), The Lacanian Subject: Between lLeg and

Juissance, Princeton: Princeton University Presglp
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true keeper of knowledge is Hera herself, undercibradition that her hymen remains not
untouched - quite the contrary actually - but sesixly regeneratéd that she remains an
eternal virgin, without ever retaining her virginitThe more penetrated her vagina gets, the
more her virginity is affirmed, the stronger, thesher her hymen will eventually become. No
one can sleep with Hera twice. Every time is alwtagsfirst. Contrary to being a virgin, Hera
is the always-already virgin, and to think that aren fill an empty page is to choose
blindness to the fact. The empty page, as Heraiselny is, in all eventualities, un-affectable.

So, how can writing happen at all?

It is clear that if a work is to be written, ortliere is to be any work at all, it has to
proceed through writing, and become a clear dematitst of how writing writes itself, of
the pathos of writing. A work will either emergeiin the place of writing, or not emerge at
all. Only writing offers the opportunity of not tehing. It can simply remain unread,
provided there is free will. If indeed there isistis the only free will we can have. And yet,
writing will still be there. It appears to be theeotrue perversion, and the truth of travel. After
all, Pathos always appears in terms of a displaneofahe body, as a ‘heroic exit’ that could
always also be taken as a return, that is as gedfinesire calls the body away from the
surface of the mirror, protecting it from the ewaltcrash into it, Pathos celebrates this very
crash, the later being better known by the namemgio it by Lacan: Jouissance.

And, certainly, there has to be a certain gettifigroit, which would also explain the
intensity of the resistance mounted to it. Could te a symptomatic writing, or even the
writing of a symptom? It is, in any case, howeewirculation around pretexts — tourism,
travel, the figure of Lacan. Even the subject appéa be pre-textual and contingent — it is
there as something, as an impossibility, to betenitA pre-textual subject striving to make
its appearance on the surface of a text, whicihisfto be really a text, and have a surface as
texts are supposed to have, has to keep the sulmpeer it; and, on the other hand, an
understanding of the subject, that is, in its trdtle response to a demand to stand-under the
text.

Of course, Lacan, and lacanians of every ilk an/mbion, might take issue with what
is being written here, most probably with all of biut especially with a view concerning a

subject under the text. Nevertheless, in my langu#lgs is exactly what the subject is, the

15 Each year Hera's virginity returns by bathinghia well Canathus.
16 Markidis, M. (1995). Studies on Signification. &tis: Plethron. (in Greek)
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under-the-text -wroxeiuevo®’. Not what is outside the text, or hidden betwesrines, but
what stands or is kept under it. An exercise indoyine perspective? Perhaps. It would, at
least, be interesting to see how the subject o teverse perspective appears in the
perspective of things, and what it is to be a sutbyehich, in the field of the visible, is
positioned as the vanishing point, as is the cadelwzantine perspective. To be sure, this is
something | could never possibly know. If this padive is reverse, this is certainly not
chronological, it doesn’'t come to reverse somethjpgor to it. On the contrary,
chronologically at least, it precedes its opposite, equally magnificent, scientific, that is
objective, perspective of Brunelleschi, that is;iekhin turn will become, in the historical
perspective of things, the material condition @f @artesian subjett

If the subject of Brunelleschian perspective nded®sort to some sort of trickery, and
hide itself behind a hole, a small opening at theishing point, from where it will have to
look in a mirror, and is thus introduced in thddief the visible as what is kept outside it,
present and/as absent,dpdveio’®, then thisupavéc subject is one that has somewhere to go

and somewhere to enter.

dm
"t_ﬂ"\ BTI

Brunelleschi's First Demonstration, according toniH°

At the end of the day, there is no other Aphanikan theAgpdvioic of the subject,

which, in Lacanian theory, merely indicates a threalized by the presence of the Offier

7 “Yro-keipevo’ (Hypo-keimeno) means standing under, at the stime as the word«eipevo’ (keimeno)
means text.

'8 Brockelman, T. (2008). Missing the Point: Reading Lacanian Subject through Perspective. S — aboin
the Jan van Eyck Circle for Lacanian Ideology @tig, 1, 16-35

19+ A-pavew’ (a-phaneia) means not showing, not making an @iigra Here, it takes its meaning in opposition
to ‘Emi-gpdveia’ (epi-phaneia).

2 |n Brockelman, T. (2008). Missing the Point: Remdthe Lacanian Subject through Perspective. Surnab
of the Jan van Eyck Circle for Lacanian IdeologitiQue, 1, 16-35
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and even this seems to be of a rather illusoryagimary, that is — character. In final analysis,
what is kept hidden is that the subject’s eye sitmmed at the vanishing point, not unlike the
byzantine subject’s eye —

There is the function that is found at the mosimate of the
institution of the subject within the visible. Whétindamentally
determines me within the visible is the gaze thaiutside. It is by the
gaze that | receive its effect... the gaze is thdrunsent through

which light is incarnated, and from where -...- | photographed?®

This is already, by definition, a subject-out-o&ge. If the vanishing point appears to be
elsewhere, then it is the subject itself that viaess And it would require some further
trickery, such as the anamorphic object in HolleiAmbassadors’, as described by Lacan in
his semina®, and a very specific, from a spatial point of vigwsitioning of the subject, to
reveal that it is, indeed, there — but yet to bétem, contingent. And this, to the Cartesian
subject, always comes as a surprise, in the bestaaisions, and as a shock, in less favourable
ones. After all, it is not by accident that the maphic object in the scene is a scull. In all
eventualities, the subject, uprooted from the lésdnd mobile as it may be, is unidirectional.
This — Death — is the point where destiny and dastin become indistinguishable — “and |
will die one evening, like any other evening, willhdaving crossed the dim line of the
horizons™*,

So, instead of seeing in tourism ‘metaphors offforie could see in the touristic the
metaphorical itself, the structure itself of thetaphor, and do away with tourism altogether.
Because, if | can say ‘I feel a tourist in my owie’| if, in other words, | see my life in
perspective attributing at the same time a spqtiality to it, then it is not the tourist, in the

act of tourism, on the symbolic level, that consés the positioning of the signifier ‘tourist’

2L “The presence of the Other threatens the obsessiife what Lacan calls ‘aphanisis’, his fading or
disappearance as subject.” Fink, B. (1999), A Céhilntroduction to Lacanian Psychoanalysis: Theany
Technique, Harvard: Harvard University Press, p.124

2 Lacan, J. (1973). Le Séminaire — Livre XI: Les @eaConcepts Fondamentaux de la Psychanalyse: Paris
Seuil, p. 121.

2 |bid.

% Kavvadias, N., Mal du Départ
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within the — all too common — phrase possible,thatsignifier emerging in it that makes the

act of tourism possible.

What is of particular relevance and value herehis kcanian elaboration of the
externality of psychoanalysis in relation to sceen§o far there hasn’t been any treatment of
the touristic from a position within psychoanalysestablishing any connection of the
Freudian field regarding the touristic. The feweatpts to apply psychoanalytic concepts in
the study of tourism have consistently held a pmsiexternal to psychoanalysis, being
presented thus as attempts to constitute tourigfi@oic®, in the perspective of an effort to
‘legalize’ its status within the environment of the called Social Sciences.

A recurrence to what has been called tourism studéeeals, in fact, an attempt to
transfer the social to the scientific, to fade dhbat is, the subject from history, to transform
the organic into the inorganic, dictated by a ceri@death drive, and, in any case, more
obsessive than hysteric. Hence, such an applicatbnpsychoanalysis external to
psychoanalysis, in the last resort, turns agairsstchpanalysis, since the fundamental
assumption of the presence of two subjects in iagytic situation, each one of them equiped,
of course, with an object, the ego and the &thealways remains irrelevant in such
treatments, illustrating the Lacanian assertioh $heence is an ideology of the suppression of
the subject’.

It requires no more than common sense, then, terstahd why Trib& is right when
ascribing a pre-paradigmatic character to tourigrdiss. His allusion to the positive nature of
such a character is slightly more questionable, iarwdould be difficult not to recognise
therein an escape in the face of enjoyment.

To say that tourism studies have not attained adigmatic status is to confess the
absence of a theory that has thought. None of tlses®o bizarre, albeit they attest to the
paradoxical nature of tourism studies. Becaussy, sienply put, for as long as tourism studies

remain tourism studies they are also bound to nemqa-paradigmatic.

% Mabnow: Learning

% Lacan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil.

" Lacan, J. (1970). Radiophonie. Scilicet, 2/3, 95-9

% Tribe, J. (1997). The Indiscipline of Tourism. At of Tourism Research, 24, 638-657.
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If the object of tourism studies is tourism, andittobjective is to understand it, they
will always remain in need of tools to do so, whiahll necessarily have an external
character. In other words, tourism studies willogousing theories originated outside them, to
understand tourism, and, hence, will never be abiget rid of their applied character. But,
although application may, in certain cases, infah®ory, it never generates it. If tourism
studies insist on tourism, they are condemned tonadle to generate theory. In a nutshell, if
tourism studies want to acquire a paradigmatiaistdhey have to self-dissolve, or just vanish
in thin air. And this is the paradox of tourismdias.

In any occasion where tourism would emerge dgaéioic, we would have already
departed from the Freudian field. The elaboratinrsobjectivity in the body of the work that
has taken place within tourism studies is indi@if this. But even just the title “Tourism
Studies’ that this body of work proudly bears, wigig in all seriousness a recognition that
seems to be persistently eluding, and which appedre necessary for the establishment of a
position within the academic environment, can dmdytaken as a reference to the effort to
constitute tourism &adnoig.

The question is whether it is possible to formulatthin psychoanalysis questions on
the touristic and with a touristic as the deparfpoit. Can the subject be approached and
addressed through the touristic? Because, as fpsyashoanalysis is concerned, what is at
issue is not tourism, but the touristic.

Let’s not forget the fundamental ‘theorem’ at wdrbre: The subject is the subject of
being-out-of-place. Therefore, we are interestedthe tourist insofar as he can be
paradigmatic of the being-out-of-place, and theritbus paradigmatic of the being-out-of-
place to the extent that tourism presupposes antelt’s difficult to miss, here, that in the
touristic, in that excellent metaphor for the netgsof return, one can see the real always
returning in the same position, and, in other wptls theory of repetition. But how is it that
the real always returns in the same position? perhe theory of the touristic could lend a
helping hand in answering the question. The obviauswer might be that the real never
really left. Perhaps, it is not the real, but tlesipon itself that appears, only to disappear
again, that surfaces, goes ‘under’, and resurfaoes, repetitive manner. Perhaps, it is the
position that should receive more conceptual atiantand, perhaps, the idea of a position
that has been, is, and will be there should bevaduated.

Certainly, it must have been made clear alreadgt tburism is not taken as a
performance of a commercial nature, as a tempospatial displacement, as a socio-

economic and anthropological phenomenon, but asemaergy’; the difference that the
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function of the signifier incorporates. Only becausis this, can the enunciation ‘I feel a
tourist in my own life’ have a meaning — which wauld, for the time being, assume that it
could reveal itself by ‘translating’ the enunciatimto ‘| feelsa tourist in my life’.

Nor can we see in tourism a discipline, a paradigng field of knowledge. Tribe is not
only right when positioning tourism on a pre-pagadatic stage, but he also misplaces the
questio”®. Nevertheless, a pre-paradigmatic stage wouldfgigime theoretical possibility of
a paradigmatic one, such as medicine, sociologiyapology, psychology, etc. have reached
or attained.

However, there will never be a tourismology, a igiiee having tourism as its object,
like the aforementioned disciplines respectivelyehtne body, society, culture, and behaviour
as theirs. This is not because it is inter-disogaly, trans-disciplinary, or whichever other
trendy determination its proponents may like tdhias it after. After all, the body, society,
culture, and behaviour can also be examined unidiereht lights, and looked upon from
different perspectives, as well, as they are. Gnéhus bequeathed with the obligation to
support and ‘substantialize’ the view of this imgibdity, the view, that is, that a

tourismology is never to take place.

This work is, among other things, also the expogsgif an ambition to conduct a
reading of Lacan that has thought, through thereféoconceptualise the subject of the being-
out-of-place, allepiméteia®, with the original meaning of the word, a turn tods the
opposite.

The fact that tourism has remained virtually unexgdl through a psychoanalytic prism,
despite the very few, sporadic relevant attefipseems, at first sight, and despite what has

been previously said in relation to that, to beteuparadoxical. After all, there are

» Tribe, J. (1997). The Indiscipline of Tourism. At of Tourism Research, 24, 638-657.

¥ Mepuéewn: Adventure

31 E.g. Haddad, A. & Haddad, G. (1995). Freud endtd&sychanalyse du Voyage. Paris: Editions Albiohél;
MacCannell, D. (2001). Tourist Agency. Tourist &g 1(1), 23-37; MacCannell, D. (2002). The Egot&ain
Tourism. Journal of Consumer Research, 29(1), B18-Kingsbury, P. (2005). Jamaican Tourism and the
Politics of Enjoyment. Geoforum, 36, 113-132. O¢ thforementioned titles, the most important, prothu
thought provoking, inspiring, and comprehensivéhes first one. Interestingly enough, this is prelighe one

that is not the work of any scholar of Tourism, bfia psychoanalyst and an italianist.
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psychoanalytic schools of thought all over the alosciences, except for tourism studies -
which currently prefer anthropological approaches.

This could somehow be related to the well diagnpakztit somewhat cliché, resistance
connected to psychoanalysis. In this case, howethamre seems to be a real danger,
proceeding through the revelation made possiblahieyabsence of analysis itself, which
could only be the absence of its subject. Therebeasn no analyst/analysand relation in the
study of tourism, without this meaning that ther@s tbeen no symptom. From there it
proceeds towards its objective to form, or to folate; the Tourist as a construct only
vaguely, and rarely so if at all, related to soswally vague and rather wanting, conception
of the unconscious, since the opposite would sygaiflourist that cannot be confined to the
subject of the act of tourism as understood byitidstry’, and a Tourism that could not be
limited to a symbolic/realistic activity of a ridid circumscribed ‘external world’, which
would be a world of objects around. The questi@ntbecomes related to the subject who
‘speaks of’ tourism, and to that subject’s desire.

Not only the Tourist, but also the absence of theriBt as a desiring subject, as the
subject of the unconscious, or even as the subfdabie drive, within tourism studies, as their
symptom, becomes an object within the present ggnsence tourism studies are evidently,
even in their most advanced forms, self-definedthiy exclusion of the possibility of a
touristic subjectivity, which is not merely the gedtivity of tourists as economically
perceived actors.

Only when Tourism as a concept is cleansed ofstabdished ‘industrial’ references,
only through its de-anchoring from commercially mspd ‘optics’ (in times that merchants
and other forces of the market feel compelled &zhieus what the meaning of knowledge is),
and when it is expanded to such a degree thatatlyi means nothing, only then will it be
able to mean something for the subject. Only winennbotion of nostalgia, and the nostalgia
of all motion, with whatever nostalgia allows to enge, thisdiyoc of véorog, the pain of
return to a forever lost home, subdues the studsooioeconomic impacts of the temporary
displacement of subjects within some industrigb@st-industrial structure, we may be able to
learn something about the subject from Tourism.yQviten Tourism as such is posed as a

problem and a request for Truth will its subjeatace.
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Despite all the labour that has to take place, wusk is not identified with it. In fact,
this relation can be best described by an analadrgn from Milnet?, between the work and
the form of the commaodity, allowing us to discehne tharacter of the form in the work. The
work is, indeed, a form, not a matter; it is on kel of thought what the commodity form is
on the level of things. In this manner, through pinesence of this relation, the fetishism of
the work becomes ever more apparent, somethingrragmptomatic can be ascribed to it,
and we can position the modern concept of the watkin the horizon of the capitalist
organisation of production, where what we evenyudlhve is a vast accumulation of
commodities and works. The homologous charactewofk and commodity is further
exemplified through publication, at least as regatee written word, where the publication
can be seen in its relation to the commercial exgba

This form then, the work, is a unit, separate fribva other units, in the multitude of
units which constitute culture, the latter takenehas intellectual culture, not as civilisation or
Kultur®>. And in order to be inscribed in the field of cu, publication is necessary. Without
an audience such an inscription would be impossiditner has related this to Foucault’s
definition of madness as the absence of work, aad&e no reason to disagree. In fact, we
could, indeed, see in madness the external delameaf culture, its limit. To be mad, then,
would be to be painting without a canvas, to batoay on the air. If in the centre of culture
we can locate the empty page, whose function isdhéhe heroic hymen of Hera, then the
braking of the hymen can only take place outsidtue; and there the Olympian order has
already collapsed. Since this does not regard aisefhlly, the choice to accommodate our
aspiration to construct a work in the guise of adpiction within the university, also bears the
meaning of producing an audience.

Then, of course, we are faced with the questiothefuniversity itself, and whether
what is produced within the university, academiadoiction — or, to attempt a neologism, we
could call it ‘universitary production’ - can bekem as work, be inscribed, that is, in the
register of intellectual culture. What we can olieds the difference between two university
traditions, and it might not be a gross exaggenatm speak of two separate worlds; two
worlds almost isolated from each other, rarelyviérecommunicating with each other, in a

dialogue that doesn’t cease to never take plageataphrase Lacan. The division is as much

32 Milner, J. C. (1995). L'CEuvre Claire: Lacan, lai@we, la Philosophie. Paris: Seuil.
% In other words, we refer to the meaning that tleednCulture’ has in French. Therefore, if the wovdork’
appears somewhat un-functional in the context ofabgument, this is rather due to the fact thause English.

Perhaps, our argument would become clearer hadhaseo to use the word ‘Oeuvre’.
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geographical as it is linguistic and cultural: ¢ tone side there is the Anglosaxon world,
whereas on the other side there is the FrenchTdrer answer to whether the production of
the academic can constitute a work is, as expediffdrent. For the Anglosaxon tradition,
academic production is not supposed to be a wankyeas for the French one, itis.

We allow ourself a digression here, to point timég s most obvious in tourism related
academic production, whether it be tourism or galtstudies, sociology, or anthropology. It
will suffice at the present stage to say that wme&across two very different and distinct
intellectual traditions, with different and, modtem, opposing understandings of theory and
the intellect and their position in the world and history, of thought and science, with
different categories, and different languages talkdw for different enunciations, and,
certainly, different cultures. And, interestinglpjcaigh, we can observe that psychoanalysis
has had a much more central, profound, and viti@l m French scholarship than it ever
managed to acquire in the Anglosaxon corifext the same time the fetishism of the work,
of theoretical profundity and of intellectual cultion - in other words, the fetishism of
culture - has also had a much larger space inrdech tradition.

For this tradition in which we embed our work, hawe science and technology, are
not part of culture. There is a structural relatiddmutual exclusion between the two systems,
between culture on the one side and science ahddkgy on the other, according again to
Milner®®. Consequently, scientific production, what is proed in the realm of science, does
not acquire the form of work. If we choose to ptise question of the work, this is exactly
because there is a necessary and compulsory cbbieedilemmatic nature to be made
between science and culture, a crossroad of sommewsdtere we have already chosen which
way to follow. And this choice is imposed by thectfahat psychoanalysis expresses the

choice of Truth over Knowledd® and only the form of the work can serve this chpto the

3 In the study of tourism, this is evident by therkvof scholars such as Rachid Amirou, Marc Boyéliyi€r
Burgelin, Georges Cazes, Joffré Dumazedier, Maragoise Lanfant, Alain Laurent, Jean Michaud, and
Michel Picard, to name but a few.

% Milner, J. C. (1995). L'CEuvre Claire: Lacan, lai@we, la Philosophie. Paris: Seuil.

% This is the choice psychoanalysis expresses wihdwes not deviate to become orthopaedics. Arsliit this
respect that concepts such as neuro-psychoanaijiisemain incomprehensible to us. One can either
inscribed in culture or in science. The inscriptiorculture, as in the case of psychoanalysis, éiaignify the
exclusion of science, but if neuro-psychoanalyfasnts any scientificity, then it is not psychoanasl at all.
From what position does the neuro-psychoanalystiotigcate the place of the unconscious, that lchwvis the
subject of neuro-psychoanalysis? It is certainlythe subject of the unconscious, which is, onchwetrary, the

subject of psychoanalysis.
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extent that it is in the work that the emergencetha true subject appears allowed, or
desirable. The work, inscribed in the cultural ségji, in opposition to scientific production, at
least, does not found itself by the exclusion & $labject of the unconscious. The quest for
truth, rather than the wish for trust and certgingythe question. Certainty is to be found
nowhere, since the elusive nature of truth is ghahit will erupt in one’s face the moment all
phenomena seem to be reassuring. The real quesiu, certainly the question for
psychoanalysis, one moreover that connects the teympthe work, and the commodity,
seems to be the mystery of form: why does the megaooncealed in some form, take this
form?

What we see at work in scientific production isadnsessional economy, based to a great
extent on the notion of legitimacy. It is exactlyst notion that elucidates the precedence of
the scientist’s lived experience, of his tribulagoand tabulations, over any possible abstract
discussion. Science’s aspiration to truth is cehiwa the legitimacy of experience in the
world of phenomena, and a consequent exclusioheoKantian Thing-in-itself, which will,
eventually, protect from Error. Perhaps, we coulfd,the same manner, see a hysteric
economy at work as regards the work. Neverthetesd,the fear of falling into error sets up
a mistrust of Science, which in the absence of sachples gets on with the work itself, and
actually cognizes something, it is hard to see whkyshould not turn round and mistrust this
very mistrust. Should we not be concerned as taivenehis fear of error is not just the error
itself?"%".

The scientific discourse will write itself utilisinseveral strategies, propelled by the
Brunelleschian invention, of excluding the subjexftering room only to the subject of the
enunciated, which ‘tricks’ itself into believingig the subject, whereas it is only the knowing
subject, the subject of knowledge.

One such strategy we can read into the referensterag used in the production of
academic articles, or else ‘papers’, written fod @ublished in the - mainly Anglo-American
- scholarly publications, journals or reviews. Awithin the - mainly Anglo-American —
university, every production has to follow the samée. The students’ assignments,
dissertations, theses have to be produced accamlihg chosen reference system. Whether it
be the Harvard, or Chicago, or APA system, thecldogihind them is the same: the exclusion

of the subject. This is what has to be introjedtgdhe academic community — there is no

3"Hegel, G.W.F. (1977). Phenomenology of Spirit. @gf Oxford University Press, p. 47.
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other subject than the subject of the enunciated,ifathere is, it has to be kept outside the
university.

It is not just the obsession with legitimacy andratity that define those reference
systems. Certainly, something about them goes rfurther than accrediting someone with
their own work, or even with the appeal to authothat seems to operate through them.
There is something more to them than the scienfiest for certainty, accuracy, and proof
for one’s sayings.

By their material form, brackets within the tex¢aoing a content irrelevant to it, there is
the interruption of the discourse, which materiaigconnects, disassembles the prose. Those
elements, external to the text from the viewpoinsignification but materially internal to it,
never actually say anything else than ‘no subjeitough the material interruption of the
development of a meaningful discourse, the subjeat,would otherwise be able to reveal its
existence, at least by the subversion of logos,thedpparition of desire, becomes excluded
by the technical bars placed in the field of therdyadentical, here, to the field of the
visible®.

Therefore, if what we aspire to is a work, thisruantake place by writing articles for
journals. The model of the journal is by itself ttaglical alterity of work. It is there to house
the form of the paper, to which our conceptualsatof the work presents itself as the
opposite. The privileged form of the work is theokpalthough this relation is not necessary,
and although, as Nietzsche so eloquently put lbsg ago, “Only distress, only need would
allow to mend the cleavage of the uprooted mairecetis he is to his void and, at the same
time, congested interior. All that is left is theise of scientific factories, where the
knowledgeable hens lay ever smaller eggs and higker books.*

% Markidis says that if someone is obliged to beusmte and clear, and to offer proof (which in gréekhe
same word as ‘receipt’), that would be his plum@@dren, of course, he apologises for the indeceficagng
so, adding that such an indecency was, howevermeant to have a class character. Markidis, M. %199
Studies on Signification. Athens: Plethron. (in €

% Certainly, there is also an aesthetical levehts: tsomething can be either flashed down, undesthiface, or
left floating in the waters of the text.

0« Seule la détresse, seul le besoin permettrdienéparer ce clivage de I'homme déraciné qui ieéisé dans
son intériorité vide et en méme temps encombréereNie plus que le bruit des fabriques scientifigo@ les
poules savantes pondent des ceufs de plus en plits gedes livres de plus en plus gros. » Nietgsch
Considérations intempestives Il, p 273, in Simanéll (2000). La Place de Nietzsche dans la Gégéalde la
Psychanalyse, Revue Internationale de Philosoghib1l, 149-162.



Tourism seems to be enjoying an ever growing ingma@ in modernity, to such a
degree that McCanné&twill be able to discern in the tourist the modithe modern subject.

It may not be coincidental that at precisely thesaeriod when tourism begins its historical
development, the Victorian era, hysteria would Ipeedre)cognisable in the context of that
very discourse of displacement,\é¢rschiebung

If McCannell is right, and, despite the objectidnis thesis has rais&d the tourist is,
indeed, the model of the modern subject, nostalfjitself as he portrays it, and if, as Latan
has, in every possible tone, asserted, the subpm which psychoanalysis is exercised is
exactly the modern, Cartesian subject, the suljestience, it follows that the tourist is also
the model of the subject upon which analysis ig@sged. If when we speak of a subject of
tourism we most frequently have no idea what widiking about, it is most probably due to
the fact that we forget that it is the Cartesiahjectt, the subject of theogitg that we are
concerned with.

However, our analytic cannot be confined to thescdvery of a latent content in
tourism out of the reach of the tourist’'s conscimss, to a speculation on the meaning of
tourism, which would almost definitely regress franpotential meta-psychological study to
the construction of yet another tourist-motivatioadel.

Even with every single meaning of such an actioveied, the action itself remains an
enigma, simply because the labour to be ultimatelgertaken is not one of translation —
translating the latent into the apparent. If thereomething to be articulated, this would be
the question of the form itself, always imprintedthe seemingly simple phrase ‘I need a
vacation’, present as a demand for which no oljeat would satisfy it can be located. Or,
rather, through the repetition of the touristic @ewh — for pleasure, rest, knowledge,
difference — corresponding to a certain need, aadiated by language, desire reveals itself.
A desire, however, the object of which remains absc After all, there is no object
‘vacation’, as anything else than what it etymotadjly implies — a void.

In this we find ever more reason in pursuing trecaolvery of the real dimensions of the

touristic metaphor, and especially as regardsadbkbkién in which it shapes our understanding

“1 MacCannell, D. (1999). The Tourist: A New Theofytlee Leisure Class. Berkeley: University of Califia
Press.

“2 Kaplan, C. (1996). Questions of Travel: Postmodgiscourses of Displacement. Duke University Press
3 Lacan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil.
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of/on the level of desire. We are concerned withgbest for satisfaction, a satisfaction that is
not identifiable with the filling up of any voidydhat, at least, could not be the result of any
such filling up, let alone that the void in questis simply ‘unfillable’. The fantasy of its
filling up, the fantasy of fullness, is however taustural necessity of the emergence of a
desiring subject, it is, if we may be allowed ta jfuso, the stage where its desire will be
‘performed’.

Going on a vacation guarantees nothing else, atnldeof the day, than that a vacation
will be again in order. We know of no tourist whever needed another vacation again. A
cycle of demand is always concluded with its remmetj ‘sketching’ the object of desire, as

Safouaft* sustains.

In his seminar of 1966-1967, titled “The Logic ddrftasy”, Lacan, drawing legitimacy
from the psychoanalytic discovery of a “knowledgdich doesn’t know itself®, will
perform a memorable manipulation of the cogito tigto DeMorgan’s rules to demonstrate
that ‘either | don’t think, or I am not’, later eapding it to conclude that ‘1 am where | don’t
think, | think where | am not’. This is exactly whig meant by the word Tourism in this
work. A touristic subjectivity is the subjectivitf ‘Je suis la ou je ne pense pas’, the Tourist
being the subject of this enunciation. Materiakpooeal displacement will result to a status of
a temporary being-out-of-place, equally materialbegin with, addressing, however, the
guestion of the subject’s consistency of beinghie-wvorld, further displacing the latter onto
the dialectics of space, in what could probablyaheattempt to put a limit to it. One has to
keep in mind, of course, that the dialectics ofcgpa operation are not merely expressed by
the opposition of here to there, but also by tHahternal to external, and that, in the latter
case, the external is not given as a projectiam@subject’s ‘interior’, void and congested at
once, to remember Nietzsce again, or even of thiests drive&®, but rather “as the position
or the place where the desire of the Other is joosit], there where the subject will meet'it”
The Other referred to is the “field of the truthifat Lacan has defined “as being the place

where the discourse of the subject would gainatssistence, and where it stands in an offer

“ Safouan, M. (2001). Lacaniana — Les Séminaireladques Lacan, tome 1: 1953 — 1963. Paris: Fayard.
% Lacan, J. (1975). Le Séminaire — Livre XX: Encd®aris: Seuil, p. 122.
6 Safouan, M. (2001). Lacaniana — Les Séminaireladques Lacan, tome 1: 1953 — 1963. Paris: Fayard.

" Lacan, J. (1988). Le Séminaire — Livre V: Les Fations de I'Inconscient. Paris: Seuil, p. 272.
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to be turned down or nd® And the mistaking of desire as demand is, heagain at issue.
The subject will try to extort the object of itssile from the Other, which is, in any case,
unattainable, while uttering a demand, such ase#&da vacation’, for instance. In this
manner, the subject, of course, starts becomingrategt on the Other, and fashions its desire
after the Other, in order to attain the satisfactbits deman®.

A question that could be raised is whether it coxdtibe precisely the reassertion of an
primordial position that orients desire. | leavdyoto return to where | already was, to re-
occupy the place that | already occupied, to afiinyidentification to my proper place. The
resonance to th&\Vo es war, soll ich werdérwhere It was must | be, is not accidental, since
the Wq, the ‘where’ of the dictum, indicates the pos#ipibf processes through which the
symbolic construction of space lends itself to mktaic uses that have supported the
psychoanalytic discourse of displacement.

Parallels can also be drawn between this readintpwistic desire to the ‘fort-da’,
another metaphor illustrating, if nothing else, hdhe spatial becomes a symbolic
construction: | let go, objectify myself and thravwaway, in order to re-appropriate it, to pull
it back. | try to recover a unity, to de-alienateg/self from my body by displacement.
Something hides in order to be found, gets throwayain order to be pulled back.

In a nutshell, | become a tourist, because | Wil necessity, consequentially also have
to become a re-tourist. | may have claims aboutréd@sons of my trip, which will most
probably be accurate as regards the subject cfethince in which they take place. After all,
we can always find reasons for our behaviour. Aafidr all, it is all too proper to psychology
to look for ‘the shadows of motives’, as Safouarcumately diagnosé$ But, for
psychoanalysis, it is the production of a knowledgethe level of the desiring subject, the
subject of the enunciation, which manifests itsesdf Reason, and which will reveal that
mastery over the body — by the very act of retignrevealing, as it does, the impossibility of
return — constitutes a renouncemént

Only the real returns in the same position, andya$ave already guessed, this is most
probably due to the position, and not due to tkad. i@ any occasion, the question of the
position appears, when it comes to the subjedietdirectly related to the imaginary, and its

fraudulent character, since, in final analysig/utays refers to the field of the visible, whether

8 Lacan, J. (2006). Le Séminaire — Livre XVI: D'unithe & I'autre. Paris: Seuil, p. 24.

9 Safouan, M. (2001). Lacaniana — Les Séminaireladques Lacan, tome 1: 1953 — 1963. Paris: Fayard.
%% |bid.

*1 Kaufmann, P. (1993). L’Apport Freudien: Elémentsipune Encyclopédie de la Psychanalyse. Parisidor
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this has to do with perspective — the necessaryliton of positionality — or with the
emergence of the subject in front of the mirrorptigh the recognition of that image in there
by the (m)Other. Alas, that very recognition, whallows the subject to emerge as such, that
gaze of the (m)Other which shows me that Ithere also tells me that | ex-cist, that | amt
there, and burns a hole on me, very much like thle im the centre of Bruno Catalano’s
travellers. It is around this hole that the subjedtructured, it is away from this hole that the
(m)Other’s gaze has burned open that the subjemnhpts to flee, and it is that hole that the
subject carries with it. This could even be thedwehich vacation is a reference to, as well as
the hole of the vanishing point from where the tsudject gazes in order to construct the
illusion of depth and space, and, ultimately, thésion of a position in it, given that, for
Brunelleschi’s trick to work, the subject has targt in a specific position, it has to be, in a
sense, tied down. In order for perspective to wtrk,subject has to stand still. The slightest
displacement would instigate the advent of the, ibal revelation of the trickery, the collapse

of perspective and the illusion of a world that eskny (symbolic) sense.

Bruno Catalano - Le Grand Van Gogh
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Had | not returned, had | gone on with the pleasiireeing there, this pleasure would
turn into a suffocating, painful thing of deathpdging me of any possibility to desire being
there; therefore, | return, | cut it off myself,dagive myself the chance to have a ‘there’ that
is not ‘here’, offering an opportunity to the spatdialectics of desire to function. It is
practically the structural necessity of castratioat the produced knowledge reveals: 1, as the
master of my body, have to be castrated in ordéetable to desire and have the ontological
status of a desiring subject. In this manner, thoulge subject also discloses the failure of
mastery over the body - that is castration - whpdradoxically, is also the condition of the
existence of any mastery. Here the signifier regressthe subject while, at the same time, it
makes it vanisif. The whole operation of Brunelleschian perspectiseconstituting the
modern subject, opens up before our eyes.

And, indeed, distance is experienced as traumbtieal the alienation of narcissistic
identification. It is experienced as a differenttes ‘geographic’ difference between the here
and the not-here, the here and the elsewhere, |Hoe pf the Other, metonymic of the
‘linguistic’ difference between the subject andrigpresentation. The question of the subject,
articulated through the discursive device, is tgkip the form — ‘Where is (it) ... missing?’,
in which the ‘where’ is the indicating instancetbé metonymy of desire, supported by the
‘missing’ of the subject that the signifying questi'where is (it)’ will be hiding, and only as
long as the persistence of the “missing?” will leptkconcealed can something be articulated.

There must be something missing which will be dagkisomething eluding to be run
after. This is what has been called ‘object causealesire’. But this obscure object is
positioned as such by desire itself retrospectivielythe extent that desire itself is its own
object, identified with its interpretation. Distandhe spatial distance to be covered, to bring
the body to the place of the Other, functions aking but the metonymy of difference, and,

% of the — tourist — body is what

in being so manifestly metaphoric, thigragopd®

characterises tourism and perspective at once.
The ‘here’ positioned at the place of the Othegniies the subject’s externality, its

exclusion from the truth of the Other. The ‘herelishbe elsewhere, since what is at stake

seems to be the ‘where’. The ‘it is’ is the objeause of desire, the object Gaze in the

2 Nasio, J. D. (1995). Les Yeux de Laure: Transf@hjet ‘a’ et Topologie dans la Théorie de J. Lad@aris:
Champ-Flammarion.
3 “Metagopd’ (metaphora) means transference (not in the psywhigtic sense of transference, which has been

translated agetapifoon), as well as metaphor. Something is being movexh fone position to another.
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tourist’s discourse, in disjunction with the miggiof the subject. Hence, in trying to capture
desire, the tourist will be constantly ending upngecaptured by it.

To illustrate our problematic, this is what is assd when we read what Freud, whose
desire to go to Rome he, in his letter to Flies®etember 8 1897, found to be profoundly
neurotic, has described, in a letter of 1936 to RianRolland, as ‘A Disturbance of Memory
on the Acropolis’ - one of the earliest accountswafat has later become known as the
Stendhal Syndromé

It is the threat of a pleasure too intense to le&agirable that inhibits him at Trieste,
where he is confronted with the suggestion to prdde Athens, of a pleasure that will have
been no pleasure any longer, because it has crasi®it that is set by a master constituted
in paternal impotence. Freud’s being there fundtias an interrogation that will bring to light
the impossible of mastery, the fact that the mastendeed, castrated.

Acropolis is an ‘unattainable thing of desire’, tireeeting with which can never take
place, an ever missed object. It can only be & livhich can never be reachéd

It was as early as the time of Seneca that thisviedge has become available, when he
attested that man travels in search of an eludiject®. This is what ascribes, in the mind of
the young student Freud, the character of the mablo Acropolis. It is a sublime object that
exists only as elusive, the existence of whichuargnteed by its unattainability, the latter
guaranteeing, in its turn, the possibility of desifFhe object Acropolis seems to be a maternal
thing, and as such not only unattainable, but fgamdden.

The knowledge produced by the travel to Athens, thedvisit to Acropolis, expressed
by the realisation that it, Acropolis, really daegst, is the knowledge that the master, that is
represented by the father in this case, could haver attained it, could have never been the
desire of the mother. Hence the visit to Acroptlecomes an interrogation of the master,
regarding the structural necessity of the masta&tration.

In a bizarre way, this disturbance of memory onAlseopolis reflects the problematic
of the question itself of the subject of the cogitois one thing to think of Acropolis, and
another to be there. This is yet another way gigeuns to approach the manner in which the
discourse of displacement gains its existence withe entanglement of what is spatial with

what is of the subject. Indeed, what is seen herthe splitting of the subject, finding a

> Magherini, G. (2003). La sindrome di Stendhal:Mhlessere del Viaggiatore di Fronte alla Grandezza
dell'Arte. Milano: Ponte alle Grazie.
% Zizek, S. (1989). The Sublime Object of Ideologgndon: Verso.

* Urry, J. (1990). The Tourist Gaze: Leisure andv&tin Contemporary Societies. London: Sage.
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support to symbolically emerge, in the presencetwdt can only be inscribed as absence and
cannot be symbolised. The Acropolis keeps the abkhat impossible object. It stands there
not as an object of reality, not as a symbolic ahjbut as a Real object, that managed to
become inscribed only because there was a faitutha process of formalisation, an object
that, had it not been for the question Freud hgubse by his travel, and the failure that travel
would evoke, would remain one that doesn’t ceasémbe inscribed.

In last resort, it was the enjoyment mediating khewledge Freud the tourist gained,
that the master, in the face of his father, isregest, that was the non-sense of his trip, filled

with guilt and pain, as all such enjoyment is. Abe in/of perspective, perhaps.

" Lacan, J. (1975). Le Séminaire — Livre XX: Encd?aris: Seuil.
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2.
Discourses of Displacement and Displaced Discourse
Tourism, Anthropology, Psychoanalysis

“Because one has only learnt to get the better ofisvo
For the thing one no longer has to say, or the wayhich
One is no longer disposed to sayf.

If one wishes to see in the tourist a subject, tiheés impossible to confine it to the
subject of an act of consumption without negatimgrgthing that psychoanalysis has had to
say about anything for over a century. But whichnegrapher, tourist or pilgrim, which
warrior, ever cared to admit that it is a pleagoeintense and guilty to admit that guides the
production of knowledge by means of (corpo-reafpliicement? Something like libidinal
(e)utopias of cannibalistic orgies, for instancéneTlevel of the desiring subject, of the
Freudian subject, at issue here, the level of gestibot identical to the self, is not the level of
anthropological operations, which require an ‘dw@re’, a perspective, within which they will
‘take place’.

Indeed, the question that has — not by accidentaioby — never been really asked by
anthropology itself is exactly the one regarding ttesire of the anthropologist: What does
the anthropologist (as an ethnographer, touridgripi or warrior) want? Interestingly
enough, this constitutive omission, or even evasidranthropology as a discipline opposed
to any philosophico-anthropological understandifithe human condition, of what it is to be
human, could be regarded as an attempt to concsabmly the desire propelling the
displacement of the anthropologist itself, but dlsorole of castration therein, and its relation
to writing, displacement, and the establishmena dbody of (anthropological) knowledge’.
As Fink puts it, “The sacrifice involved in castaat is to hand over a certain jouissance to the
Other and let it circulate in the Other, that st it circulate in some sense ‘outside’ of
ourselves. That may take the form of writing, faample, or of the establishment of a ‘body
of knowledge’, knowledge that takes on ‘a life tf own’, independent of its creator, as it

may be added to or modified by othe?s.”

8 Eliot, T.S. Four Quartets: An Accurate Online TexEast Coker.
http://www.tristan.icom43.net/quartets/coker.htedcessed on 11/09/2009.

9 Fink, B. (1995), The Lacanian Subject: Betweendummye and Juissance, Princeton: Princeton Uniyersit
Press, pp. 99-100.
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Anthropology has been very successful in failingfeomulate and posit the only
meaningful question, by means of depositing it ndeo to confront the epistemological
guestion in its place. By asking whether it canwrbe other (an object like the self — an
objectification of the subject as self), how, howah, and from what position, it displaces the
guestion of its own desire, by the displacementhef anthropologist’'s body — and on this
level at least there is nothing separating it framy other kind of tourism. To be certain, this
is the operation of modern science, of the fieldh&f Cartesian subject: the separation, the
cut, the breakage between epistemology and etigieen that ethics, as psychoanalytic
experience has shown, is concomitant to the quesfidesiré®). By its very constitution as a
discipline, anthropology, then, cannot escape, drat would like to or not, being inscribed
in the scientific discourse, where it is destineddmain for as long as it presupposes a self
identical to the subject and articulates its dessr@ desire to know the other.

In this context, it follows that the positioning tfe subject is being equated to the
position of the (imaginary) self. This is also wimg position from which the ‘partial truth’ of
ethnography is spoken is the position of the apbliagist, of the anthropological self, that is
of an imaginary identification. Nevertheless, tigsexactly where the subject is not, and
nowhere in what is spoken does the subject appease ‘partial truths’ then, are no truths at
all, to begin with. Not that it isn’t true that thucan only appear through a half-said (because
truth is the truth of what resists symbolisatidn)t the ‘partial truths’ of anthropology are no
truths at all, they are, on the contrary, knowledghich is something of a completely
different order. In lacanian theory truth is of threler of the real, whereas knowledge, at least
in the guise of what we know as understandingf th® order of the imaginary. In sustaining
the identity of the self as identical to itselftlamopology, as ethnography, tourism, pilgrimage
or war, is bound to remain confined in a field vhéhe game to be played is one of
(mis)recognitions, which will allow the anthropolsgto (mis)recognise himself as same, by
positioning the other (as same to his own self)ther.

What is at stake, of course, is not whether tharapblogical self is same with or other
than the other (but always a self identical tolffsesomething that ‘halfie anthropology’, for
example, is all too keen to position at the ceofrégs problematic, but, rather, the extend to
which it can be understood that the constitutiothefself is always, structurally, a process of

misrecognition, that is that ‘I' is always anothen the one hand, and secondly, that apart

0 L acan, J. (1986), Le Séminaire — Livre VII: L'Egoie de la Psychanalyse, Paris: Seuil, and, Lacgh966).
Ecrits. Paris: Seuil.
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from the level of the enunciated, where the sefbisad, where an ‘I’ takes its place, there is
also another level, the level of the enunciatioithwnother, a different subject, and that it is
the latter that is the true subject of desire.sltat this point that the distinction between
language and speech, as well as the one regatwnig\tel of the subject of the enunciation
and the level on which the subject of the enundiagpears, is what above everything else
has to take (its) place.

From such a perspective, one could wonder whatealyr going on when an
anthropologist does his fieldwork, a tourist go@shis trip, a pilgrim on his pilgrimage, or
when a warrior invades, and it is from this persipechat one could orient his gaze towards
desire. Because, in final analysis, if there i®¢osuch a thing as Tourism Studies, it is only
within the broader field of a Philosophical Anthodpgy, enquiring what it is to be human,

and whether to be human is really to be ‘Homo \fidto

What needs to be recognised in the core of a \riindisplacement, of the being-out-
of-place, is a thesis, both as a position and gsoposal, and even as a stop, which is
foundationally and in principle ethical, and whighany case, presents itself as a reference to
a certain ethos: the writing of the being-out-cdgd is itself a writing-out-of-place, de-
localised, the displaced writing of displacement.

Perhaps, this ought to be better defined — theeeée here is to an honest writing
which, if it truly means to be honest, would haweemerge from and proceed through
displacement, and, in every occasion, be aletsteecognition. Certainly, such a writing does
not locate or position, it does not put in placeldesn’t find anything. Like all desire, it aims
at dis-satisfaction. It is being written as passisedness, pain and joy. It is symptotic with
what indicates the descent of Eros from Thanat®athos

In all honesty, this is a writing ‘on the knees/ga a simple desk can be an unattainable
luxury, a writing of the foot, and it couldn’t beéh@rwise. This writing is written in buses,
trains, ships and airplanes. On narrow, unforgivadges of more or less hospitable cafés, in
stations, ports and airports. A writing at timedyd®) and at times incorporating crowded

sounds, visual and acoustic noises.

1 Haddad, G. (2002), Le Voyage, Figure du Désir, Aetes du FIG 2002: Religion et Géographie, htig:t-
die.education.fr/actes/actes_2002/haddad/articfe.&ccessed on 05/06/2008.
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In this cheap and miserable coffee place, thabtsemen really a coffee place, next to
the highway, where track drivers stop for a smidkg of tea — this is how they drink it in
Turkey — and for something to eat, it is cold. Tghinx stands right across me, in her
combination of half-bodies, staring at me, waitiregdy to tear me apart. Here the solution to

her enigma is a question of life and death, anceth@o emergency exit in sight.

- ‘What is it that moves? — What is something thaves®’
Strangely enough, the answer is obvious:

- ‘Eppure si muove’

This is how what is of the subject, of the truejsat) the displaced one, of the being-
out-of-place can be told from what is in the spharémages, fraud, illusion and meaning —
whatever is written on the foot, against the knéesue, whereas whatever has the scent of
scholarship, whatever testifies study is of theeoraof the testimony, of that compulsory lie
taking itself for reality in front of the inquisttn. If one would look, in vain, for truth in the
Argonauts of the Western Pacfficfor example, he might only find some in Malinowsk
diaries, an account which he meant to remain unattable for — the traveller’'s pathos.

First of all, there is no ‘anthropological concepit culture’, there is only a big
misunderstanding. Culture is the one thing anthiagpocan have no clue about. It certainly is
not the webs of significance Geéftzroposes, the ‘bounded thing’ after the model of
isoglosses Baskdit talks about, what has an unbounded relation toeplin the way of
Gupta and Fergus8h the un-fix-ability that Abu-Lughdd would like to substitute with
‘discourse’, the totality of symbolic representasp Turnet’ favoured, or what have you.
Culture is not even something that is there inti@bato an unconscious, and there is

definitely no cultural unconscious, an unconscicgigde of culture, allowing for a

%2 Malinowski, B. (1922), Argonauts of the Westerrcifle, London: Routledge.

8 Geertz, C. (1973), The Interpretation of Cultufésy York: Basic Books.

6 Baskow, I. (2004), A Neo-Boasian Conception oftGnall Boundaries, American Anthropologist, 106(%),
443-458.

% Gupta, A. and Ferguson, J. (1992), Beyond “CultuBpace, Identity, and the Politics of Differen@yltural
Anthropology, 7(1), pp. 6-23.

% Abu-Lughod, L. (1991), Writing Against Culture, Fox, R. G., Ed., Recapturing Anthropology: Working
the Present, Santa Fe: School of American Reséaass.

" Turner, V. (1967), The Forest of Symbols: Aspeétsldembu Ritual, New York: Cornell University Pses
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psychoanalytic interpretation of culture, as psyfaytic anthropology or
ethnopsychoanalysis enjoy discussing.

Culture isthe unconscious. It is the discourse of the Other.

What we are left with is the Freudian subject.

And for that subject, the whisper tells the trudh,long as it is not detected by the all-
devouring ears of the inquisitors, under the coowlithat it will not be heard, as | turn my
back at them and walk away, with my egoism in sHamb/Vhy not reflect on the possibility
that not only does the truth come in the half-%aithut that also the half-heard is its
condition? This is why truth is always a whispeecéuse the social requires that it is the
whisper of a shattered egoism. Because only wherglo breaks into pieces can the truth of
the subject emerge, and this only in the courseretreat.

The subject moves, walks away, departs — in thedasrt, returns.

The ethical request, as it is positioned by psyohbgais, is exactly this: ‘Eppure si
muove’, or, in other words, ‘Wo Es war, soll Ichrden’ — where it used to be, to hide, to be
lost, missed, wounded, ruined, | must be torn apart

This ‘Eppure si muove’ establishes the necessithefenigma, just as much as it is the
only real response to it. | can imagine Oedipusyreg ‘Man’, and turning his back to walk
away from the Sphinx, victoriously walking towarlds horrible destiny, while whispering
‘and yet, it moves’.

What led Sphinx to her death remains somewhatmj/stery, but one could very well
wonder whether Oedipus really escaped the dangepisented. Had we had the chance to
look at the Sphinx as Oedipus was distancing hiitfiseh her, turning his back and walking
away, would we have discerned a smile on her daed?f Because, if we accord it some
reflection, even though he thought he was goingyaescaping his homeland and destiny, he
was, as a matter of fact, returning. Thus we can tsawv the destination is always the
returning destiny of subjectivity.

More than anything else, this reveals the tragiostance of the myth, if not of the
paradoxical existence of the speaking-being asgbein-of-place itself — the unknowing
return, which has to be as much unknowing, as istnme a return. Isn’t this the Freudian
discovery, after all? A knowledge that doesn't knitself*®. The myth founds here a subject

that is not the subject of knowledge, a subjedtighabliged to be returning, while the subject

% Lacan, J. (1991), Le Séminaire — Livre XVII: L'Eers de la Psychanalyse, Paris: Seuil.

% Lacan, J. (1975). Le Séminaire — Livre XX: Encd?aris: Seuil.
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who thinks it is leaving is just ignorant of thisith this very ignorance constituting what we
know as knowledge. In fact, all the myth foundsams empty place. This returning motion,
taking itself for an escape, is what we can allawselves to calPathos Pathos positions
itself as the quest for the human experience,@Sghinx has put it, of the human as a subject
in motion, as the being-out-of-place.

The Sphinx demands an answer to her enigma, ttex la¢ing here perceived both as
the enigma posed by her, the one that is spokdrehyand as the enigma of her existence, as
an assemblage of bodies. So, it is ‘the answegoar life’. Much in the same fashion as
Lacan’s robber, who will demand (either) your mgnayyour life, here too there is not really
much choice. Ridiculous as it is, the only optiarthis ‘either-or’ is to give the answer — or
the money, in the case of the robber.

If this demand is, in fact, a demand for meanirgjtaseems to be, then to refuse the
answer would most certainly lead to loosing yote, land what good would meaning be to
you then? You'd have simply lost both of them.dpaars, however, that contrary to Lacan’s
robber, the Sphinx could not possibly strip youtb# meaning you choose to withhold after
you’re dead.

There is a theory of meaning located within thelmy¥hat happens when you fail, one
way or the other, to provide the Sphinx with megnipou die — and provide it thus. It is,
effectively, your death that is the answer shedking for, the meaning she will deprive you
of, because meaning and the subject are nevee aathe place, and only the concealment of
the subject will allow the advent of meaning. Tharl makes sense only when gazed at from
behind the little hole opened on the vanishing pddut, at the end of the day, one always
meet with their destiny.

Of course, there is something wrong with this (Edlleschian) picture: an enigma, any
enigma, the enigma is never really a demand fomimga- that would be a test, a quiz, or
whatever of that order have you. An enigma is abnmag enigma of desire, the enigma of the
subject, and it is through it that the subject dadire meet. The Sphinx is only a monster, an
impossibility.

If the victims of the Sphinx, those who precededliPes, fall into a trap, that trap could
only be that they fail to recognise the enigmauahsbut do indeed try to provide an answer,
treating it as a demand with an object that carsfgat. Well, there is no object that could
possibly satisfy that demand, simply because thatot a demand. At least, not from the
perspective of the Sphinx. Otherwise, she woulcelramply stopped. But each time she got

what she asked for, this was not it.
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A very pressuring question emerges thus: what Wi has saved Oedipus? If there is
an answer to this, that would be ‘nothing’.

He went on, being the only one to be able to say ltk crossed paths with the Sphinx,
and proceeded to his destiny and towards his d@&tim just like everyone before him, but if
someone was saved that was most definitely notgDediPerhaps, it was the Sphinx herself.
The answer of Oedipus, on the level of meanind,ithténe imaginary, must have had nothing
to do with it. What kept him breathing, on the gany, was his direction, misrecognised as it
was. Indeed, what he thought he was, which we iijehere with which he thought his
direction was, whether it was forth or back, aweynf or towards, was not what, in fact,
factually, he or his direction really was. And, mesobably, what this misrecognition, this
disorientation did was that in them the Sphinx afale to recognise her own inconsistency.

This is what has killed her, what has turned hemfian insurmountable bar to a barred
something — what, in the end, has made h&toc, and what equates her to the holy
inquisition, as the keeper of the spirit of theigares at the time that something of Oedipus
utters through Galileo “Eppure si muove”, which canthis occasion, be taken as ‘and yet
there is a (desiring) subject’.

Well, if indeed there is, then this subject mow&® could even go as far as to say that
this subject is motion. Na& motion, butmotion And certainly, the subject does result from a
metaphor(df. Moreover, this motion, as exhibited in the ca$eOedipus, is always the

motion of return.

For Lévi-Strauss, for example, it is the questtfath, rather than the wish for trust and
certainty, that is the question. Certainty is toftaend nowhere, since the elusive nature of
truth is such that it will erupt in your face thement all phenomena seem to be reassuring.
The real question seems to him to be the mystefgrof: why does the meaning concealed in
some form, take this form? His positioning his aofiological thought between Marxism,
Psychoanalysis, and Geology, is most indicativehed. For Marxism and Psychoanalysis,

especially, the question is precisely the questibform, and all secrets spring from it: Why

0 Fink, B. (1995), The Lacanian Subject: Betweendummye and Juissance, Princeton: Princeton Uniyersit

Press.
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does commodity take a form, and why does the ldtemight of the dream also do so, how,
and by means of what?

To name this essentialism is nothing else thamutebmisreading, which chooses to miss
confronting the core of Lévi-Strauss’ thought. @amly, Lévi-Strauss wishes to investigate
what is common in mankind, what is left after tretggularity of the particular, of cultural
difference has been lifted, the basic structuresyth, for example, common to all cultures. It
is easy, therefore, to see the operation of amgaksm on a programmatic level, enacted by
his very epistemology and metaphysics.

This argument, though, misses the whole point ofi-Sdrauss’ programme — that for
him what is at the centre of civilisation, of cuttu of the Other, is a radical negativity, that
the master meaning, the Thing explaining all otttengs, is a No-Meaning, the non-
symbolisable, and all that is left is the secretooim, the question of appearance. What hides
behind the curtain, which the anthropologist matkissvocation to get behind of, is the fact
that there is nothing to hide behind the curtathis is the essence, the Truth — a mere empty
place. What culture conceals is that there is ngthd conceal, what a myth hides is that there
is nothing to hide, and all that remains in the snithe form as such.

The effort to understand, is an action upon theméxed object, producing another
object in its place, and the understanding of @esond object produces a third one,
destroying the objects to be understood in favduhe objects produced by understanding.
This process, the (in)famous metonymic sliding adaving of the post-structuralists, is not a
processad infinitum however . It stops, or it is anchored, at thenpoif “the one lasting
presence, the point at which the distinction betweeaning and the absence of meaning
disappears: the same point from which we beganwe.have found nothing new, except -...-
so many additional proofs of the conclusion thatweeild have liked to avoid®, a wish or
preference that Malinowski, for example, has mosfinitely not been any tight in
manifesting in any possible way.

Lévi-Strauss will insist on the superior validity Meaning in respect to Ration, as one
of degree and not one of category, since, for Him highest form of the rational is the
meaningful. Beings and things are defined in reteghip to each other, and the intelligibility,
the meaningful structure of each is a result ofirtlrelationship, in short, Saussurean

linguistics’ oppositional generation of meaninghe manner in which beings and things can

"L Lévi-Strauss, C. (1974). Tristes Tropiques. Athend>ublishers, USA, p. 411.
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“retain their separate valué€é’ Knowledge, then, for him is not a question of at&ion —
‘renunciation or barter’, as he puts it — but ativecprocess of selection of ‘true aspects’,
which are those aspects that coincide with the gntags of his thought. And it is at this point
that a definite break with any Kantian obsessiv@nemy of doubt, with Kantian
metaphysics, takes place: the coinciding demandgaubi the result of thought’s influence
over things, but the affirming circumstance of tgbuitself being an object, - the object-gaze,
in turn, is a constitutive element of that thouglgartaking of the nature of the world. He
introduces, in this fashion, in anthropologicah#ting the level of enunciation, by recognising
the subject of the enunciated and its radical igftéo the subject of the enunciation. The
thought on the world, or the culture, for that regtis at the same level as the world, or the
culture, of the same substance, hence the produatisecond and third objects by agency on
an object, resulting in understanding. Thoughtleardy an object, which also means that
there is a subject of the enunciated ‘I think, &ere | am’. The master-meaning is the
meaning at the level of enunciation, the true sttbjee subject of enunciation, or, in
psychoanalytic terms, the subject of the unconsgitu its ‘ineffable stupidity’, as Lacan
would have it.

Lévi-Strauss presents no softer a critique to Pmemmlogy and Existentialism, than the
one which signified the overcoming of the Kantiamisf Neo-Kantians. Although reality,
indeed, ‘encompasses and explains’ experience,hasdmenology asserts, the continuity
between the two is illusory, and, again, restridi@dhe level of the enunciated. There is a
distance and a discontinuity between reality anpeernce, as between form and content,
that, instead of being rejected, has to functiothasbasis of understanding — “to reach reality
one has first to reject experiené&"As regards Existentialism his objection to ibige of pure
Hegelian dialectics. In overindulgently succumbitogthe sirens of subjectivity, what it
actually does is to stagnate to the level of diadedevelopment of the being-in-itself, failing
to pass to the stage of the being-for-itself.

If from here we pass to the eloquently expressedams of Lévi-Strauss’ choice of
anthropology as the study of the culture of/as@iieer, this reading of him might as well be
considered completed. Why does he choose anthmppoland what does anthropology

designate?

2 |bid, p. 55.
3 Ibid, p. 58.
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In connecting world history and his own, anthroggi@s aform of history, reveals the
rationale common to both, affording Lévi-Straussellectual satisfaction. Anthropology
offers then the stage of his desire. While Malinkwsould exile himself from the West,
punishing the fulfilment of his desire to be Westdturopean, Lévi-Strauss, who hates
travelling and explorers, finds in anthropology dgcorporeal displacement) the means by
which to stage his desire, repressed as it, andnode his character with his life.
Anthropology (qua ethnography) “appeases thatassind destructive appetite’by simply
offering a stage for it. The question, of course, What is this restless and destructive
appetite, an appetite for? It could only be theirde® understand, and, thus, as he has
effectively identified, destroy the successive otge until he reaches the point of the
obliteration of meaning altogether, at the cenfréhe Other. Lévi-Strauss has to address the
guestion of the true meaning of his desire, of wieateally wants, to the Other, and he has to
do it fast. A phone call, one morning, present®pportunity he has to hurry not to miss. He
can't afford doubt, and anthropology frees his mirwn it, as he declar&s since it circles
around what is common in mankind, around what ihatcentre of the Other, putting aside
what is particular in all the others. Anthropologimply, presents Lévi-Strauss with an Other
who can receive his question, and in returningaitkoto him, given that at the centre of the
other, towards where the question points, theonig a lack, appease him. Then the Other is
not a closed structure, leaving no alternativeh® $ubject, other than its alienation in the
Other. This is the meaning of the complicity expezkin the exchange of a glance with a cat.

Therefore, anthropology (qua ethnography) becomée tequivalent of a
(psycho)analytical procedure for Lévi-Strauss, agdi-Strauss the most misread author in
the history of anthropology. The question of whatreally wants (does he really want to
abandon philosophy, for example) is asked to theeQtbut only to discover through that
procedure of analysing, that the question he askskedo him, by that incomplete Other. At
the end, Lévi-Strauss will go through the fantabthe complete Other, to arrive at the point
of appeasement, when he realises that the Othestias incomplete as he is. For as long as
he will persist to the illusion of a complete Othtre symptom (?) will persist as well, even
after it has been interpreted. Lévi-Strauss’ amgblogy starts where therapy - or
interpretation - finishes, and only after it hasighed, and Lévi-Strauss, finally - from a

structural perspective, not a temporal one - inhilseory of anthropology positions himself as

" Ibid, p. 58.
> Ibid, p. 58.
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theanalysandHe is the first and only to establish, through study of form, meta-ethnology,
in the manner that psychoanalysis has claimedasitipn not as psychology, but as meta-
psychology. Tristes Tropiquesis the Beyond the Pleasure Principlef anthropological
literature, primarily because it will signify a ueb.

If the difference of psychotherapy to psychoanalys, indeed, that the former
speculates on meaning, then analysis will startnwhterpretation arrives at the point where it
meets with the un-interpretable, the non-symbatid aon-symbolisable, the traumatic core,
the rock against which all signification crashesadAhis is whaflristes Tropiquess: a going
through the fantasy, the fantasy of a complete Qtha any symbolic interpretation - that
would be therapy instead — but the articulatiorthef experience of a given fact, of the fact
that this fantasy itself, the desire to understidvedobject is only there to hide the fact that the
object fills an empty place in the centre of thbédt

And then, as another Rimbaud bidding farewell tetpowith one of the most recited
phrases ever — ‘Goodbye Poetry, Hello Life’ — théheopologist will be ready to say “Oh,
fond farewell to savages and exploratioh$!the latter phrase appearing strangely similar to

Galileo’s mythical ‘eppure si muove'.

There is a second writing.

This writing, aiming, at least to a certain exteiat,exhibit that the father is himself
castrated, a father who seems to be keeping allotissance to himself (but, in fact, does
not), is not properly modelled after his own wrjralthough it also fails to resist its charms.
No, this writing is modelled as an attempt to aoguis own style. Only then, if it becomes
symptomatic, or even a symptom, can it become stibjged. This here is the only really
difficult task that we can take it upon us to fulfn this manner, though, this writing also
becomes my travel, inseparable from it, neitheeftsct nor its cause, and this is the ultimate
goal.

One could very well think that what is taking pldoere is the research or quest for a

moral alibi to my travel.

® Ibid, p. 414.
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This is how Urbaift, for instance, describes, or even defines, theogttapher and
other non-touristic travellers — as tourists with aibi from a society that that has turned
against leisure, one that has opposed leisureefsurke’s sake, substituting tbdum with the
neg-otium which has drained all the ethical validity outsohply doing nothing, of just being
idle. Even if you are idle, you have to show bu¥he well diagnosed perversion of
capitalism, one might rightfully observe.

This, according to Urbain, explains the disdainttheistenjoys not least by the tourist
himself, in the time of mass tourism. And this he tactual point of reference hidden in the
utterly ridiculous phrase ‘We’re not tourists, we’'travellers’. What ‘speaks’ here is
alienation itself. Hence, Wand% beautiful proposition that we consider an exis&nt
authenticity contingent in travelling is fundamdlytdlawed in that it presupposes a subject
for which the return to a ‘before alienation’ isssble. Little does he know that the only non-
alienated subject is the psychotic, and, striqilyeking, the psychotic is not a subject dfall

The presence of tourism in such a reading appeaspmething like the return of the
real of capitalism, capitalism’s own impossibilag its condition of possibility, as something
like a symptom. And, certainly, the ethical dimemsis, from a psychoanalytic perspective,
not negligible, since the ethics of psychoanalyassposited by Lach the ‘don't give way
to the issue of your desire’, runs counter to amygstant-inspired work ethics.

Nevertheless, if our reading of Urbain is not toisguided or misleading, and what he
proposes is, indeed, a thesis supporting a somé&hdwersive’ character of tourism, and if
such a thesis proceeds through a ‘love’ of tourigran we could only, plainly and directly,
stand in opposition to it. In fact, there could he thesis proceeding through a love of
tourism, no perspective that does not entail amesgiveness seeking to destroy it, which we
could be comfortable with. As Lacan has it, love udo be what would allow the
condescendence of jouissance to d&kirEhis is certainly not the case here. In any case,
however, Urbain only really tries to articulate tttf@ose other forms of travel, and especially
ethnography, are, through the establishment of @nadibi compatible with capitalist ethics,

" Urbain, J.D. (2002), Les Vacances, Paris: Le Gerv8leu.

8 wang, N. (1999), Rethinking Authenticity in TourisExperience, Annals of Tourism Research, 26(2), pp
349-370.

¥ Chiesa, L. (2007), Subjectivity and Otherness: ld3ophical Reading of Lacan, Massachusetts: THg M
Press.

8 Lacan, J. (1986), Le Séminaire — Livre VII: L’Egie de la Psychanalyse, Paris: Seuil.

8 Lacan, J. (2004), Le Séminaire — Livre X: L'AngmsParis: Seuil.
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just less honest than tourism. In a sense, hestrdaise other forms of travel as
pseudonymous tourism, as rather more ‘polite’ andilised’ imperialisms. In this, Urbain
crosses paths with Hakim B8ywho sustains that tourism is an offspring of vedraring the
latter’s attributes. MacCann®l] on the other hand, prefers to view tourism asraial and
modernisation of pilgrimage.

Although it has remained relatively un-approachew ainder-problematised, this
relation between tourism and ethnography, imporéaat of significant interest to us by way
of our experience, which, almost by necessity, doegase to draw our attention, is, despite
its very problematic character, what has to be d¢nbuo the fore, if one is to attempt any
conceptualisation of the tourist as (the) designbject. To be straightforward, it is quite clear
that, on the level of desire as such, there hdmeta perfect overlapping of the ethnographer
and the tourist. To be fair, nevertheless, therehlmeen a few interesting approaches of the
issue. Indicatively we can refer here to Galani-k&dits relevant work. To be sure, however,
the indicated example suffers all the ills desdilere, unable to overcome the common
anthropological conviction regarding the ethicgbesuority of the ethnographer in relation to
the traveller and the tourist, sustaining that kbt latter “may not achieve the type of self-
consciousness that anthropologists working withise#f-reflexive paradigm attain when
gazing at the Othe?*.

Here, one could probably (and would likely) diagmaggressivity towards ethnography
taking over. Although that would not be completehtrue, it would constitute a misreading.
We entertain no more of a negative disposition tdwathnography than towards tourism.
We're constantly and with no shallow consistencthuai the field ofhainamoration

From this field we can state that if ethnographtoigrism with an alibi, then tourism is
ethnography without a theory. Both the alibi (thgoand its absence cannot, however,
account for the traveller's pathos. This is nos&y that the investigation of what produces
theory or its absence is a question that has nevaete here. Quite the contrary.
Psychoanalysis has something to say about theorelaetween tourism and ethnography
precisely because the traveller's pathos will pomdsomething — theory, its absence, or loots

of war, for that matter — which cannot accountifor

82 Bey, H., Overcoming Tourism. http://www.hermetimw/bey/tourism.html, accessed on 13/12/2007.

8 MacCannell, D. (1999), The Tourist: A New Theofytlee Leisure Class, Berkeley: University of Califia
Press.

8 Galani-Moutafi , V. (2000), The Self and the Oth&raveler, Ethnographer, Tourist, Annals of Tooris
Research, 27(1), p. 203.
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It has to be underlined, parenthetically, that iguractively produces the absence of
theory. This is one of the reasons, a very importame, why we could accord some
justification to the thesis relating tourism wittamand regarding it as a modernised version of
imperialism, but none whatsoever to theses of souras pilgrimage or symptom, neither of
which we can perceive outside the hysteric’'s diss®u

Ethnography, on the other hand, produces the gmilogist. It must not be by accident
that ethnography and tourism are historically syhet although such a chronological
consideration would not necessarily signify a ldthe ‘armchair anthropology’ before
Malinowski and Boas made their entrance into théhrapological scene, has been a
phenomenon of a different order. On that scenerbetioe production of theory was not
preceded by tourism as corporeal displacementdagthce of the Other — never forget the
Sphinx — presupposing the return to the departangt,pvhich, in this case, is none other than
the University, where the ethnography will be veritt It is the separation of writing and
displacement that creates the space for the advenvdern anthropology. After Malinowski,
Boas, and their apostles, there can only be anrgpulogist iff such a displacement has
already taken place. It is this very displaceméat will become the sine qua non of the
production of an anthropologist, under the conditiof course, that (a) writing will take place
after the necessary return to the University. Thigenated and barred subject, the
anthropologist, being the product of this discousmstitutes it a University discourse, and
this being the case, it would seem that, at thiatptourism and ethnography really do part
ways.

Not the least bit, | dare say. On the contrary:tigntrue that the discourse of the
University is nothing but the modernised versiontlé Master's discour8® Hence, we
return to Urbain's thesis positioning ethnograplsy aa civilised, modernised, rationalised
tourism. What the tourist will acquire or conquegrliyute force and an un-accountable will —
and that will be surplus enjoyment, or the abseridbeory — and which will bring his pathos
within the field of the visible, the ethnographeitl\wide behind knowledge, as if everything
is performed on the anthropological scene frompilaee of knowledge and for knowledge’s
sake. He will have to position enjoyment at thecplaf the Other, at the Other place, blind as
he is, by definition, to the fact that Place is #her and that there is no Other place, and

interpret, search for meaning. What is thus produoécourse, is, indeed the anthropologist,

8 Lacan, J. (1991), Le Séminaire — Livre XVII: L'Eers de la Psychanalyse, Paris: Seuil.



42

a subject alienated within the Other like the ofats. In this case the Other is Culf{irdike
for the rest of us.

There is only one Other, just as barred by the tfancof the signifier as the subject
itself, whose position across the subject is theitpm from which the question of the
subject’s desire springs. This is the symbolic grde what we can call culture, this treasury
of meanings, which the anthropologist, by professimisrecognises as culture. This is why
‘in the beginning there was the Word’. In one smghitial motion nature and culture are
created. This motion is none other than the adektite signifier. The supposition of a nature
preceding culture, generally accepted in anthrapoéd thought, is, as a matter of fact,
unsustainable. Nature is a symbolisation of thetside’ of culture, and, as such, a
retrospective construction.

And let me not beat around the bush — the Otheniigersal, the universal condition of
the Oedipal, as a presupposition of any possititednction to the dialectics of subjectivity.
Or, to put it somewhat differently, what we arecdsssing here is the function itself of the
signifier, given the breakable nature of the sthe,fact that within the sign the signifier is not
bound to the signified. If something can be relaéd in this process, that something would
certainly not be the oedipal, referring, in fact,the breakable character of the sign, but the
response to it. It is the latter that will allow fitne emergence of cultural difference. Take, for
instance, the question of circumcision and symbcdistration, as alternative responses to the
oedipal problematic. And, as we are reminded byk[FitHysteria and obsession are
‘structures’ that, in a western societal contewtstitute a sort of great divide in subjective
positions, but they are not universal, transcerader@cessities. They are contingent structures
based on a particular form of sociefy.”

Let there be no misunderstanding. Anthropology isutely accurate in its
conceptualisation of Culture as Other, there isloabt about it. Moreover, any understanding
of Culture as Other is our symbolic debt to antbbiogy. However, for most of anthropology,
the world is a world of Others, and any distinctimtween Other and other, except for Lévi-

Strauss, is not at stake.

8 Hence, the thesis that culture and place don’tlapeproposed by Gupta and Ferguson, could noinbeny
way, compatible with the theses proposed here. Gepta, A. and Ferguson, J. (1992), Beyond “Culture
Space, ldentity, and the Politics of Differencejt@al Anthropology, 7(1), pp. 6-23.

8 Fink, B. (1999), A Clinical Introduction to Lacam Psychoanalysis: Theory and Technique, Harvard:

Harvard University Press , pp. 157-158
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Anthropology is a word on knowledge. It is preseritehistory as the articulation of the
knowledge of an Other. And even when it takes a tuientating its gaze upon itself, this
gaze remains an epistemological function; even théals to see that when looking in the
mirror there is something that remains ever unsékere still is an Other, cultural or other, to
be examined and thoroughly investigated, but ahrapblogy of anthropology, even, if not
especially, when anthropology becomes reflexivstilsto take place. That would be an anti-
anthropology, of course. There, in what existsrgbrapology, either there is an Other with
an Other, a (symbolic) Other of the (symbolic) @tbiecumscribing the first one, or there is
no Other at all, and calls to do away with the eitself of culture have not been unheard of.

It is precisely this very failure to distinguish abject, other than the object of
knowledge, the profound unwillingness that anthtogy has exhibited and continues to
exhibit to guess an object of desire, which wilhstitute it as anthropology in the first place.
Otherwise, what we would be dealing with would bs, has already been stated, an anti-
anthropology. Moreover, the same structural ‘flathiat does allow the question ‘what is the
desire of the anthropologist?’ to be enunciatedyhsit constitutes the question, which this
text can be partly seen as a response to, pos8btause, in this fashion, the object to be
investigated would be the ethnographer himselfwbald become his own object of desire
gua subject. From such a point onwards it wouldobex impossible to sustain an Other
which has an Other, and the truth, with the chargtic utter stupidity of truth, would erupt
in his face.

The misleading character of any ethnography whatsoe except for the one exception
pertinent to every rule — as long as it continuescall itself ethnography, is that the
ethnographer will never realise which is the trigddf of his ‘fieldwork’, what takes place
during the process, that the Other to be confrorgabt the other of cultural difference, but
the Other of Culture, the Other posing the questibthe ethnographer’s desire. And to be
honest, if this was realised, he would no longeraheethnographer, but an analysand. Or
rather, he would stop being an analysand who thih&s he is an analyst. Additionally, he
might also recognise that there is a self, himsdfich thinks it is the subject. There is an ‘I’
that mistakes itself for the true subject. And,eled, as has already been seen, this ego is a
mere product of misrecognition.

There is no anthropology (as there is no psychgarsabr tourism either), without or
before the Cartesian subject, that is, before gestim apdvera.

This is why we support that the fundamental miswvstdaeding of anthropology is

inherent to it, because it is necessary for itssterice as anthropology; it is that very
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misunderstanding that constitutes anthropology wh.sPerhaps, this is also a way to
understand why anthropology bugs anthropologist®igoh, why it is the perpetual object of
a fierce debate amongst them, why the debate ¢maggaiogy is an anthropological constant.
The discourse of the ethnographer, the touristhergilgrim, is most clearly, in this
fashion at least, accentuating and fortifying thebreakable front between truth and
knowledge. The ethnographer expects from the Ottemands from the Other, the solution
of the riddle of her being. And all the ‘emic’ ppextives she is so eager to demonstrate, even
her ‘positionality’ on blurred (cultural or discive) boundaries, proceed through the felt
symbolic debt to the Other, from whose place adtegih also proceeds. Hence, the only

‘emic’ possible there, is that of the polemic.
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3.
Destiny and Destination,
Or, Topos and Object in the Emergence of the Subjéc

and in the Dialectics of Desire

“With shabby equipment always deteriorating
In the general mess of imprecision of feeling,
Undisciplined squads of emotion. And what thette isonquer
By strength and submission, has already been disedv
Once or twice, or several times, by men whom oneaishope
To emulate—but there is no competition—
There is only the fight to recover what has beeai lo
And found and lost again and again: and now, uraerditions

That seem unpropitious. But perhaps neither gamoss” %

Whereas for the hysteric the destination will beomplete and meaningless without
her, for the obsessive it is a place where the Ottes only limited, if any, access.
Condemned, as he is, to be wandering around, ifieliedetermined and defined by the gaze
of the Other, his Pathos is destined to keep hiamnyeg for the crossing of the border. If his
desire keeps him crashing against the walls, theeller’'s Pathos urges him to break through
them, and pass to the field of no-Other. Little xlbe know, of course, that there is no-Thing
outside the walls, or that there is no Other of @taer. But this may only be an illusion,
constitutive as it may be of the obsessive sulgeet traveller, since one might very well
assume that the gaze of the Other has never dedimgdield, but has, instead, only burned
open the hole around which the subject has emengeédirculates.

Imagine the mother hanging out of the window to Iselechild as it is being picked up
by the school bus, for instance, to make sureithggts in the bus safely, or to catch a last
glimpse of it, as she would presume, when, in falittshe does by her gaze, regardless of
whether the child confronts it directly, is to buspen the hole of her enigmatic desire upon
its body, and hence keep it captured therein. bk will certainly be carried to the school,

the playground, the university, abroad, and whardhe body may be displaced; and,

8 Eliot, T.S. Four Quartets: An Accurate Online Textast Coker.
http://www.tristan.icom43.net/quartets/coker.htedcessed on 11/09/2009.
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perhaps, displacement itself could be thus regaadeithe dialectic motion between captivity
and evasion with respect to the gaze.

The evident reference here is that of the mirragstas formative of the function of the
‘I' 8 _ and, in a rare occasion, indeed, the Englishuage text offers at this point a double
entendre that the French original doesn’'t. Reihgctthe problematic of separation, the
separation of the subject from the barred Othdioviang the initial alienation regarding the
object cause of desire (of the Other), that isradin initial division taking place within the
Other constituting the Other incomplete, wanting $omething, the mirror stage is there
where the subject will emerge, also barred, alskihg. On the surface of the mirror,
according to Lacan, the image of a unified body lael recognised as one’s own. But still that
self, that ego, is somewhere else (in an imagip&age behind the surface of the mirror), and
what is somewhere else is, also, someone else.eHéme ‘| is another’ of Rimbaud, says
Lacan. And, hence, our being-out-of-place as tmalition of the subject. The subject is what
happens, not outside or without place — no sugcigtakists — but out-of-place.

No matter how close to the surface of the mirroraly go, that other in there that is me
will always remain another, union with that imagethe mirror is unachievable. The Ego,
when there is one, is imaginary, and so it remalaspite our fantasies of completion, in that
Other Place being gazed at from the Place of therOThere is, of course, no transcendental,
pre-existing subject that will make this (mis)recitipn®. It is simply the gaze of the
(m)Other which confirms, if we choose to see it@ogdemands that the recognition will take
place — ‘This is you’. And, certainly, no actualrror is necessary for the mirror stage to take
place. The imaginary facilities offered by language enough.

See the irony in Catalano’s travellers — with auvyeauitcase in hand, on the way,
convinced that they are on that way going somewbem@wvay, when, no matter where they
are or go to, they are only going around that lote hn their centre, in the centre of their
body. A body, moreover, that is already dead, sylimb®his is but one manifestation of the
ironic character of deriving destination from degtiAnd, at the same time, it offers the key
to understanding how writing is simultaneously #ea and a condition of displacement, that

is, of travel.

8 Lacan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil.

% The presupposition of such an entity by the mistage theory is a point that has invited Castisiad
rejection of it, or, at least, his criticism. Seglliot, A. (2002). Psychoanalytic Theory: An Inttaction.

Basingstoke: Palgrave. However, as we will immedyasee, no such presupposition is necessary éothory

to function.
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If what travels is the body, and if that body isade‘overwritten by the symbolit,
then the traces it leaves can only be of the asfidre signifier, and, as such, they form a text.
A certain significatory organisation, or else, guked structure of the traces, is not at issue,
given the presence of a structure anytime we angaated with Topos, albeit not necessarily
obvious. Simply put, the traces that the displdwedly leaves always form a structure.

The surrealist text, or the psychoanalytic freeaiséion, amongst other things, at the
end of the day, are always evidence of a travehg¢pglace, that is, they always reveal a solid,
material structure, regardless of how discursiva 8tructure may appear to°heAnd, as

Lacan has it, “[A] symbol comes to the place of flack constituted by the ‘not in its place’
‘lor missing from its place: manque a sa placel teanecessary for the initiation of the
dimension of displacement from which the play & symbol in its entirety derive¥”

Still, if one would wish to be a tad more accuilatepeaking about the traces left by the
displacement that, at the end of the day, conssttlie subject as the being-out-of-place, and
about the texts thereby emerging, one should tate donsideration that it is primarily the
non-signifying, yet utterly effective face of thegsifier that is at play here, that ‘material
support’ of the signifier, that Lacan calls Lettelence the textuality of travel, as the material
condition of modern, Cartesian, or Brunelleschigmjectivity®. And it is only because the

guestion of Being, or Being itself, becomes, in th@canian perspective, increasingly

% « _the body, in neurosis, is essentially dead.sltwritten with signifiers; in other words, it hagedm
overwritten or codified by the symbolic.” Fink, BL999), A Clinical Introduction to Lacanian Psychalysis:
Theory and Technique, Harvard: Harvard UniversitysB, p.97.

92«The fact that the conscious subject is subjetettie unconscious can initially be explained bgveering the
following naive question: why does psychoanalyaletthe trouble to think about the unconscioushenfirst
place? The answer is to say that an unconsciousstgpparated from consciousness must exist because
something which is not conscious tangibly manifé@sef within consciousness.” Chiesa, L. (2000)bf@ctivity
and Otherness: A Philosophical Reading of Lacarsddehusetts: The MIT Press, p.35.

% Lacan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil, p.722,tedan Fink, B. (1995), The Lacanian Subject: Betwe
Language and Jouissance, Princeton: Princeton titiyePress, p.103. Fink goes on to explain thats'l.the
signifier of that loss or absence of being whiclhéhind the subject’s very relation to the sigmifibere is no
subject at the outset, and the signifier namesishget empty space in which the subject will combe.”

% It is rather tempting to say at this point, biill sinly as a sub-text, that the tourist is nothimgre than how
Capitalism has interpreted the traveller, or thairism is merely what capitalism has done to trauel
connecting mobility to a lack of jouissance, inniag place into (object) destination, and with gieduction of
a surplus. On the capitalist discourse viewed feolacanian perspective, see: Declercq, F. (20&ah on the
Capitalist Discourse: Its Consequences for LibibdiBajoyment and Social Bonds. Psychoanalysis, @il
Society. 11, pp.74-83.
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associated with the Letf&r the latter being related to jouissance, havingigsance effects’,
that we can conceive of a Traveller's Pathos, duoing the dimension of Death in what
would otherwise be considered the simple joy ohgivag views and consuming difference.

The consumption of difference, of course, whiclkvigat Hakim Bey believes tourists to
be after, is already in-itself no different tham ttonsumption of signifiers that, as with any
consumption, after the model of food consumpti@aves traces, material traces; and, as
Bataille would have us think, it is precisely thaegtion of those traces that perplexes and
challenges our Cartesian organizational structtirée desire of Being, of the being-out-of-
place, would pose no problem, no complexity, hawbitbeen for the Letter and the traces in
guestion, and nothing would justify our appeal &h®s.

Most, if not all, treatments of the subject of thesire of the tourist in tourism studies
and elsewhere, seem to be limiting the issue tesyingbolic and imaginary levels. Whether
this regards the consumption of difference, ashie work of Hakim Bey, signifiers (or
markers, as MacCannell names them), or the edtaidist of a particular way of looking at
or gazing, as in Urry’s Tourist Gaze, the approadhat are being adopted always seem to be
avoiding the order of the Real, with an admiraliflejothing else, persistence. This is not
irrelevant, of course to the kind of question, sim¢hat is in the centre of such approaches, is
indeed, desire, which belongs to the symbolic tegisHowever, an opportunity for an
approach to tourism that would take into considenathe Real has been sadly missed, when
the debate on Authenticity has taken pYace

If the obsessive subject — in other words, theeltar — comes into being once captured
by the Other’s gaze, this could be the Pathos webeable to distinguish in the bronze eyes
of Catalano’s travellers. Yearning for his freeddms craving, his urge to escape, and, in

final analysis, the suffocation of the tormentimgpitation the obsessive suffers, cannot be

% To such an extent that one could witness the giashift of weight or centre in his work from thebgect of
the unconscious, connected to the signifier, testhgect of the Drive, connected to the Letter.

% Edgar, A. and Sedgwick, P. (2001). Cultural Theofpe Key Thinkers. London: Routledge. And to
remember St. Augustine, “Inter faeces et urinancinas™.

" Later on, the debate itself has been consideretbant by many, and there have been appeals fortie
abandoned altogether, as is the case, for instawitie,a certain article authored by Reisinger andirer
(Reisinger, Y. and Steiner C.J. (2006). Reconcdiging Object Authenticity. Annals of Tourism Resela
33(1), pp.65-86.), in whose perspective the laclcarisensus with respect to the content of the gqin@é
authenticity) deprives the latter of any scientifadidity and usefulness, and constitutes it ivatg. If nothing
else, such an approach is indicative of a tendémat recognize, evade and avoid the Real — ‘ftoisuseful,

and not to be taken into consideration, becausdoné agree as to what it is. We must go on withtut
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understood outside the material, spatial contexd,the spatial context — taken here to be that
of Brunelleschian perspective — is just as reathastraveller's body. He is destined to be

returning, and every new destination is destineddeitome the same point. Put in a slightly

different way, the traveller roams the realm of thea

And quite ironically again, this is also how Erosris for the obsessive — the promise
of a new destination, beyond the borders determimethe Other’s gaze, is on offer only in
the guise of being captured by another’'s promigiage; this is how the obsessive falls in
love, only in a vicious, repetitive cycle, in thegtics of textuality. Lured by a gaze that
appears to be repositioning him outside the fidldhe Other's gaze and inside a promise-
land, when, on the contrary, it only chains or amstim (ever) more firmly to the gravity of
his own lack, which is what we take Catalano’s Ether’s hole in the centre of the body to
represent.

It seems to be the exclusion of/from a topos, feopromise-land, which takes place the
exact moment the obsessive realizes that the GtlgeZe has been withdrawn. It is then, at
that very moment when he would finally be free,tth® has nowhere to go. Take
Brunelleschi’'s demonstration, for example — therenly one position from which it can take
place. If the eye is positioned behind the indgiishable hole on the vanishing point,
dictating thus the place of the body, in orderdokl through the hole into the mirror, to see
the mirrored painting as indistinguishable from thierored landscape, any displacement, and
even the slightest instability, would immediateigslve the illusion, and allow the truth of
the situation of the subject within the Place a&& ther, what we could calinheimlich to
errupt.

Irony appears to be the obsessive condition itgdlthe moment when something is
being real-ized, the gravity of his own lack becsrfadt the most. The moment of realization
is the moment of the withdrawal of the gaze, simte¢he end of the day, it was the gaze that
burned open the hole upon the event horizon of lwthe subject takes place, a hole which is
never really there, and which the gaze itself topkhe role of filling, while, at the same time,
it merely keeps it open. The ensuing exclusion ftbat topos of infinite jouissance, from the
promise-land in question, by the withdrawal of tjeze, is castration — “...the function of
jouissance is essentially relation to the body, that relation is not just any relation. It is

founded upon an exclusion that is, at the same, timenclusion®® — and each consecutive

% Lacan, J. (2006). Le Séminaire — Livre XVI: D'unithe & l'autre. Paris: Seuil, p.114.



50

rem(a)inder of the withdrawal will oblige the obsiee to confront the fact that he has been
castrated, that paradise has been lost.

A lot has been said and written in Tourism Studiegegards the gaze, in an effort to
construct and deconstruct the ways in which tositmbk at things, at ‘toured objects’ as they
are called, that is, about what has qualified astdhirist-gaze, and along with the question of
authenticity in tourism, the tourist gaze is thesimasited concept in the Tourism Studies
literatur€®. Nevertheless, it is not the object that will kezed upon, but rather the object-
gaze that presents us with a problematic whichothtces us to the psychoanalytic
experience, and allows us to envisage not a (psrin@jevant, but not really interesting)
toured object looked at by a subject, but a tousuigject(ivity).

For us, if the question of the gaze arises attall,is only to the measure that this gaze is
an object which is a remainder after castratiodicating a sacrifice that has taken place, a
sacrifice of a part of jouissance, which will indaithe subject in the social, that is, in the
symbolic, which is what we know as Place. Thusdbject-gaze is hereby identified with the
plus-de-jouir of Lacanian parlance, referring “tmfouissance but to the loss of jouissance”,
since from this loss emerges “what becomes theecafishe desire to know and of the
mobilisation...proceeding through the plus-de-jotfft”One should not have to go too far to
relate this mobilisation to what constitutes thbjsat as subject-out-of-place. Let alone that
to name is to name an absence, and to signify sigioify Death. This relation between
signification and Death justifies the accreditatioh the character ofjoui-sensto the
signifying chai®, as well as the situation of the signifier at {eeel of the substance
jouissanté®.

The initial withdrawal of the gaze of the Other time imaginary, followed by the
‘metonymic sliding’ of the object in the symboligpon which desire is founded, is a
necessary condition for the development of PatNosietheless, the object gaze as plus-de-

jouir, or surplus-jouissance, as the term has legently translated in the English-speaking

% Indicatevelly:

- Gillespie, A. (2006). Tourist Photography and Reverse Gaze. Ethos. 34(3), pp.343-366.

- Law, L. et al. (2007). The Beach, The Gaze amuh Fiourism. Tourism Studies. 7(2), pp.141-164.
- Maoz, D. (2006). The Mutual Gaze. Annals of TenriResearch. 33(1), pp.221-239.

- Urry, J. (1990). The Tourist Gaze: Leisure andvEt in Contemporary Societies. London: Sage.
19 acan, J. (2006). Le Séminaire — Livre XVI: D'unithe & l'autre. Paris: Seuil, p.116.

191 acan, J. (2001). Autres Ecrits. Paris: Seuil.

192 acan, J. (1975). Le Séminaire — Livre XX: Encdraris: Seuil.
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literature, remains within the order of the Reahc® the topos is excluded an entrance to it
opens up. The obsessive will develop his Pathokifohysteric counterpart, for instance, only
under the threat of the latter's gaze being withairdrom him, or, in other words, once the
topos of his completion has been excluded. It ésethclusion of the place which allows it to
emerge as the obsessive’s destination, and as ds8ngd And here is a fundamental
difference between the obsessive and the hystethe -hysteric gives meaning to the place,
symbolizes it by her presence, whereas the obsessrves to realize it by his absence.
Hence, for the hysteric, place, that is, Topossirttee symbolic, is always It, while for the
obsessive it never is.

The experience of the hysteric is thus the onesslolated to the dread of the void; the
hysteric’s fundamental fantasy is, in fact, an esgron of this very dread — she has to become
the object that fills in the gap, the one that eaufie Other’s desire. A silent hysteric is, after
all, an oxymoron. A hysteric in silence runs trekmf confronting their own subjectivity, that
is, the question of their own desire, and this carfre tolerated. At the same time, however,
what the hysteric’s fantasy hides, is that the cbje is to uncover and expose that very gap
she will try to fill — if there is something to Wéled, then this is a gap. It seems that the
hysteric strategy is closer allied to metaphor tlitars to metonymy, in the sense that
something, a signifier has to pass under the bagigsfification, to be thrown out of the
‘equation’ so to speak; this signifier being retht® the hysteric’'s desire. The signifier in
guestion has, in this sense, to be ‘kept undere §ymptom of the hysteric is then, at least in
textbook cases, always a metagfidorShe is frequently afraid that she cannot feelt the is
‘emotionally crippled’, that she can't really redafThis is, at least, how she imagines the man
to be® and, in this manner, it is her womanhood tha¢adly in question.

1931 the analytic experience, the effort of the (ayis) analysand is not to bring down the Othecbgfronting
and defeating him, but to ‘master the Master’, imdpthe Other face to face with the fact of hinocastration.
Her means are quite simple: that Other is not thee after all, he is a mere other, not unlike hlysteric
herself. And the hysteric’s identification with thealyst is nothing else than the most obvious featation of
such an effort taking place. If the analysand bexrfiike) the analyst, then the analyst is judteflithe
analysand, and, hence, simply an-other. Her gaalblean achieved, in a reverse direction, perhapgsnithe
same vein, definitely. This is a reason why anylysis that sets as its goal the identification lué tysteric’'s
‘weak ego’ with the analyst’s ‘strong’ one has cdetply missed the point, and only played into tlystéric’s
hands.

104 Appeals for ‘real men’ to reappear (‘Where hava raen gone?’), in an age of an alleged ‘tendecisaf

men, of ‘metro-sexualism’, when men can cry, make af various cosmetic products, smell good, etm, be

also understood in this way.
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On the other hand, of course, the obsessive alsoe r less often, has his doubts,
concerning his ability to fall in love, or, ratheo really be in love, that is, in Heideggerian
terms, concerning his being-for-life. In Lacanidredry, the question articulated by the
obsessive is ‘Am | dead or alive?’, whereas thetdrss question is ‘Am | a man or a
woman?’.

If nothing else, we can begin to understand thalisiation of the hysteric’s counterpart,
and the seeming dissolution of the hysteric wittiia place of the Other — which is also
always the Other (as) place — and some kind ohatlien of the hysteric’s desire within the
desire of the Other. This is a rather traitorous,aronetheless: if the process is there so that
the hysteric will be finally shown what it is to bewoman®, there is already a knowledge
there, which may not know itself, but still knows, advance, that such a demonstration is
impossible.

No other, and, in what concerns her, especiallyOtloer knows what it is to be a
woman, and no-One ever did. In luring the obsegsiagtempt to show her, as if he could, as
if this is possible, she has initiated a processratihe meeting with a limit, with a border,
will eventually and inescapably take place, anérdfore, the confrontation with castration
will be in all eventualities realized.

In adopting such a strategy in the dialectics cfirde nevertheless, the hysteric appears
usually unaware of the fact that the border in gqoesthe finitude of Topos, introduced by
castration, is precisely what the obsessive ig @fteéhe first place. It is this very exclusion
of/from a Topos that allows him to disengage frdma torturing identification with the One
who supposedly knows what it is to be a womaninooptical terms, will disengage him from
the fixed position required by the Brunelleschiaemdnstration. Paradoxically enough,
castration makes free.

Parenthetically, perhaps, we should consider Heeit was precisely the impossibility
of knowing what it is to be a woman that has turttesl girl from the mother to the father.
Unable to extract an answer from the mother — viieoself, has no idea what it is to be a
woman, to begin with — the little girl turns to tfaher, who, anyway, seems to have what the

mother desires, and so seems to know what thi€astainly, however, at that point, the

1% This is very well presented in a song by the Bhithand Portishead, titled “Glory Box”, where wa saze the
whole idea being put quite crudelly in the folloginerse: “Give me a reason to love you, give measan to be

a woman”.
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question of being a (sexed) subject has already pesed as a question of de¥ifewhether
this is a desire to be (the object cause of desae)n the case of the hysteric, or to have (the
phallus), as in the case of the obsessive. The eanfw the boy — to a different question,
however — comes in the form of the name given leyféther, of the name inherited, at least,
in a western cultural contéXf.

An earlier reference to the contrast between symlgaktration and circumcision during the
phallic stage (in the cultural logic it reveals)redated to this. In the latter case, it is not
castration, the sacrifice of a part of jouissaricat will leave a remainder, the object as plus-
de-jouir, but a (real) part that is being sacrifice order for jouissance to be retained,
becoming, owing to its sacrifice, symbolic. By sacing a small part of the real phallus, the
penis, the little boy has actually ‘escaped’ cditnra and gained some additional access to an
imaginary objecf®

In last resort, it seems that the Name-of-the-Fatlso regards the continuation
indicated by the surname, and, in many occasiotiseofirst nam&®. What is expected from
the girl, however, is to loose that name, or etseubstitute it, which also corresponds to the
predominance of metaphor in hysteria, in oppositmrihe predominance of metonymy in
obsession, which is more in line with the expecteatinuatior'°.

In fact, the obsessive merely resists integrationthe extent that he interprets the
Other’s desire as a demand for his incorporatiorthe very literal sense of the term, that is,
as a demand to be (re)absorbed into the (m)Othexky. If it is desire that motivates the

subject, this is the desire of the Other, which habject, and does not thus lend itself to

106 Verhaeghe, P. (2005). Die Sexualitat in der Forurigrdes Subjekts (Sexuality in the Formation of the
Subject). Texte — Psychoanalyse, Aesthetik, Kutitikk 25(3), pp.33-53.

107 «Hysteria and obsession are “structures” thag imestern societal context, constitute a sort eagdivide in
subjective positions, but they are not universalnscendental necessities. They are contingertdtstas based
on a particular form of society.” Fink, B. (1999, Clinical Introduction to Lacanian Psychoanalysi$ieory
and Technique, Harvard: Harvard University Pregs197-158. My experience of a non-western cultural
environment, having lived in Turkey for a numberyefirs, has convinced me of the accuracy of sutless.
Indeed, what | have personally observed and cordiudegarding the predominance of given subjective
structures in different cultures is in completeesggnent with Fink’s relevant argument.

1% see: Lacan, J. [1991]. Le Séminaire — Livre IV:Relation d’Objet, Paris: Seuil.

191n Greece, for example, it is almost canonicat tha first born boy takes the name of the fathtatker.

1% 0n a very personal note here, | have to admitrhatnitial, automatic reaction to learning that ivgby to
come was going to be a girl, regarded a feelinfaitdre to pass the family name: ‘And what am Irgpto do

with the Name-of-the/my-Father now?’
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being satisfied. Here we have the source of an isiggnanxiety for the subject, which,
unable to understand what the Other desires, gréfemterpret this desire as (a) demand,
which, at least, has an object, and can be answered

The obsessive’s desire is structured as a resestaiscthe desire to not go back, to not
return, to not be the object that would satisfy @tber's demand, and, definitely, to not be
that object that would cause the Other’s jouissadespite the guilt entailed in his pervert-
like fantasies. In this sense, the opposite polelsfession is not hysteria, but perversion,
given that the pervert’'s fundamental fantasy ibdqrecisely the object that would cause the
Other’s jouissance. On the contrary, hysteria seemsave a lot in common, or, at least,
seems to share a direction, ‘a certain affinity’ sk puts it, with perversion, since the
hysteric’s fantasy is to be the object that catise®ther’s desiré™.

Very simply put, the obsessive is the one who saamed the mOther’s body, and his
desire takes the form of a fight — till death, #cessary — to not be taken back. This
probability of death is what aligns his desire t® athos, and makes any distinction between
the two nearly impossibt&.

The presumed lack, and its exposure, become amabfée object. The hysteric’s
strategy involves the arousal of the desire ofoiessive to give It to her, only insofar as the
moment of the offer will be regarded as an oppatyugiven to her to say ‘I don't want it’.
Whatever the offered object actually is, whatewenlsolic form it may take, whether it be

H1«p subject position, like a symptom, is fundaméigta solution to a problem...the pervert's solutioears a
certain affinity to the hysteric’s solution... These nevertheless, an important difference in registéween the
two: whereas the hysteric tries to be the objeat thuses the Other’s desire (symbolic), the pebemromes the
object that causes the Other’s jouissance (reahat is the object by means of which the Other iobta
satisfaction.” Fink, B. (1999), A Clinical Introdtien to Lacanian Psychoanalysis: Theory and Tecal®iq
Harvard: Harvard University Press, p.271.

Nevertheless, there is, perhaps, some room fopritylgosal of a hypothesis, according to which pesieercould
be envisioned as a kind of masculine hysteria, paséion in which Pathos recovers its (real) objesgardless
of the objections such a hypothesis would defipitelise from every direction. However, the ascemsb
Socrates to the ‘perfect hysteric’ (Soler, C. [20Q7Hystérie, Les Hystériques. L’Evolution Psyctiigue. 72,
pp.43-53.), for example, could still lead us thékasn’'t Socrates the one who lured the Other infiowating
the Law in the most direct and permanent mannei®igtanother way to comprehend his refusal topsca

112 acan, in a scarce reference to Pathos, in ohésahost influential texts, ‘Kant with Sade’ [Lagah (1966).
Ecrits. Paris: Seuil.], almost declares such ardison, a regard on desire that tries to defypithos, an effort to
see desire without its pathos, futile, and cernyamitithetical to Truth, founded on a specificppted, if | may
say so0, conceptualisation of science. Perhaps, lieie where we can recognise the essence ant cdpiinie

discomfort and discontent with the concept of anticéty in tourism.
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flowers, chocolate, the narration of a very persatary, or a dream, the very moment it is
being turned down, denied, it becomes the phalibe. hysteric’s ‘I don’t want it’, functions
not so much as a refusal of the object itself,rathier as a denial of its existence in the hands
of the obsessive. It can be read as ‘you canna gig what you don’t have’, an undeniable
invitation to the real-ization of the obsessiveasttation. What, on the other hand, the
obsessive has offered, is just as well his disptece from the position of the Other, and this
is the only position from which the hysteric exgeitte question of her desire to proceed.

As a result of the hysteric’s ‘I want you to wane’'mthe obsessive has given up his
position in the gaze of the hysteric, which notyomitroduces him in the Place of the Other,
but is in itself the very gaze that places himhe position of the Other, as the one who
possesses the Phallus; the latter taking the fdrpower, genius, knowledge, understanding,
and what have you, to the extent that it will aledée superlative. In this fashion, the more or
less frequent presence of a feeling of being adfiauobsession could be better understood,
since if the obsessive knows something well thisas he doesn’t have'tf.

He has been displaced, given that the obsessiesised as a function of the LAt is
structured upon the fantasy of the Other Place,isichibited in the Place of the Oth&r
The obsessive enters, therefore, the dialecticdesfre in motion. He has to move, to be
displaced, in order to respond to her appeal tot\lWwan Nonetheless, the hysteric’s desire is
the desire of the Other, and not the desire ofreeroHence, they will never meet on the plane

13 | et alone that there is one more thing that theeebive knows with some certainty, which is thaspite
appearances, he is not the Other.

H4«The neurotic desires in relation to the law: thther says the child cannot have its mother, hacthild thus
unconsciously desires her. The pervert, on therdthrd, does not desire as a function of the ldhat-is, does
not desire what is prohibited. Instead, he has akerthe law come into being. Lacan plays on thedtrderm
perversion, writing it as pére-version, to emphadle sense in which the pervert calls upon or @ppe the
father, hoping to make the father fulfil the pa#rifunction.” Fink, B. (1999), A Clinical Introducin to
Lacanian Psychoanalysis: Theory and Technique,afdrnHarvard University Press, p.181.

115 This might as well explain the proliferation iretpast of a series of romantic comedies, in wHhighrhan
hides his identity as a prince, or a very rich miamrder to be loved for who they ‘really’ arey filnemselves,
and not for what they have inherited, for theiletior money (the Place of the Other). So, he engpboyake
identity, and presents himself as a poor workirggglgeezer (the Other Place), with whom the gitlfali in
love. In a slightly different vein, Lacan writes..the subject designates its being only by barriveyghing it
signifies, as evidenced in the fact that it want®e loved for itself...”. Lacan, J. (1966). Ecriaris: Seuil, p.
693.
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of desire, given that for both desire is alwaysf@nence to the Other, always in relation and
with respect to the Other.

The question of the hysteric’s desire, addressdtetdrom the Place of the Other, will
become of importance to the obsessive only whenaitticulated by him from the position of
another. That is, when he can articulate it frora position of a mere other. But to the
hysteric the question is only being posed as a ddand to satisfy it would be to close the
gap, in which occasion the whole prospect of dedisappears®. Let alone that she will
never be able to accept it from the position inclihihe moves in order to articulate it — and
for this she will do her best to see him ‘punished’

In all the suffering of his Pathos, entailed in tthevelopment of such a dialectic,
however, the obsessive has achieved the initiadfoa process in which the dialectic field
constructed is one in which what has been, in faralysis, signified is the absence of the
Other. By his displacement, he has managed to diadaeresence of the Other, or, at least, so
he tried. The “You are not the Other’, that thetayis will finally address to him, simply
signals the departure from the Place of the Otherabsence of the Other, or that the Other
has been muted. And it is in this sense that,smrdiation to the hysteric, the obsessive looses
every single battle, but wins the war. Not unlikeescape artist, he has to be incarcerated,
tied down, shackled, in order to escape, whilethasTraveller, he has to keep on moving
from Other Place to Other Place, as a structuraéssty in which we can evidence the
predominance of metonymy.

Indeed, we can see this function in the case o&ittanorphic object. As Lacan reminds
us in his analysis of Holbein's ‘Ambassadors’ irs lileventh semindr, the anamorphic
object in the painting, a scull, can be viewed @shsonly when the viewer — the subject —
looks at the painting, stands, in a specific positin a specific angle in relation to it. From

any other position it is incomprehensible, un-rédelaThis specific position, in which the

1% | “Sweetest Taboo”, Sade sings: “If | tell youwnawill you keep on loving me? If | tell you howfeel, will

you keep on bringing out the best in me?” Whateasatibed in these delightfully direct lyrics is thesteric’s
constitutional fear of the foreclosure of desirétfe Other) if satisfied. Indeed, “...desire is axs@ant search

for something else, and there is no specifiabledlthat is capable of satisfying it, in other woektinguishing

it. Desire is fundamentally caught up in the ditist movement of one signifier to the next, andiemetrically
opposed to fixation. It does not seek satisfactimn, rather its own continuation and furtherancerendesire,
greater desire! It wishes merely to go on desitikink, B. (1995), The Lacanian Subject: Betweemduaage

and Juissance, Princeton: Princeton UniversityS? s 90-91.

17 Lacan, J. (1973). Le Séminaire — Livre XI: Les @aaConcepts Fondamentaux de la Psychanalyse: Paris

Seuil.
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presence of the object introduces the dimensiateath, is what the obsessive subject will try
to not be captured within. This is the place of @ier, whereas any Other Place will do.
Moreover, if the obsessive becomes obsessed witlobgect, this is definitely not the
anamorphic one; and his obsession emerges notteléspi castration the denial, refusal, or
rejection involved will accentuate, but, rathercégse of it. This is his Pathos and its object.

And once again, we see here the functioning ofdg& of Brunelleschian perspective
in the obsessive strategy. The subject strivestextluded from the Place of the Other, to
remain invisible within the field of the visibleg have a view of the Place which is cleansed
of the subject. This is how we understand the retyesf hiding the eye behind the hole right
on the centre of the vanishing point. What emethas is the Other Place, the Brunellescian
plane, which, one shouldn’t forget, is, in essera&enirroring, and, as such, a ‘reversive’
function. The Other Place, in front of the subjeaye, the place of fantasy, is but a mere
reflection of the Place of the Other, which inclsidbe body of the subject. Any motion
towards the Other Place, any effort to enter igreif it was possible to keep the relation of
the mirrored (imaginary) painting to the mirroresyrfibolic) background fixed, and it is not,
would only bring the subject in a greater distafioen it. The subject would only be further
away from the field. If in front of Holbein’s ‘Amlsgadors’ there is only one position
forbidden to the subject, if the subject has therliy to keep moving around and gazing at the
painting from all but one positions, in avoidingttruth of the Place of the Other, when it
comes to the Brunelleschian plane, at the momemhetision of the Other Place, there is
nowhere to go, no way to enter, the subject hasrain still in order to retain the vision.

The hysteric subject appears as much more Byzaritings structure, at least on the
level of desire. It is the Place of the Other, inieh she will be projected, or even included,
gua vanishing point, completing and making it meghil by her presence, by her gaze,
which structures her desire.

It should be, perhaps, considered at this point tina history of obsession proceeds
through and as an effort to appropriate the elushject cause of desire through the signifier
of knowledge (9, thus isolating the discursive apparatus, andrsgg the subject against the
possibility of Truth erupting in his face. This ¢dlbe observed in the obsessive preference
for mechanisms such as intellectualization. Dedigitthough, if one is to regard obsession
under such a prism, one would also have to considerthis history of obsession is not only
rooted, but also finds its peak in the Brunelleanhilevice, and even much more so than in
the Cartesian Cogito, since it is there where thjead cause of desire appropriated through

the signifier of knowledge is the object gaze. katter put, if the Cogito unveils the role of
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knowledge, Brunelleschian perspective revealsbjsad. Moreover, this is an appropriation-
procedure that persists till our days, constitutigat is of Modernity, whether it is evidenced
in an increasingly iconic economy, the society lo¢ tspectacle, the panopticon and the
psychiatric gaze, the tourist gaze, ¥fcHence, the characterization of the discourse ef th
University as the modernized version of the disseuof the Mastét’. In addition, it is
precisely this discourse of the University that moksely approximates the obsessive
experienc&’.

The process takes, in fact, the form of an effornéutralize the function of an ever
eluding object, to stabilize and fix the horizomce fixing is exactly what is necessary for a
horizon to be crossed. Nothing could be more weinognmof such an operation than
knowledge, given that, by its very definition, kredge is what ‘pins down’, what finalizes
at any given momett. S is there to ‘pin down’ § and to put it geometrically, a second
point is necessary to limit infinity, the infinityf possibilities, and define a line, to finalize, i
this manner, a unique possibility. This is a Eugdid geometry, to be precise, but, on the other
hand, the Brunellescian plane is a Euclidean egpee, and so is ours. The fact is,
nonetheless, that crossing over or beyond reqaifie®.

In the discourse of the University, the i the position of the agent is there not just to
act upon the object, upon thevhich finds itself in the position of the othem,any odd way,
but to pull it in, to appropriate, incorporate amapbably thus, annihilate it, or, at least,
neutralize it. This is meant to become a destitutdd the object, and, in this fashion, the
discourse of the University can be seen as cotistjtuan antithesis to the analytical
discourse, since for the latter what is at issuéhés destitution of the subject, that is, the
subjectification of its caus&. Indeed, it seems that psychoanalysis is notfetniversity.

18 To the extent that the same procedure persigisrakess of the different facets it may appear unaey
claim regarding a shift from Modernity to post-Madigy remains unconvincing. We are still pretty rhugithin
Modernity, or, as Hakim Bey (Overcoming Tourismtphfwww.hermetic.com/bey/tourism.html, accessed on
13/12/2007.) puts it, in many ways, we still live the 19" century, that is, in the age of travellers. Wd sti
function with Brunelleschian vision.

19 acan, J. (1991). Le Séminaire — Livre XVII: L'Eens de la Psychanalyse, Paris: Seuil.

120 Fink, B. (1995), The Lacanian Subject: Betweenduamme and Juissance, Princeton: Princeton Uniyersit
Press.

121 Here is yet another way to comprehend the discamiich the concept of Authenticity.

122« by getting the analysand to subjectify the ca(tse Other’s desire upon which his or her own resi
depends), the analysand’'s desire is radically toamed and ceases to inhibit the pursuit of

satisfaction/jouissance. The relation between deaird jouissance, whereby desire is but a defegamsd
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Of course, if this discourse could really stand ¢jneund of its imaginary, if it could
really fulfil its promises and proclamations, muohthe same way that our society couldn’t

fulfil its own?®

, no professor, absent minded or otherwise, woalkhever fallen in love
with any student in the history of the Universignd, thus, no professor would have ever
given up on his authority, which, a propos, is, satprisingly, always established as an
authority against the Other — the official versafrhistory, established bodies of knowledge,
common sense, etc. Whatever the professor may etenihis is always a ‘Forget everything
you knew, about...”. Again, what is evidenced is é&xelusion from the Place of the Other,
some kind of auto-exile, in fact, for the sakehw Other Place. The gaze of the student body
— and this is a real body — has to be approprigtesugh knowledge, its effect has to be
neutralized, while, this very gaze is at once whaditions the professor as such and invites
his displacement from his position. This is a dvadle that the professor is there to (both)
invite and defeat himself.

Under this light, we could regard the demand of lilgsteric towards the analyst to
reveal her truth to her, to tell her what is ‘wromgth her, what is the ‘real’ problem, to
explain to her the ‘true’ meaning of her symptom,aa effort to transform the discourse of
the Analyst, one which is devised to allow her tmfcont the question of her desire, and
which should cause anxiety, into the discoursdeflniversity, which she knows all too well
how to deal with. This is exactly why it is her th@ositions the analyst in the Place of the
Other, as the supposed-to-know-subject. If theyahaccepts, and this is very often a quite
tempting prospect, then, indeed, the analyticat@se stops, and what is left is the discourse
of the University.

The moment she has constituted her gaze as caiwstdl of the Topos of this
(non)relation, and it becomes important to the tewpart, the very moment her gaze has
placed the other in the Place of the Other, theegon analysis is already lost and the has
become a counterpart, as he ought not to, a mbeg ke her. She has achieved, in fact, to
turn her gaze into what makes the place meaninghd, therefore, there is no place left for
the emergence of any new meaning, of any mastaifigigS;.

Far fetched, as it may be, but perhaps we carzeedlithis fashion the importance of

the analytic spatial arrangement, with the anady$ing behind the head of the analysand,

jouissance, is thereby altered.” Fink, B. (1999)CHknical Introduction to Lacanian PsychoanalySieeory and
Technique, Harvard: Harvard University Press, p.241
123 5ee: Castoriadis, C. (1975). L'Institution Imagieale la Société, Paris: Seuil.
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there where he cannot become entangled in an iogfitiscourse by the latter's gaze. He
becomes ‘actively abseft?, in a Topos not accessible to the hysteric’s temmaze.

And while the obsessive tries to appropriate anatrabse the object, the hysteric tries
to neutralise the signifier, which is what has toeege in the analytic procedure. For the
hysteric the collision is between 8nda. If she needs the obsessive this is because he can
offer the mediator of the relation betweenaBda, namely the § which will then have to be
retracted in order for the collision to take plageganing that the obsessive will have to be

collapsed from his position. Quite Byzantine, irdlee

124 5ee: Alexandridis, A. (1994). Ed., The Active Abse of Sigmund Freud, Athens: Exantas. (in Greek)
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4.
Towards an Archaeology of Travel —
Thesis, Topos, Pathos

“And so each venture

Is a new beginning, a raid on the inarticulaté”

“En fait il ne s’agit pas du sein, au sens de latnt&, quoiqu’on méle a plaisir ces
résonances ou le signifiant joue a plein de la plétaie. Il s’agit du sein spécifié dans la
fonction du sevrage qui préfigure la castration.
Or le sevrage est trop situé depuis l'investigatibginienne dans le fantasme de la
partition du corps de la mere pour que nous ne gonpions pas que c’est entre le sein et la

mére que passe le plan de séparation qui fait dulsbjet perdu en cause dans le déstf®

There is something in travel that constantly petesas, that constantly confronts the
subject with the enigma of desire, the enigma ef shrface as a border which cannot be
crossed, whether this surface is the surface ofi@mthe surface of the body, or the terrible
surface of a page. Only traces are possible;draches on the mirror, the scars on the skin,
the letters on that piece of paper. Even mnemanaices are only that — traces, scratches,
scars, letters. A picture is a chemical scar oreegpof paper, and a tattoo a letter on the skin.
The surface remains the ultimate border, the oa¢ ¢annot be crossed, there where the
enigma of desire finds a stage to be played as alramtomedy or a tragedy, in that the
surface, not excluding the surface of experiensewhat arises at the intersection of the
symbolic with the real, perhaps, as the truth a@rg\articulation.

Only traces of culture remain to convince the stibjpat something has indeed taken

place. Sculptors desire to bring forth, or to broug of the rock (of real) the dormant figure

125 Eliot, T.S. Four Quartets: An Accurate Online TexEast Coker.
http://www.tristan.icom43.net/quartets/coker.htedcessed on 11/09/2009.
126 | acan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil, p. 84& fact, it is not a question of the breast in #emse of the
mother’s womb, even though people mix as they li&sonances in which the signifier relies heavily on
metaphor. It is a question of the breast specifidtie function of weaning which prefigures castnat

Weaning has been too extensively situatedesthe kleinian investigation in the fantasy af gartition of
the body of the mother not to suspect that it isvben the breast and the mother that passes the pfa

separation, which makes the breast the lost objassue in desire.»
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by leaving on it the traces of their instrumentstdveal by forging a new surface. One more
pounding on the rock and the whole figure will emdin a rumble of meaningless stones. At
the end of the day, his desire is only the dedimeob delivering the blow that will shatter the
surface, the desire to not cross that border.

There is a point at which the traveller has to stamwing, and what guarantees his stasis
is his own desire. The desire that behind the sarfee is confronted with there is something
else, something more, that there is another lated tife border would have been crossed. Not
unlike the figure in a film by Angelopoult, with one foot hanging over the border,
perplexed, unable to decide whether to step or@olike the hanging steps of Greek folklore
dances, abundant in stases in the course of motewlaen the foot lifts up only to be placed
where it was before.

What appears to be an unwillingness to decide velndth proceed, to move forward,
bears the protective seal of desire. It is thisgivam step, this stasis, that allows desire to
proceed, to continue, to go on.

In this sense, the hubris of Oedipus has beeniog#se border, shattering the surface
when confronted with the enigma of desire. Withéhema of the Other’s desire, to be more
precise, since, if there is a (m)Other par exceblerthat is no other than the SpHffixthe
composite monster, with the female face, the mbth®easts, and the body of a beast, ready
to devour the traveller and terminate the travélatTmagnificent monster, whose beautiful
face, from which the symbolic enigma of the humartraveller will be articulated, will not
hide the real of its bestial body and of the hungeabiting it.

What would, perhaps, not be so easily acceptedsychmanalytic circles is that the
desire articulated by the monster, the (m)Otheesire is the subject’s jouissance. We know
that desire is the desire of the Other, but, alghothis localises desire, it does not answer
what that desire is. So, this can be taken as a-thgsis, as what is under the thesis, veiled
under the thesis and supporting it: the desirehef ©ther as the Other's desire is the
jouissance of the subject as the subject’s jousa@nly in this fashion can the position of
Pathos, as it is being conceived here, in relatom desire of which it forms a part, be

understood.

127 Theo Angelopoulos, 1991, The Suspended Step ofStdwk (To Metémpo Brjpa tov Ilehapyoo).

128 A very intriguing reading of the Oedipal myth, amat terribly dissimilar to the one arising wittime present
text, at least in spirit, is the one made by Cactieahis play “The Infernal Machine”, staged foetfirst time in
1934 — Cocteau, J. (1992), La Machine InfernaleisPaGF.
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In this manner, Oedipus has already committed hisit by answering, by responding,
that is, to the Sphinx; it is there and then, atpbint where he gives the (correct) answer to
her, an answer that can only be ‘1 am that’, thewar to her enigmatic desire, since a
guestion always asks for something, that he crassebmit. The killing of the father, which
has preceded the encounter with the Sphinx, caernes the hubris, after all. What has
followed the encounter with the Sphinx was contirigen it, if not a mere elaboration or
reflection of it.

In that sense, there is no oedipal as anything #daa the confrontation with the
(m)Other’s desire, and, therefore, no discourseaqgore-oedipal stage is justified. To the
extent that the posing of the question of the Oshaéesire is the ultimate prerequisite for the
emergence of the subject as such, which, in tucguiees a structure according to the
response it gives, according, in other words, ® filmdamental fantasy it develops, the
oedipal is itself the always-already of subjectiviself. One should never defy the fact that
the (m)Other's desire precedes that of the sont uehindered, unobstructed, the only
condition for the son will be jouissance.

And if Oedipus could, as he did, provide the Sphiwith an answer, an answer that
should have never been given, the ‘I am that’ ttretunashamedly uttered, the ‘It is man’,
coupled, as it usually is with the ‘eppure si muptiee reason is that, being on the run from
his destiny, which is what he knew, and runningthat same time, towards it, a knowledge
that doesn’t know itself, he didn’t consider then@ts question as one of desire. A ‘that’ that
moves is, in last resort, either the object orghallus, depending on whether the question is
desire or jouissance respectively.

To Oedipus what seemed to be taking place was dh&antation with the Other’s
demand, which he could, as he did, fulfil, pregisbecause he had to keep on moving,
whereas the solution to his problem was right onfrof his eyes. All he had to do was to
refrain from answering, to not solve the enigmaeglo® him, and the hubris he was striving
to not commit, to avoid, would not be committed. Weuld have never fulfilled the foretold
destiny. But scared of meeting (with) the (m)Otkatésire, on a fugue, a fugitive of his own
will (which, indeed, turned out to be a will-to-jggance), he fails to recognise the Other in
that monster of inconsistency — part woman, paastebstructing his way out.

The Other always appears somewhere else, as sogetlse, unrecognisable and
inconsistent, and when the subject arrives at &aotation with the Other, the confrontation
had had already taken place. One will opt for eweng of small death in order to avoid the

big one, which, however, is, at the end of the dengvoidable. And each kind of small death



64

is small not because it’'s less of a death, butume#’s but a mere reflection of and on the big
one, of and on the ultimate hubris. What formseheetween one death and the other, is the
Topos where the traveller, that is, the subjecns, and, although always-already dead, ‘si
muove’ (eppure). This is the Topos of Pathos, af gart of desire that has no reason to act as
a defence to jouissance.

After all, what constitutes this wonderful phragbkis glorious ‘eppure si muove’,
equally magnificent as the Brunelleschian demotistraor the Cartesian cogito, the reason
why the traveller is present when Galileo, allegedhunciates it, is because in it the subject
is represented as missing somewhere in that ‘¢ie faveller is there when the subject is
displaced. In final analysis, the very motion oé tbhrase, its meaning, only signal that the
subject is somewhere else, that it is out-of-pl&aat remains therein is the ‘si’, to remind
that there might have been a subject. And, ceptamlsubject-out-of-place is a subject that
might-have-been, with the rem(a)inder of its pdsdnpresence being as well a ‘yes’, a
cataphasis.

In this the subject is not unlike the Other — otiee confrontation with it takes place, it
had already taken place. Hence the diarrhoeic meglaf the hysteric, attempting, in fact, to
keep the subject moving, in order to avoid the ammhtion, or the pseudo-enigmatic,
constipational silence of the obsessive, tryingriohor it, to retain it, and evade the threat of
aphanisis upon confrontation with the Other. Asteas far as the Ego is concerned, that Ego
of speech, the subject aligns the oral and the anaven condenses them, in performing the
function of the excrement. For that Ego, the exeneims the signifier par excellence of the
subject. This should offer some clue concerning rdplsion with which our civilization
regards the excrement, and give some additionalityato Bataille’s cultural theory, which,
nonetheless, it has no need for.

In any case, however, a subject whose conditidhas of the being-out-of-place, is a
subject in exile, one not to be retained, not m sphere of history, but rather in the sense of
what might have been. The theme of exile itselfjuge universal, whether it concerns the
exile of Adam and Eve from paradise, the exile led Jews, the exile of Mohamed from
Mecca, or the exile of Deganawitha, in the Iroqueeration constitutional myth. It is also
present in the claustrophobic mis-appreciationtoliogophical environments of Lévi-Strauss,
and in Catalano’s travellers’ hopeless gazes.

As a matter of fact, to be somewhere can only §igime thing to the subject — that it is
somewhere else, which is a reason for the sheijtesinhysteria and neurosis under the

common roof of neurosis. This, at the end of the, da the whole rationale of the
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conceptualisation of a mirror stage. If somethm@eing recognised at the mirror stage this is
nothing else than the subject’s displacement,atsstitutive condition of exile, and, in short,
not only that ‘I’ is someone else, which will allobhacan to write on a board “I think

‘therefore | am™, but also that it is somewherseel

The Topos on the Other('s) side, the one behindguinace of the mirror, is not only a
very dangerous, quite silly, and rather nonsengilzale, where one runs the risk of becoming
a pawn, as Alice found 0dt, not only the dwelling of all kinds of lurking dems, but also
an impossibility. An impossible and forbidden Topas the same time. And yet, this also
seems to be the Topos of all (e)utopias. Or rafle¢utopia and dystopia together, that is, the
Topos of Pathos. On the other hand, it is defipitedt the least bit accidental that utopia
actually means ‘non-extant place’. Behind the sigfthere is nothing, but in this ‘nothing’
the ‘I’ sees the lost paradise, as well as the wedhell.

This is not to say, of course, that the Real is nead, that it doesn’t have very real
consequences, or that it is a mere figment of tiegination. This is, rather, to say that the
Real as such, is a retrospective reconstructioth,h@ne one is faced with an epistemological
guestion. And this question doesn’t regard theaigeist the sense that the whole may be more
or less than the sum of its parts, but in the séimgethe whole is other than the sum of its
parts. After all, .. it should be emphasized thn part has nothing to do with the whot&’”

If there is an primordial condition which, for wieaer reason, at a given point, breaks
up, becomes fragmented into parts that can be natimatdis, signified, that signification can
only take place after the fragmentation in questlibmwould be a grave methodological error
to recognise parts in the whole before the fragatemt takes place, as anything else than
what could have become. In other words, no paitt before it, and any consequent addition
of parts can only be unidirectional and incapalbleeproducing the primordial whole.

Hence, there is no gravity before something thaticcin retrospect have been called
gravity breaks from an primordial whole, before ig-bang, nature is but a retrospective
reconstruction of culture, a borromean knot israpassible object that can be conceptualised
only after a ring has been broken, and, finalleréhis no Other before alienatidh We
should, perhaps, consider the possibility of a Resdbre the Real, in order to refer to a
condition before the emergence of the object, dlok bf which will create the fantasy itself of

the complete Other, to a primordial condition ofe@ress, as imagined by psychoanalysis.

129 carroll, L. (2003), Through the Looking Glass amitat Alice found There, London: Puffin Classics.

130 acan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil, p. 843.
131 Alienation is the first division in the Other, eafization that the Other is not whole, but lackimgomething.
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This ascribes the character of retrospective reéoactgon to any idea of a maternal oceanic to
which the subject yearns to retith If, indeed, there is any desire to return to ska, the
inorganic, the elementary, or the maternal womét th a desire functioning, as desire does,
as a defence against jouissance.

The sea is a but a metaphor, albeit a terriblymiatee, serving the extraction of Pathos
from desire, trying to neutralise that part of deshat does not resist jouissance, as metaphors
are there to do, an attempt to purify desire. déf¢his a subject of desire, that is most certainly
not our traveller. Because desire is the purifyimgtaphor, the purifying catalyst at the heart
of the metaphoric, originating from the paternaltapéor, from the very function that
generates desire as desire for something else csmnatse, and somewhere else. This is what
will constitute the neurotic symptom meaningfults metaphoric quality, this function of
purifying the subject’s desire from its Pathos,digplacing the subject within its Topos of
suffering, in last resort, by metaphorizing thejsabitself.

Any attempt to discover meaning in a manifestatbrpsychosis, on the other hand,
would most probably result in the realisation sffittility, given that no such displacement is
possible therein. On the contrary, the psychotit iy to construct a Topos in which a
position, a Thesis, would be possible. Any lucidwgh psychotic becomes aware of the fact
that what makes sense ‘inside’ doesn’t make semstside’, and that is simply because a
Topos where displacement could be taking placéssmt, and because, at the same time, the
existence of an unconscious comes along with &..ittpropriety of trying to turn it into an
inside.”>3 All a psychotic has is a Thesis, a ‘here’ withauthere’, that is, a Thesis without a
Topos. The only reason why this is not a mere alisurs because, in the emergence of
subjectivity, Thesis precedes Topos.

But, to return to neurosis and the purifying chteaof the metaphor as regards desire
and Pathos, we can see how the metaphor of thefsteg ‘distant travels and the blue seas’,
functions in relation to the desire of the ‘ideatlaunworthy lover’ of Mal du Départ.

It is easy to read his Pathos for the sea in his, @aPathos that will turn against him,
finding no outlet but the naval maps opened undethick accounting books, the latter being

heavy enough to constitute the anchors he couldiftiopunishing him for the weakness of

132«rreud wrote, in ‘The future of an illusion’, thitere is nothing like an archetypal ‘oceanic feglirelated to
the originary relationship to the mother; on thentcary, the most originary feeling, he thought, viae
‘Fatersehnsucht’, the longing for the father, whishs so strongly expressed in religions.” SauvagRat
Fatherhood and Naming in J.Lacan's Works, http:{iwacan.com/fathername.htm, accessed on 13/11/2008.
133 Lacan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil, p. 838.
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his coward heart. There is the man who didn’t fellis heart, who didn’t answer his calling,
who chose to hurt himself, in order not to hurt @gher. There is the man who didn’t give
into his pathos, his true Pathos. One could evetedgted to think that there is a man who,
contrary to Freud, decided not to visit his Athemst to go beyond his father, not to lift the
leaf covering the Master’s castration. There idjnal analysis, a man who by never crossing
‘the pale line of the horizons’, refused to give mother what she desired, refused to become
it. In many ways, that man, giving up on his Pattaggpears to be the opposite of Oedipus.
This is the true hero, the true anti-Oedipus, readguffer the punishment of an unforgiving
Pathos, ready to pay with his own life, in ordet to commit the hubris, not to cross the
forbidden border, not to return to the (materna§,ghe sea of the mother.

But it is precisely this sea of the mother, the sethe (m)Other, the holy sea of the
Real, that as a retrospective reconstruction, asetaphor, plays the role of purifying his
desire from his Pathos. So, in opposition to whatene might be tempted to think, rather
than giving up on his Pathos, he gave into it,thgexd his desire upon the fantasy of the sea
as a defence against his Pathos, against the gogis®of his Thesis. The metaphor of the sea,
offering meaning to his existence, the return te thaternal oceanic, his desire, veils the
jouissance of his Thesis at the maternal bosom. Elew could Kavadias title his poem Mal
du Départ, a condition experienced by sailors,@hér travellers, who have stayed ashore for
quite a long time and crave a new departure, wheefers to someone who has never
departed in the first place? No, the maternal acdaron the side of (purified) desire. What is
at issue here is not any maternal oceanic, itasrhternal bosom.

It is the maternal bosom that is the mine, andemally, the minefield, of Thesis,
Topos, and Pathos. And this is the exile that oifleaacept or not, be subdued to or not. This
is the place of the making of a being-out-of-platiis is the ‘I’ of God, and the eyes of the
mother one will confront again on the surface &f thirror. Perhaps, it is not the breasts with
their staring nipples that look like eyes, lookiag you, with a welcoming or a frigid, a
confirming, capturing, repelling, or reassuring gaaut the eyes that bear a certain similarity
to the breasts. And, perhaps, this is how in télel fof the visible, the field determined by the
gaze, there where any Topos emerges, | am beireglgdz ‘photographed’, as Lacan says.

Perhaps, this is what has constituted Brunellesa@monstration possible, and what
makes any surface so central to our human experighdopos, and a being-in-Topos, are
already present in front of the mirror surface. fEnde being meets once more with that gaze,

only now that being confirms its exile, it is sonfexe else. Indeed, the meeting with the
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Other had always-already taken place, and, if ngtielse, if there is anything human about
the Sphinx, that is her face, the surface of hesegnd her breasts.

Moreover, there is something fundamentally humagisibout those breasts. Something
that, even before the advent of the subject, beafageentrance into the symbolic, constructs a
connection to a world that can henceforth be cdil@han, in that it performs an ‘explosion’
in which what will have become the drive is beingged. The instinct will have less and less
of a place in what will become the drama of a humiamensional existence.

And, indeed, some sort of instinctual knowledgpriessent for the infant of other species
as to where the connection is to take place, oifea specific direction, even if the infant has
to climb or fall to be there. A ‘there’ is alreathere for it, and its locus, its Thesis, if in this
case one may call it so, is an instinctual givercah only be this and nothing else, there and
nowhere else. And this is the reason why some dsih@ve the ability to use signs, but never
signifiers.

If there is something instinctual about the hunrdant, on the contrary, that is only the
opening of the mouth and its sucking motions. Nedation is present, no there or here, and
no climbing or falling is possible. For the humanfiant the connection can potentially take
place everywhere, come from every direction, upyrdoright, or left, which, at the same
time, means that no direction is there, since nmuospion is present. This is to say that for the
human infant there is no Topos, that the instircfiopos of the animal is fundamentally
different than the human Topos as it will later elep.

For one thing, for animals, Thesis and Topos formuabreakable unity, whereas the
human infant has to be placed, positioned, loadlineelation to the breast. Thesis precedes
Topos. Thesis precedes and the emergence of Taplosvd. And there, before Topos
emerges, is where what will later be called jouissas born, as the condition of Thesis.

This Thesis, however, bearing the character of réaice permanence, is to be lost
forever, and to be replaced by a Stasis, a tempstap or placement in relation to the breast.
Since, nevertheless, there is only one such paosiiat has taken place is the emergence of
() Topos, that is, of every position around ittthee not it. In this we may also see the
material condition of language, before languagerdahe being. The material conditions of
the alienation in language that will later followre already present in the displacement
inherent in the relation between Stasis and Thé®sace, Topos has emerged due and as a
reference to the lost Thesis, the big death, amdi§ta series of small ones, is left as a

rem(a)inder of it.
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Topos will emerge after Thesis has been constitimgdssible. The permanence of the
lost Thesis suffices to comprehend the death dexeluding any necessity to envision any
possible return to a certain inorganic conditiolmeTatter could even be considered as a
fantasy of a minor importance, which, like evergtésy of return, including that of returning
to the womb, or to the maternal oceanic, servegeiiothe primary fantasy of returning to a
permanence, which, despite whichever maternal eleb@s never been there or possible
anyway.

Specific consequences are connected to this (hyests.

First, it becomes clear that a death drive viewedeu this light, turns into the womb
itself of life, since the will to return to the meanence of the Thesis at the maternal bosom
requires the constant motion of the subject imqitsst, being identified, in this fashion, with
what we could call desire, without any longer digtiishing from it the Pathos inherent in it.

In the same direction, it also becomes clear thatasy will precede desire, and
structure it respectively. The primary and dominamtasy of Thesis will be covered up by
the fantasy of a Topos, within which Thesis will benstituted possible, of an initial, or
primordial paradisiacal condition, that is, wherebliesis and Topos are not mutually
exclusive.

However, the rem(a)inders of jouissance, its rdgsich an expression may be excused,
the scattered within the dimension of the mobildyometonymic objects that structure the
desire which places them, as well as the metaphepi@sentations of desire on the surfaces it
itself constructs, position the Topos in questioraibeyond, aligned with the experience of a
speech without cracks, that is, they construcs iadost paradise, the return to which is also
posed, not without an interesting sense of humasrran ethical question, as a stance of
maintaining the forbidding posed by the wortbfoc) itself. This is theddyoc to which the
forbidding of the Thesis will be attributed, withet obvious consequence of overlooking its
very impossibility.

In any occasion, the subject is no other than whatbeen subjected to castration, than
what is determined by the absence of the phalha) tvhat befalls in the place of the lack.
Desire will be defined, in this manner, as a dewréft subjectivity, since there is no other
desire than the one desiring the return of thelpdah the Thesis in which it is missing, and
which is covered for by the subject. Hence, dessedf bears, by a certain possibility for its
fulfillment, the threat of aphanisis.

The Thesis at which the phallus is missing is, niyeéess, identifiable for the subject to

the Thesis which the subject has lost for good, tandthich it strives to return. Therefore,
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albeit paradoxically, the subject occupies a pasitvhich it has lost, the location of which it
fails to recognize. In this fashion, the subjedbisnd where it is not, in a paradoxical Topos,
of which the horizon is none other than the sulgdeathos, while its condition of exile must,
at all cost, be sustained, since a return to thequdial Thesis would most certainly result in
aphanisis.

The subject, then, is what might-have-been inlasg®* at the same time desiring and
being threatened by the coming of the phallus, whieeps both the subject and the phallus
moving. We encounter here once more the Death duneing through the Pathos of return
to the Thesis, the Pathos, that is, for a de-stibjeation of the subject, which, in all this,
functions towards nothing less than its very mahtiion.

Here, of course, it is writing that represents, @earellence, also through the letter, the
possibility of a Thesis, and, mainly, Pathos as hibezon of the Topos of the subject,
precisely becausscripta manent even if the desire that invests it with signifioa is
somehow modified, or even flies away, since thesgmee of Pathos does not necessarily
presuppose desire, whereas desire is never coiypliegerived of Pathos; despite the various
attempts, especially on the issue of writing, anarenparticularly in the context of a very
narrow and obsessively understood scientificitywbich the primary concern appears to be
the veiling of its hystericity, of its de-patholagtion.

The subject is thus constantly inscribed as noaoribable, never seizes not to be
written, as Lacan says about the Real, within thigzbn of a Topos, and in a position that it
owes not to occupy, in that singular position, Thesis, that it is due to have lost.

It is in this perspective that the symptom doeseveal anything but the threat that the
subject coincides with its Thesis, that the conoditiif one could not call it a regime, of its
exile will be lifted. What the symptom reveals st the Topos of the subject is in danger of
being constituted superfluous, and, as such, mgkesis, a situation to which the advent of
the symptom is an effort to attribute significatibtm Topos, to generate a new meaning
through metaphor. In final analysis, “The metaph®rbut the synonym of symbolic

134 «Produced in the locus of the yet-to-be-situatélae€) the signifier brings forth a subject from eirly that

cannot yet speak, but at the cost of freezinghie Teady-to-speak that was to be there — in baotkeseof the
French imperfect ‘il y avait’, placing the readydpeak an instant before (it was there but is ngdo), but also
an instant after (a few more moments and it wowdehbeen there, because it could have been there) —

disappears, no longer being anything but a signifieacan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil, p. 840.
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displacement, brought into play in the symptdfit.At the end of the day, what is evidenced
in the symptom is the fact that a metaphor is abvagant to be a metaphor(a) of the subject.

And, in other words, the subject being confronteth whe threat of aphanisis concurrent
with the coincidence with its Thesis — a threat arthnger as real as the maternal breast — it
prefers to confront it as a danger of the ecligfsopos, as a gradual narrowing or nearing of
the horizon, to which it responds with the develepin of the symptom; with a
metaphorization of either the body, or of Toposlfisand, especially, of the Stases possible
within it, protecting, in this way, its dimensioretistence. There is no better manifestation of
‘taking a stance’, particularly in the ethical dinsgon carried by that phrase, or of ‘standing
one’s ground’ than the Stasis of the symptom, eappgconsidering the Thesis which this
Stasis will try to resist.

The real threat to the subject, however, a thieatt persists in its truth, is not the threat
of aphanisis, and much less, of course, is ithhesat of castration, hence, it is not the threat of
a loss and the adjacent to it fear; even if evack is to be considered by the subject evidence
of a loss, the subject itself included as a ‘migsimits place’.

The real threat is the threat of losing the thodadphanisis itself, of losing the fear, of
the lifting of the dread of the empty page — tisahie real terror.

The Real lacks in nothing but lack, and this idlyet@rrifying. Therefore, if the subject
insists on a Stasis, on a symptom, for instandg,ishnot only to be taken as a, more or less
futile, attempt to reproduce the primordial corwttiof Thesis, but also as its opposite, as a,
perhaps much less futile, attempt to sustain theatHacking in Thesis, the very threat that
has produced a body and a Topos in which that badybe positioned.

In the same vein, it is not the loss of desire eaning that the subject is truly petrified
by — also in the literal sense of becoming a stemit, rather, the loss of the fear of such a
fear. In last resort, if you're going to turn ireostone, there had better be a Topos where you
can be thrown, and there had better be an Othexctive this stone as a gift, or get hurt by it.
“Similarly, our subject is subjected to the vel afcertain meaning it must receive, or
petrification. But should it retain the meaningg thonmeaning produced by its change into a
signifier will encroach on this field (of meaningljhis nonmeaning clearly falls within the

Other’s field, although it is produced as an edip§the subject*®

135 acan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil, p. 260.
136 acan, J. (1966). Ecrits. Paris: Seuil, pp. 842-84
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