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PRECIs

This paper was presented at the lacanian Compass 
Clinical Study Days 8: Encounters with the Real, Jan 24th 
and 25th 2015, in miami. Working with the theme of 
the conference, Vicente Palomera constructs “encoun-
ters with the Real: An Introduction,” with references 
to two clinical examples from Freud’s work: the case of 
mr. e. and the case of little Hans. In the presentation, 
Palomera shows how the relation between the symp-
tom, the oedipus Complex, and the Name-of-the-Fa-
ther shifts in the later teachings of Jacques lacan, such 
that, where the Name-of-the-Father is lacking, the 
symptom comes to constitute a new ordering of jouis-
sance. Palomera emphasizes that in lacan’s later work a 
new axiomatic is set up such that jouissance – and not 
the other of language – becomes the essential problem 
with which each subject is confronted. This jouissance, 
Palomera argues, is such that it always surprises the 
subject, is alien to it, and is, qua jouissance, outside of 
meaning and sense: it ex-sists. Drawing on Jacques-
Alain miller, Palomera shows how, even in the neurotic 
subject, there is a foreclosure at work such that in each 
subject there remains an unsayable, a jouissance that is 
"inassimilable." 

Azeen Khan 

Vicente Palomera, practicing psychoanalyst in Barce-
lona, is a member of the World Association of Psycho-
analysis and Honorary member of lacanian Compass 
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2004, and the FeeP (european Federation of schools 
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The unconscious is, first of all, the instrument for the 
proof of truth in reality. What Freud brought to light 
was the truth of an event which has had an impact on 
the body and the mind – a brutal encounter with the 
real of the sexual in the form of trauma.
 
let us start with a clinical example, taken from Freud’s 
correspondence with his friend Wilhelm Fliess. In a 
letter dated December 29, 1897, Freud discusses the 
case of mr. e., a patient who had had an anxiety attack 
at the age of ten when he tried to catch a black beetle. 
During a session mr. e., when speaking about the at-
tack, associated the word ‘beetle’ (Käfer in German) to 
the word ‘ladybug’ (Marienkäfer). Before making this 
connection, mr. e. had been talking about his mother, 
whose name was marie. To make the story short, the 
theme of his mother established the basis for further 
associations. In the train of associations, the name 
‘marie’ led to the word Marienkäfer. Further, when 
talking about his mother, mr. e. recalled a conversa-
tion he had overheard between his grandmother and 
an aunt when he was a child. The conversation was 
about his mother’s marriage and “it emerged that she 
had not been able to make up her mind for quite some 
time.” 1

 
As a child, mr. e. had had a French-speaking nurse 
and thus learned to speak French before learning Ger-
man. Just before the following session, “the meaning of 

the beetle [Käfer] occurred to him; namely: qué faire? - 
being unable to make up one’s mind . . .”2 The French 
phrase que faire? (what to do?) expresses his mother’s 
hesitation about her marriage, an idea that mr. e. obvi-
ously avoids.  

The case shows that in uncovering the unconscious de-
terminants of this patient’s anxiety attack, the signified 
“bug” or “beetle” is misleading: anxiety does not arise in 
relation to a particular species of insects. What matters 
is the signifier: for this man, who subsequently spoke 
German, Käfer sounds like the expression que faire? 
from the language of his childhood. unconsciously, 
both make up the same signifier. After all, they sound 
the same. The sudden appearance of the beetle/Käfer  
is associatively linked with the perturbing issue of his 
mother’s hesitation about her marriage of which he, as 
her child, is the product. This is overwhelming: hence 
his panic.  

What this case brings to light is:

1) A jouissance which was misrecognized and 
which is a jouissance of the body of the subject. 
2) That this jouissance is then inscribed in the form 
of a symptom (in the event, hysterical). 
3) That the said jouissance is manifested as a 
rupture of the homeostasis of sense in which the 
subject basked until then happy. 
4) That this effraction is attributed to the other. 

1. Freud, s. The Complete Letters of Sigmund Freud and Wilhelm Fliess 
1887-1904. ed. and Trans. Jeffrey moussaieff masson. (Cambridge: 
Harvard university Press 1985): p 290.

ENCOuNTERs wITh ThE REAL:
AN INTROduCTION  

2. Ibid.
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As you can see, we could characterize the unconscious 
as the operator that allows for a new distribution of 
jouissance on the basis of a sexual knowledge, and for 
the emergence of a sexual sense, of a new semblant each 
time that a rupture of sense becomes present for the 
analysand, a non-sense, a gap in the signifying chain 
which governs the homeostasis of the body.
In a short letter from Freud addressed to Fliess in 1899, 
he highlighted this encounter with the real in the fol-
lowing way:
 

Dear Wilhelm,  

so I am the first to give news of himself after all. After the 
fall of the meteor gleams a light that brightens the gloomy 
sky for a long time thereafter. For me it is not yet extin-
guished. In this brightness, then, I suddenly glimpsed several 
things […]  

In the first  place, a small bit of my self-analysis has forced 
its way through and confirmed that fantasies are products 
of later periods and are projected back from what was then 
the present into earliest childhood; the manner in which this 
occurs also emerged–once again by a verbal link.
To the question “What happened in earliest childhood?” the 
answer is “Nothing, but the germ of a sexual impulse existed” 
[...].  

In the second place, I have grasped the meaning of a new 
psychic element which I conceive to be of general signifi-
cance and a preliminary stage of the symptom (even before 
fantasy).3 

 
What Freud underlines is a discovery: firstly, fantasies 
are products of later periods that are projected back 
from what was then the present into earliest childhood. 
The manner in which this occurs: a verbal link: s1−>s2. 
And secondly, what happened in earliest childhood? 
“Nothing, but the germ of a sexual impulse existed […] 
I have grasped a new psychic element […] a preliminary 
stage of the symptom.”
 
Now, let us go to lacan’s late teaching: 1971-72 (Semi-
nar XX: Encore), lacan introduces the idea of a solidar-
ity among the oedipus, the Name-of-the-Father, and 
the symptom. In Seminar XXIII: The Sinthome, he says 
“The oedipus complex is, as such, a symptom. every-
thing is sustained in so far as the Name-of-the-Father 
is also the Father of the Name, which doesn’t make the 
symptom any the less necessary.”4

 
I want to propose to you to start with this as a means 
to introduce our subject, Encounters with the Real in 
the Clinic.
 
some questions arise from this: 
 

1. Why do we need a symptom?   
2. What is the relationship between the Name-of-
the-Father and the symptom?
3. How can a symptom function as a Name-of-the-
Father?

 
Before answering all these questions, we shall put 
them in their context: they all come from lacan’s late 
teaching, especially after 1972. 
 
As you can see, the importance of these questions 
hinges less on some innovative concept and more on 
lacan’s overarching exploration of the structure of the 
unconscious. 
 
It is in his Seminar XX: Encore that lacan introduces 
a new axiomatic where jouissance is the essential 
problem with which every subject (be he/she psychotic 
or neurotic) is confronted. Thus, from 1972 on, it is 
the question of jouissance and not language or the big 
other which will be at the forefront. 
 
lacan developed a thesis that consists in saying that 
there where the Name-of-the-Father manifests its lack 
(flawless) to respond to the call of the subject, in order 
to name the jouissance, that is, in order to deal with 
jouissance, the subject has to set up a new order tak-
ing the symptom as that which does not stop writing 
(repetition).
 

A jouissAnce thAt “ex–sists”  

lacan’s new axiomatic is thus a “turning point” in his 
teaching although it is not always easy to grasp, in 
part due to the fact that lacan did not state  explicitly 
this new way of approaching what we call ‘the clinical 

3.  Freud, s. The Complete Letters, op. Cit. letter dated January 3, 1899, 
p 338.

4. lacan, J. Seminar XXIII: The Sinthome. ed. Jacques-Alain miller. 
Trans A.R. Price  (Cambridge: Polity 2016): p 13.
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experience.’ Before 1972 (from the discourse of Rome 
in 1953 up to Seminar XX: Encore), lacan put as a first 
condition the dimension of the other, that is to say the 
dimension of language, the dimension of communica-
tion. The relationship with the other was put by lacan 
as a primary (originary) and structural condition.  
  

A jouissAnce “sePArAted from 
meAning” 

But from 1972 on, lacan sets jouissance (and not the 
other) as a starting point. In fact, he defines jouissance 
as being “a property of the living body” that responds 
to the regime of the one, Il y a de l ’Un (There is one), 
meaning that it is a jouissance without the other.5 
What lacan says is that the subject is always alone 
with the jouissance felt in his body. This jouissance is 
always idiotic and lonely. What lacan emphasizes is 
that in his/her encounter with jouissance the subject is 
always caught by surprise. Jouissance presents itself as 
separated from every meaning, as a foreign thing, alien 
to the subject. lacan even says that it “ek–sists” for the 
subject in order to emphasize the idea that jouissance 
presents itself in a dimension of exteriority: “enjoyment 
ek-sists in it, that this is the emphasis proper to the 
Real. The Real, in so far as it ek-sists.”6 For instance, 
speaking about the encounter of little Hans with his 
first erections, lacan declares: 
 

Anxiety is that, it is what is obvious, it is what within the 
body ek-sists, ek-sists when there is something that awakens 
it, which torments it. look at little Hans, when it hap-
pens that there is made tangible the association to a body, 
specifically a male one on this occasion, defined as male, the 
association of a body and a phallic enjoyment. If little Hans 
rushes into phobia, it is obviously to give body, I demon-
strated it for a whole year, to give body to the embarrassment 
that he is in about this phallus, and for which he invents a 
whole series of differently prancing equivalents in the form 
of the phobia described as that of horses. little Hans, in his 
anxiety, source of the phobia, source of the phobia and it is 

in this sense that in giving him what one might call this pure 
anxiety, they manage to get him to accommodate himself to 
this phallus about which, when all is said and done, like all of 
those who find themselves being charged with it, what I one 
day qualified as being a smuggler (bandoulière), well then, he 
simply has to accommodate himself to it, namely, that he is 
married to this phallus. This is something that the man can 
do nothing about. The woman, who does not ek-sist, can 
dream about having one, but the man is afflicted with it. He 
 

In the same year, in his “Geneva lecture on the symp-
tom,” lacan goes on to say the following: 

one only needs to know that with certain beings, whatever 
they are called, the encounter with their own erection is not 
at all autoerotic. It is the most hetero thing there is. They 
ask themselves, “But what is this?” And they wonder about 
it so much that this poor little Hans thinks of nothing else 
and incarnates it in the most external of all objects, namely 
in this horse that paws the ground, that kicks, rolls over and 
falls to the ground. This horse that comes and goes, that has 
a certain way of drawing a cart along the quay, is for him 
the most exemplary thing he is caught up in, but that he 
understands absolutely nothing of, owing to the fact, to be 
sure, that he has a certain type of mother and a certain type 
of father. His symptom is the expression, the meaning of this 
rejection.  

This rejection does not deserve to be labelled ‘autoeroticism,’ 
under the sole pretext that after all this Wiwimacher [widler] 
is somewhere stuck onto him, below his belly. The enjoyment 
that has resulted from this Wiwimacher is alien to him–so 
much so that it is at the root of his phobia. ‘Phobia’ means 
that he has got the wind up […] He will end up having his 

And finally, in his “Conférences et entretiens dans des 
universités nord-américaines.” (lectures and Conferences 
in the usA), lacan also gave another formulation – 
sexuality is always  traumatic as such: 

little Hans’ phobia consists in the fact that he suddenly 
verifies that there is a little organ that moves. It’s quite clear. 
And he wants to give it a meaning. He considers the penis 
as traumatic. I mean that he thinks that it belongs to the 
exterior of his body. That’s why he takes it as something 
separated, as a horse that (commence a se lever et à ruer) starts 
standing up, and starts running.9 

7. lacan J. “lesson 17th of  Dec 1974” Seminar XXII, op. Cit. 

8. lacan, J. “Geneva lecture on the symptom.” Trans. Russell Grigg, 
Analysis, No. 1, (1989): p 15-16.

9. lacan, J. “Conférences et entretiens dans des universités nord-américaines.” 
Scilicet n° 6/7, 1975, Paris: seuil (1975): p. 22-23. 

5. lacan, J.  Seminar XX: Encore, ed. Jacques-Alain miller. Trans. Bruce 
Fink. (New york: Norton, 1975): p 23. 

6. lacan, J. “lesson of march 11th 1975” Seminar  XXII:  RSI (1974-
1975): unpublished. unofficial Trans by Cormac Gallagher: http://
www.valas.fr/ImG/pdf/THe-semINAR-oF-JACQues-lACAN-
XXII_RsI.pdf.  It should be noted that Gallagher writes ‘ex-sist’ as ‘ek-
sist,’ so we have used this form of the neologism within the quotations. 

has no other wife than that. 7

little prick borne by someone else, namely his little sister.8
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so Hans is confronted with the ‘irruption’ of jouis-
sance, of an ‘intrusive jouissance.’ lacan says that he is 
frightened, he is scared to death,"so much so that it is 
at the root of his phobia. 'Phobia' means he has got the 
wind up," he scares the shit out.10 How does little Hans 
react? His reaction consists in a rejection of this jouis-
sance. He defends himself by rejecting this unsayable 
object, a rejection of something that “enjoys” in his body 
without him understanding what is going on.
This jouissance that emerges in his body responds in a 
certain way to the maternal seduction. But the fact that 
it has its signifying coordinates in the other does not 
prevent the point that it appears to him as fundamental-
ly other, strange, alien, and that he will experience it in 
a first moment without being able to recognize himself 
as subject. 
 

generAlized foreclosure

We need now to take a step forward in order to set up 
the status of this jouissance with which the subject is 
confronted.  

In order to take into account this modality of rejec-
tion of jouissance, Jacques-Alain miller proposed in his 
1986-1987 course, “Ce qui fait insigne” (What makes 
insignia), to use the term foreclosure. He states that it is 
a “rejection into the real” of this unsayable object, a jou-
issance which is as such “inassimilable” to the signifier.
miller proposed to generalise the use of this term that 
we usually use for psychoses with regards to the Name-
of-the-father, and apply it to neuroses. 

What this generalization of foreclosure implies, miller 
says, is that there is for the subject, not only in psychoses 
but in every case, an unsayable, a without name. “Fore-
closure is not simply a “there is not” (…) Foreclosure is a 
rejection into the real.”11 But, the logic of foreclosure also 
entails the reappearance in the real of this jouissance 
that overflows every judgment of existence meaning “the 
existence of a jouissance that is separated from every 
meaning.”12 

 

the reAl 

How can we understand miller’s formulation: “reap-
pears in the real a jouissance which overflows (desbor-
da) every judgment of existence”? What is actually the 
relationship between jouissance and the real? or, to be 
more precise: what is there in jouissance that leads the 
subject to the experience of the real? 

little Hans shows us this. What happens when this 
little boy begins to tackle the question of the sexual 
relationship? The experience he makes in that mo-
ment is the experience of an impossible with regards 
to jouissance. In other words, it is when he encounters 
his first erections that he also meets  solitude. He is 
alone with this jouissance of the body that he does not 
understand, a jouissance that presents to him as “hors-
sens” (outside meaning). 

He discovers that the paternal other does not have 
the answer, that is, the words to say how to handle this 
jouissance, how to unravel (se debrouiller avec) with this 
jouissance. He is confronted with a hole in knowledge 
regarding jouissance. This other on which he counted 
to the point of believing in the illusion of a possible 
sexual relationship, meaning a perfect harmony with 
this other, a perfect adequation with this other he 
wanted to fill up. Well! This other does not respond 
and the consequence for the subject is a radical separa-
tion: the subject finds himself exiled, separated from 
the other. 

What is traumatic for him is not sexuality as such but 
the fact that it reveals a hole in knowledge. That is why 
in Seminar XXI: Les non-dupes errent lacan says that it 
is this that makes “troumatisme.” 

A clinique without conflict

The fact that it is jouissance which makes the dimen-
sion of the real appear for the subject has a decisive 
consequence. let’s take, for example, little Hans. 

10. lacan, J. “Geneva lecture on the symptom.” op. Cit. p16. 11. miller, Jacques Alain. L’Orientation lacanienne. Ce qui fait insigne 
(1986-1987). yearly seminar, unpublished.

12. Ibid.
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We saw that he was confronted with something that 
produced an irruption, something outside-meaning that 
triggers his fear.  

Then the problem as such was not that of a conflict, but 
one of choosing. Is he or is he not going to recognize his 
implication in this other jouissance that has come to be 
attached to his body?   

To conclude, the problem is this: inasmuch as jouis-
sance overflows every judgment of existence and cannot 
be admitted in the symbolic, how can we think of an 
articulation with the symbolic?  

If the symbolic and the real are separated, what can put 
them together, tie them in such a way that this jouis-
sance that reappears in the real may be named and 
localized?  

What allows us to treat this jouissance ex-sisting the 
subject?  

lacan ends up saying that it is the sinthome that allows 
this passage. It is the sinthome that knots the body (the 
imaginary), the unconscious (the symbolic), and jouis-
sance (the real), it is the sinthome that allows the subject 
to name this real that ex–sists.
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