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Abstract
Symbolic Ruptures: The Speech and Language of Trauma
By

Joanna Ioannou

Advisor: Professor Lissa Weinstein

This dissertation project is a theoretical examination of ‘symbolic ruptures,’ the
traumatic disruptions in human experience that resist being represented in ordinary
modes of symbolization. Insofar as the representation of such disturbing experiences is
primarily non-verbal, it has been often relegated to the realm of the ‘desymbolic.” This
project attempts to re-conceptualize the forms and symptoms in which such experiences
are expressed as an unconscious language and seeks to reinstate them back into the realm
of the symbolic, thus creating a new imperative for their understanding.

While mainstream psychoanalytic literature has regarded symbolization as a
representational process, this project expands the use of the term to connote the range of
experiences and processes that connect the subject to the symbolic structures of a culture.
In this sense, ‘symbolic ruptures’ not only affect one’s capacity to represent extraordinary
experiences in thought and in language, but they fundamentally disrupt the subject’s link
to the world. It is argued, however, that the symptoms of these ruptures— the recurring
nightmares, the flashbacks, the hallucinatory experiences, etc.—remain symbolic in that
they constitute an address to an other that seeks to be heard. While these symptoms may

conceal or silence the traumatic event, their repetitive nature expresses the structure of



the trauma. It is through the ruptures in the structure of the treatment and of the clinical
setting, it is argued, that the structure of trauma may be accessed.

This theoretical framework, which is highly informed by French psychoanalysis
and the work of Jacques Lacan, ultimately aims to expand the way we understand and
work with experiences of trauma in the clinical setting. In undertaking this project, I also
hope to challenge existing views on symbolization by deemphasizing the importance of
verbal representation and recognizing the symbolic potential in the non-verbal language

of symptoms.
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If it were possible that a person should give a faithful history of his being from the
earliest epochs of his recollection, a picture would be presented such as the world has
never contemplated before. A mirror would be held up to all men in which they might
behold their own recollections and, in dim perspective, their shadowy hopes and fears—
all that they dare not, or that daring and desiring, they could not expose to the open eyes
of day. But thought can with difficulty visit the intricate and winding chambers which it
inhabits. It is like a river whose rapid and perpetual stream flows outwards; —like one in
dread who speeds through the recesses of some haunted pile, and dares not look behind.
The caverns of the mind are obscure, and shadowy; or pervaded with a luster, beautifully
bright indeed, but shining not beyond their portals. If it were possible to be where we
have been, vitally and indeed—if, at the moment of our presence there, we could define
the results of our experience, —if the passage from sensation to reflection—from a state
of passive perception to voluntary contemplation, were not so dizzying and so
tumultuous, this attempt would be less difficult.

Percy Bysshe Shelley
“Difficulty of Analysing the Human Mind”



Introduction

1. A Note on Methodology: The Status of Theory in Psychoanalysis Or How
Psychoanalytic Should Psychoanalysis Be?

This dissertation project is a theoretical conceptualization of ‘symbolic ruptures,’
of the traumatic disruptions in human experience that cannot find expression in ordinary
modes of representation. Its ultimate aim is to render the modes through which trauma
speaks more transparent, and to explore ways in which they may be accessed. It
therefore seems appropriate to begin by considering first this project’s own language, the
method by which I hope to gain access into the language of trauma. The theoretical
approach of this project borrows from the language of literary theory, literature,
philosophy and psychoanalysis. It speaks, for the most part, the language of the
humanities. Such an approach seems to stand at the periphery of contemporary
psychoanalytic theory, which emerges primarily out of clinical and empirical
observations, as well as cognitive, developmental and attachment theory. While the
insights gained through the clinical encounter are clearly indispensable, as André Green
put it, “no clinical observation has the validity to settle a theoretical debate” (1997a, p.4).
I would therefore like to introduce this project by providing a historical context for my
methodology, for the theoretical ground from which I proceed to elucidate the language
of trauma.

To the extent that trauma is relegated to the realm of the ‘desymbolic,’ of the
‘unrepresentable,’ any attempt at capturing its modes of representation is bound to be
futile. But if we are to sustain any hope of knowing trauma, we must at least allow for
the possibility of such knowing. I therefore prefer to concede that trauma speaks, but that

it speaks in a language that is as foreign as it is unconscious. Insofar as psychoanalysis is



a discipline that aims to learn, as well as to teach, this language and the modes through
which it makes itself known, I will follow in its path. And yet, as psychoanalyst Bent
Rosenbaum noted in his own inquiry “The Unconscious: How does it speak to us
today?,”

In spite of more than 100 years of intense investigation, we do not know the realm

of the Unconscious very well. When it appears in our mind, it is painful to listen

to, it is hard to master reading it and hard to convey an understanding of it in
desired ways to colleagues, researchers and laymen... By our theoretical training,
we are not necessarily led to finding an appropriate and common language to
describe what we are able to listen to. Our inability to grasp it may very well lie

in the very nature of the unconscious. (2003, p.31)

Indeed, the nature of the unconscious, and of the traumatic inscriptions lying therein,
evades consciousness, escapes cognition, resists recognition. Thus, as Freud was quick
to realize, the possibility of accessing the language in which the unconscious makes itself
known, must necessarily involve a certain degree of imagining, an inferential process that
may have little to do with what’s immediately available as observation.

Freud’s metapsychology was intended as precisely such a process, as an
imaginary “modelling device” (Modell, 1981, p.393), that could illuminate the dark
regions of the mind. Through metapsychological theorizing, Freud transposed the
familiar laws of the physical world to the unfamiliar realm of the intrapsychic, providing
a view of the mind that resonated with a view of the world that prevailed in his time, a
world that was starting to become more transparent through the laws of physics and
thermodynamics. To the extent that metapsychological theory applied a systematic,
scientific view of the world to the unconscious mind, it also offered to legitimize

psychoanalysis as a science, and, more precisely, as a science of the unconscious. The

validity of metapsychology as a theory, and especially as one capable of conferring on



psychoanalysis a scientific status, spawned a series of intellectual debates among
psychoanalysts and philosophers alike. The “great metapsychology debate” (Wallerstein
1980, p.427) had sought to settle the status of psychoanalysis as a discipline, with
vociferous proponents of its scientificity on the one hand, and of skeptics, critics and
proponents of its hermeneutic, interpretive character on the other (e.g. Brenner, 1980;
Gill, 1976, 1988; Griinbaum, 1984; Holt, 1981; Meissner, 1981; Modell, 1981; Ricoeur,
1977; Schafer, 1976; Wallerstein, 1980, 1986, 1988). The scientific validity of
metapsychology, in all its economic, dynamic, topographical and structural aspects, was
put to the test, a test from which it eventually emerged maimed. Freud might have
suspected its fate, when in a letter to Fliess, as early as 1896, he referred to it, almost
prophetically, as “my ideal and woebegone child” (Freud, 1896, p.216).

Following the growing unpopularity of metapsychology, psychoanalysis turned its
gaze towards the promising scientific ventures of neuroscience, cognitive psychology and
developmental theory, whose methodology seemed capable of providing a more scientific
route of access to the unconscious. Indeed, psychoanalytic theory today strives to assert
its scientific status primarily through systematic clinical observations, attachment
research of parent-infant dyads (also regarded as the analyst-patient metaphor par
excellance), psychotherapy outcome studies, and neurobiological findings of brain
functions, an area of scientific inquiry that has begun to evolve into the new field of
neuro-psychoanalysis (e.g. Kaplan-Solms & Solms, 2000; Modell, 2003; Solms, 2001,
2002; Panksepp, 2000). To the extent that neuro-psychoanalysis can shed light on the
unconscious, or implicit, functions of the mind, it can offer ample potential for a new

kind of metapsychology, as a “psychology that leads behind consciousness” (Freud,



1898, p.301), a psychology of the unconscious. But despite the growing body of research
into the activities of the mind, the language of the unconscious, not simply as a set of
implicit functions but as a dynamic structure, a radical topos, continues to be far more
obscure than the workings of the physical world.

The shortcomings of metapsychology and its failure to grant psychoanalysis a
much-desired scientific status notwithstanding, it constituted Freud’s own attempt to
imagine the unconscious mind. Even as he acknowledged its limitations, Freud clung to
it till the very end. In Analysis Terminable and Interminable (1937), one of his last
published works, he insists on making a turn to metapsychology as a way of resolving a
theoretical impasse:

If we are asked by what methods and means this result is achieved, it is not easy

to find an answer. We can only say: ‘So muss denn doch die Hexe dran!” [We

must call the Witch to our help after all!]—the Witch Meta-psychology. Without
metapsychological speculation and theorizing—I had almost said ‘phantasying’—
we shall not get another step forward. Unfortunately, here as elsewhere, what our

Witch reveals is neither very clear nor very detailed. (p.225)

Even though Freud consciously summons his new ‘Witch’ of a science here, I would
argue that, unconsciously, he actually turns to the humanities. At the very moment when
he cannot “get another step forward” he calls the poet to his rescue.' It seems to me that
this unconscious slip reveals in fact an essential conundrum of psychoanalysis as a
discipline: as much as it seeks to render itself scientific, its object of study requires the
kind of imagining and “phantasying” afforded by the humanities.

The discomfort inherent in this statement is palpable: how can psychoanalysis

survive in the era of empiricism, an era that is now brought to its peak by the reign of

health insurance companies and the consequent prevalence of evidence-based treatments,

1 E (3 M 9 3 : E
Freud’s “So muss denn doch die Hexe dran!” is a direct reference to Goethe’ Faust, a work he quotes
numerous times in many of his writings.



if it turns to the humanities every time it finds itself in the narrow straits of a theoretical
impasse? Indeed, if psychoanalysis is to remain a mental health practice in today’s day
and age, it cannot afford to forfeit its claim to a scientific status and to clinical validity.
And yet, it is in today’s day and age, in the globalized age of mass media where trauma
figures to an unprecedented scale in the forefront of our TV sets and of our
consciousness, that psychoanalysis as a theory, and more specifically, as a theory of the
unconscious, cannot neglect the insights of those disciplines that seek to capture that
which is fundamentally and constitutively human. Freud is often quoted as having said
that “the poets and philosophers before me discovered the unconscious. What I
discovered was the scientific method by which the unconscious can be studied” (quoted
in Trilling, 2008, p.34). But contemporary psychoanalysis seldom turns to the “poets and
philosophers.” Although it has come a long way in opening itself up to influences from
disciplines as diverse as biology, neuroscience, and cognitive and developmental
psychology, it has removed itself further and further away from those disciplines that
have the human mind and its creations as an object of their investigation. Colonized by
the anxiety of the scientific paradigm, it has dismissively underestimated what is perhaps
its most powerful ally in the pursuit of deciphering the obscure language of the
unconscious.
skoksk

1I. Through the Kaleidoscope

With this in mind, I wish to address the question that I posed at the very
beginning, in the title of the previous section: namely, how psychoanalytic should

psychoanalysis be? From its very inception, psychoanalysis was constituted as much by



the fields that comprise the humanities, as it was by clinical observations and
metapsychology. Freud’s vision of a “college of psycho-analysis” is quite telling:
...alongside of depth-psychology, which would always remain the principal
subject, there would be an introduction to biology, as much as possible of the
science of sexual life, and familiarity with the symptomatology of psychiatry. On
the other hand, analytic instruction would include branches of knowledge which
are remote from medicine and which the doctor does not come across in his
practice: the history of civilization, mythology, the psychology of religion and the
science of literature. (1926, p.246)
Freud’s vision of psychoanalysis, in other words, was inherently interdisciplinary.
Interdisciplinarity® involves the coming together of multiple disciplines in order to
address “complex questions” and “to solve problems that are beyond the scope of anyone
discipline” (Klein, 1990, p.11). As a psychology of the unconscious, psychoanalysis has
taken it upon itself to answer an ever-complex question, a question that reverberates
through multiple disciplines including philosophy, literature, neuroscience, and biology:
namely, how does the unconscious speak and, as Rosenbaum specified, how does it speak
to us today? It seems to me that if psychoanalysis hopes to produce an answer to this
question, it has to proceed on an interdisciplinary path with a renewed respect for the
kind of imagining that is made possible by the humanities. In fact, [ would argue that a
turn to the humanities becomes an absolute imperative as soon as one attempts to

question, theorize, and understand the language of trauma, those dimensions of human

experience that border on the unknown/unknowable.

2 I'm using the term ‘interdisciplinarity’ here rather loosely, to indicate the process by which multiple
disciplines participate in a joint effort to produce a discourse around issues that exceed a single frame of
reference. In this sense, interdisciplinarity encompasses the range of processes through which disparate
disciplines address each other, be it intentionally or unintentionally. The different modes in which
interdisciplinary discourse transpires have been identified in terms such as multi-disciplinary, cross-
disciplinary and trans-disciplinary. Even though, I will refrain from engaging with these distinctions, I
believe that they are indicative of a growing recognition that academic disciplines, like individuals, require
a certain degree of inter-dependence in order to sustain themselves.



This project makes precisely such a turn. To the extent that it seeks to engage
with those traumatic experiences that lie on the edge of consciousness, it constitutes, not
a systematic, scientific investigation, but an act of imagining. It is an effort to grasp the
elusiveness of traumatic experience and of the ruptures in the symbolic threads that
connect people to the world and to each other. Put simply, it is an attempt to formulate a
psychoanalytic theory of trauma that ultimately seeks to understand the way it speaks to
us through its unconscious inscriptions. If, as literary theorist Cathy Caruth argues, “the
phenomenon of trauma...brings us to the limits of our understanding” (1995, p. 4), then
this project aims to tread precisely upon those limits, and imagine that which lies beyond
them.

Even though traumatic experiences lend themselves to observation in the form of
clinical phenomena (dissociation, psychosis, severe depression etc.), their
phenomenology and mental workings continue to exceed the limits of our understanding;
they are, by nature, elusive and impossible to capture in ordinary modes of
representation. It is only through an interdisciplinary approach, it seems to me, that a
psychoanalytic understanding of the nature of traumatic experience and its impact on
subjectivity may begin to ensue. In her introduction to an interdisciplinary collection of
essays on trauma, Caruth stresses this point:

The irreducible specificity of traumatic stories requires in its turn the varied

responses—responses of knowing and of acting—of literature, film, psychiatry,

neurobiology, sociology and political and social activism... It may be only
through this variety that we can learn, in effect, not only to ease suffering but to
open, in the individual and the community, new possibilities for change, a change

that would acknowledge the unthinkable realities to which traumatic experience
bears witness. (1995, p.ix)



Caruth’s call for interdisciplinary responses to trauma is especially pertinent to the
discipline of psychoanalysis, insofar as the latter’s purpose is precisely to create “new
possibilities for change.”

In accord with Caruth’s view then, I offer that traumatic experience must be
viewed kaleidoscopically if it is to be psychoanalytically approached. I believe that the
key to bringing the extraordinary and the unbearable within grasp lies at the intersection
of multiple disciplines—a unique locale from where to gaze, as if through a kaleidoscope,
at the “unthinkable realities to which traumatic experience bears witness.” I would like
to situate this project at a corner of this intersection, forming a fraction of the
kaleidoscopic lens to trauma. I do not wish to suggest that such a kaleidoscopic view will
render these “unthinkable realities” transparent. On the contrary, the superimposition of
multiple and interdisciplinary lenses might in fact transform an already perplex picture
into an even more dizzying image. But it is only by learning to dwell in such
discomforting, fragmented and infinitely complex spaces that we might hope to engage
the experience of those among us for whom ‘standing’ in such spaces, as Bromberg
(2001a) would have it, constitutes an absolute mode of being.

Living and thinking through a historical moment that many have called, with
apocalyptic awe, ‘the age of terror,” requires that we recognize and avow that which is
utterly human in what we conveniently tend to relegate to the ‘evil,” inhuman other.
Heinz Kohut captured this well when, in reference to the atrocities of World War 11, he
recognized that “such events are not bestial, in the primary sense of the word, but that
they are decidedly human” (1972, p.378). To familiarize ourselves with the otherness

that lies at the core of humanness is to develop a willingness to face the discomfort of
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dealing with experiences that are difficult to fathom, and even more difficult to integrate
in our conceptions of subjectivity and sociality. In other words, if we do indeed live in an
age of terror, we must force ourselves to step outside our comfort zones and approach the
discourse of trauma anew, all the while keeping in mind that extraordinary experiences
are far too common. As Judith Herman asserts in her seminal work Trauma and
Recovery (1997),

Rape, battery, and other forms of sexual and domestic violence are so common a

part of women’s lives that they can hardly be described as outside the range of

ordinary experience. And in view of the number of people killed in war over the

past century, military trauma, too, must be considered a common part of human

experience; only the fortunate find it unusual. (p.33)
In The Analyst in the Inner City, Neil Altman (2004) also reminds us of the extensive
trauma that life in the inner city involves, a life that is led by millions of people who
might not even dare consider their everyday, ‘ordinary’ living as traumatic. Indeed, as
Herman suggests, “traumatic events are extraordinary, not because they occur rarely, but
rather because they overwhelm the ordinary human adaptations to life” (1997, p.33). In
Black Skins, White Masks (1967), a psychoanalytic exploration of the oppression
experienced by blacks in a white world, Frantz Fanon wisely wrote, “every human
problem must be considered from the standpoint of time...I belong irreducibly to my
time” (p.13). In the grim spirit of my time then I feel compelled to engage the language
of trauma, to question its modes of articulation and the ruptures through which it makes
itself known.

This urgency to know trauma seems to have mobilized disparate disciplines

which, left alone, would fall short in their ability to create a discourse that can sustain the

multiple and complex dimensions of traumatic experience. It is as if the language of
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trauma cannot be articulated, except through the emergence of a new language, which is
in turn the result of multiple discourses that speak only with recourse to each other. “If
psychoanalysis, psychiatry, sociology, and even literature are beginning to hear each
other anew in the study of trauma,” writes Caruth, “it is because they are listening
through the radical disruption and gaps of traumatic experience” (1995, p. 4).
skoksk

111. What we Mean When we Speak of Trauma

As I prepare to engage with the language of trauma, it seems impossible to
overlook that there is little agreement within and between disciplines about what we
mean when we speak of trauma. Although it is outside the scope of this project to engage
this taxonomical debate at length, it is worth noting that the latest edition of the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM), the official ‘canon’ of the
psychiatric discipline, has revised its previous definition of trauma as an event “outside
the range of usual human experience” (American Psychiatric Association, 1980, p.236) to
one that involves an event which evokes a response of “intense fear, helplessness, or
horror” (American Psychiatric Association, 1994, p.424). The new definition seems to
have shifted the emphasis from the situational nature of the traumatic event to the
phenomenological experience of its symptomatology. This shift reflects precisely the
difficulty of defining trauma with recourse to itself. What seems to be most salient, is not
the event itself but the “radical disruption and gaps” it creates. Notably, the definition of
trauma in the current fourth edition of the DSM appears under the diagnostic category of
Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), which outlines a narrow set of criteria and

symptoms that determine whether an experience may or may not be deemed as traumatic.
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But given that the very nature of trauma is such that it often eludes consciousness and
becomes disavowed, we must contend that the range of traumatic experience extends far
beyond the diagnostic confines of PTSD.

In a recent attempt to expand the range of experiences that may be clinically
accounted for in the DSM, trauma researcher Bessel van der Kolk (2005) and his
colleagues at the Trauma Center of the Justice Resource Institute, proposed to the DSM-
V task force (the publication of which is forthcoming in 2012) the inclusion of
Developmental Trauma Disorder, a diagnosis which aims to capture experiences of
complex childhood trauma and abuse that are often recklessly and dangerously triaged as
Conduct Disorder, Attention Deficit Disorder etc. Such experiences of chronic exposure
to trauma (as opposed to a single traumatic event) that are not adequately captured by a
PTSD diagnosis are also often reflected in certain personality disorders, diagnosed in
adulthood. But such diagnostic categories hardly succeed in conveying the horrors,
indeed the “unthinkable realities to which traumatic experience bears witness.” By
nature, trauma simply refuses categorization and recognition, so that such neat diagnostic
confines are bound to overshadow the intricacies of its phenomenology.

This project assumes a definition of trauma that can be traced back to Freud’s
original formulation and which takes into account both the nature of the external event
and the psychical response to it:

We describe as ‘traumatic’ any excitations from outside which are powerful

enough to break through the protective shield. It seems to me that the concept of

trauma necessarily implies a connection of this kind with a breach in an otherwise
efficacious barrier against stimuli. Such an event as an external trauma is bound

to provoke a disturbance on a large scale in the functioning of the organism's
energy and to set in motion every possible defensive measure. (Freud, 1920, p.29)
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Although I do not wish to speak of trauma in such quantitative terms, I find Freud’s
description useful in its emphasis on the relation between the inside and the outside, the
psyche and the external stimulation. What is ‘traumatic’ is neither that which is on the
inside nor that which is on the outside; rather, it is the point of contact and rupture, the
point of “breach” between inside and outside. In this project, I will consider trauma in
these terms, as a rupture in the space that both connects and separates the subject from
the world. In my theoretical exploration I will avoid an explicit distinction between
single-event trauma and chronic or cumulative trauma, not so much because such a
distinction is not warranted, but because it is one that deserves and requires a close
examination that cannot be afforded in the limited context of this project. However, it
seems worth stating that insofar as it awakens a fundamental anxiety of annihilation,
trauma is always retrospectively chronic; that is, as Freud had recognized, trauma lies
less in the experience itself and more in its belated (nachtriglichkeit) recognition.’
skoksk

1V. Rethinking Symbolization and Trauma

Insofar as it aims to illuminate the unconscious language through which trauma
speaks, this project takes an interest, not in the existing literature on trauma per se, but in
the literature that sought to understand the symbolic expressions of the unconscious.
Thus, in the first chapter, I review the main psychoanalytic writings on symbolization,
from Freud’s original formulations to more contemporary views on the subject. In this

chronological trajectory, I also speculate about the way in which historical traumas might

3 See Freud’s Project for a Scientific Psychology (1895) for his use of the term ‘nachtriglichkeit,” usually
translated as ‘apres coup,” ‘afterwardness’ or, less accurately, ‘deferred action.’
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have contributed to the theoretical shifts in the concept of symbolization within the
psychoanalytic field.

In the second chapter, I approach symbolization from a Lacanian perspective. [
find Lacan’s view of symbolization as the ubiquitous insertion of all subjects into the
symbolic realms of language and culture, and his conceptualization of the unconscious as
a linguistic structure, to be especially useful in the exploration of traumatic inscriptions,
mainly because they eliminate the theoretical possibility for ‘desymbolization.” In
Lacan’s theoretical model, the subject is first and foremost the subject of the
unconscious, and the unconscious is always symbolic. Thus, as long as the unconscious
is operative, and the unconscious is always already operative—“something always
thinks,” argues Lacan (2007, p.189)—there is no possibility for desymbolization. The
concept of desymbolization has been used in psychoanalytic literature to connote a mere
“absence of symbolization” (Freedman & Berzofsky, 1995, p. 365). In Lacan’s
theoretical system however, symbolization does not have its opposite, its negation as it
were; the unconscious, and the trauma inscribed therein, speaks, and it speaks despite
consciousness, through symptoms, parapraxes, and acting out. In this sense, I recast
symbolization, not as a developmental achievement, but as a constitutional imperative. [
believe that theorizing symbolization in terms that preclude a dialectical opposite allows
for a much needed re-conceptualization of the complex mental and psychical processes
that are often reduced to ‘desymbolization.” At the very least, reinstating such
phenomena back to the realm of the symbolic creates a new imperative for their

understanding.
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Drawing on Lacan’s ideas, I approach symbolization as a boundary process, a
process that both constructs and defines the double boundaries between the subject and
his unconscious on the one hand, and the subject and the world, or his cultural context, on
the other. I call the traumatic breaches at these boundaries ‘symbolic ruptures’ to
connote that even though they appear as ruptures in the realm of the symbolic, they are
themselves symbolic, they are, in other words, structured. I use the word ‘structure’
throughout this project in a manner similar to the one that Lacan alluded to when he
commented on his obscure proposition that “the unconscious is structured as a language”:
“properly speaking,” Lacan said, “this is a redundancy because “structured” and “as a
language” for me mean exactly the same thing. Structured means my speech, my
lexicon, etc., which is exactly the same as a language” (2007, p.188). In my use of the
word ‘structure,’ I do not refer strictly to language per se, but to any symptom, any
formation, which, by virtue of having a form—no matter how seemingly chaotic—is
inherently symbolic. What this means when we speak of traumatic experiences, is that
symbolization—and not its opposite—can be found in the repetitive throes of night
terrors, somatic complaints, hallucinations and delusions.

In the third chapter of this project, I explore the structure and language of these
ruptures through the unconscious language of dreams. I trace the language of trauma in a
retroactive reading of Freud’s The Interpretation of Dreams, through Beyond the
Pleasure Principle and 1 offer that, in its relentless repetitions, the language of trauma
constitutes a strict expression of the condensation and displacement that defines the
language of dreams. This psychoanalytic imagining of traumatic structures seeks to

rethink the way we understand symptoms and acting out in the context of the treatment.
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In its ‘apreés coup’ movement of reading, this chapter also performs the belated way in
which trauma comes to be witnessed.

In the fourth and final chapter, I offer an account of a clinical case through which
I illustrate the theoretical formulations advanced in this project. This is the case of a
young woman whom I saw in individual psychotherapy for a period of two years, and
whose extensive experiences of trauma made their appearance over the course of the
treatment in subtle and surprising ways. As I describe the course of this treatment, [
identify the modes in which trauma spoke through the acts of my patient and the belated
ways in which I recognized its speech. Through this case study, I also aim to show that
symbolic ruptures can be approached through the symbolic ruptures in the frame of the
treatment, which constitutes the structure around which the treatment unfolds. The
discussion focuses on my patient’s relationship both to me and to the frame of the
treatment, with an emphasis on the ruptures of this structure through our mutual
enactments and the patient’s acting out. Far from (or in addition to) being an indication
of unconscious resistance, or a defensive reaction, I conceptualize such breaches and gaps
in the therapeutic process as performative of traumatic ruptures, and therefore as points of
access to the language of trauma. My own role as a witness to the patient’s trauma, and
the patient’s experience of being witnessed, are also considered as mutative factors in the
treatment process.

This project concludes with a beginning, returning to some preliminary thoughts
about the discipline of psychoanalysis by considering its relation to its own structures—
the structures of the psychoanalytic institutions within, and the academic and mental

health structures without—and contemplating the ruptures operative therein. These
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thoughts are presented less as conclusive and definitive statements about the nature of the
field and more as a way of experimenting with the theoretical ideas of this project, and of
testing them so to speak, through psychoanalysis, by treating it as a ‘subject’ of the
unconscious and of trauma that is called to negotiate the symbolic structures both of its
own unconscious and of the socio-cultural context in which it is immersed.

In the end, this project may not constitute much more than a mere act of
imagination. From a scientific standpoint whereby legitimacy is earned through the
accumulation of evidence, imagining alone, imagining without knowing, might be an
anathema. But while it is true that acts of imagination do not lead to health insurance re-
imbursement, or to the re-assuring validity afforded by scientific exploration, it is through
such acts that we may construct a psychological beginning to those ‘missed’ experiences
that cannot be known only by means of empirical observation or clinical inquiry. In
André Green’s apt words:

...we cannot do without a mythical origin, just as a small child must construct

theories, even romances, about his birth and infancy. Undoubtedly, our role is not

to imagine, but to explain and to transform. However, Freud had the courage to
write, “Without metapsychological speculation and theorizing—I had almost said

“phantasying”—we shall not get another step forward”...We cannot accept that

our theories are fantasies. The best solution would be to accept that they are not

the expression of scientific truth but an approximation to it, its analogue. Then

there is no harm in constructing a myth of origins, provided we know that it can
only be a myth. (1975, p. 18).
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Chapter 1

Symbols and Their Vicissitudes
*kk
1. Symbolization In-De-Terminable
In engaging with the concept of symbolization in psychoanalysis, it seems
important to state at the outset that it is a topic, which inevitably, and often inadvertently,
evokes multiple frames of reference. As soon as one begins to examine the concept, one
finds that what is at hand is in fact a knot which, if untied, would let loose the entire
corpus of psychoanalytic theory, from the primary and secondary processes, to the drive
and the object, and from the workings of the unconscious to the mechanisms of defense;
symbolization, in other words, pervades the entire field of mental and emotional
functioning. And if one attempts to investigate the term even further, one will come
across such diverse disciplines as linguistics, philosophy, literature, art, neuroscience,
biology etc. This interdisciplinary interest in symbolization speaks to its multifaceted
and complex nature. As patently obvious as this may seem, it is a fact that
psychoanalysts have often overlooked, creating in this way irreconcilable inconsistencies
around the use of the term. What complicates matters even more is the fact that
‘symbolization’ is often conflated with ‘symbolism,” where both terms are often treated
as interchangeable, rendering a qualitative distinction between the two practically
impossible.
It is not surprising then that most, if not all, contemporary psychoanalytic writings
on the subject of symbolization include a disclaimer of sorts to indicate that the existing

theoretical confusion around the concept of symbolization cannot be single-handedly
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amended. Given the haphazard way in which the term has been used historically, it
seems too late to set the record straight. In their seminal book The Language of
Psychoanalysis, Laplanche and Pontalis also acquiesce to the obscurity of the term:
The notion of symbolism is nowadays so closely tied to psycho-analysis, the
words ‘symbolic’, ‘symbolise’ and ‘symbolisation’ are used so often—and so
variously—and the problems surrounding symbolic thought and the creation and
utilisation of symbols fall within the scope of so many disciplines (psychology,
linguistics, epistemology, history of religions, anthropology, etc.), that it is
particularly hard in this case to mark off a specifically psycho-analytic use of
these terms and to distinguish their various senses... (1973, p.442)
Similarly, in her paper on “The Development of Symbolization,” Edgcumbe confesses to
being equally perplexed:
I have not found it at all easy to present an overview of current thinking about
symbolization, because there is such a vast literature in many different disciplines,
and many different points of view... Psychoanalysts have pursued a number of
ideas in Freud's work which may be roughly subsumed under the heading of
‘symbolism’, without always distinguishing clearly enough between the various
processes and levels of explanation which are involved. (1984, p.104)
In a more recent paper, Freedman and Russell (2003) also affirm that “there are many
difficulties in attempting to evolve a coherent approach to symbolization in clinical
discourse. The most pervasive is the confusion of symbolization and symbolism™ (p.42).
This confusion appears to be specific, not to clinical discourse in general, but to clinical
discourse within psychoanalysis, which, as will be subsequently discussed, is called to
align its already existing literature on the contents of the unconscious, or unconscious
symbolism, with a growing interest in representational processes. Freedman and Russell
attempt to resolve this lexical inconsistency within the psychoanalytic discourse by
offering to relegate symbolism to the domain of the primary process, and reserve

symbolization for higher-order linguistic functions. However, given all the preceding

and subsequent literature on the topic, such a neat distinction proves difficult to sustain.
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With these semantic and conceptual ambiguities in mind then, and for the sake of
clarity, I opt to make use of the term ‘symbolization’ throughout this discussion, to refer
to a process, the complex nature of which has been defined in various terms by different
thinkers. I will restrict the term symbolism to its exclusive psychoanalytic use, to
indicate the substitution of an unconscious idea by a conscious symbol. Having said this,
I recognize that many of the authors with whom I will be ‘conversing,” use the term
symbolization in reference to this unconscious substitution (and vice-versa). While
discussing their ideas, I will try not to deviate from the language that they themselves
chose, although I offer to make note of the potential for confusion whenever it arises.
What follows is a brief overview of the concepts of symbolism and symbolization in
psychoanalysis, from Freud to contemporary thought, and a historical contextualization
of their trajectory. This discussion will in turn form the backdrop to my exploration of

‘symbolic ruptures’ in traumatic experience.

skoksk

I1. Symbolism and its Contents

As Harold Blum points out, Freud “revised the chapter on Symbolism more than
any other section of ‘The Interpretation of Dreams,’”” and he revised The Interpretation of
Dreams, 1 would add, more than any other of his works (1978, p. 455). In his
introduction to the latter, James Strachey, Freud’s editor and translator, also emphasizes
Freud’s continuous preoccupation with the subject of symbolism: “By far the greater
number of additions dealing with any single subject are those concerned with symbolism
in dreams. Freud explains...that he arrived late at a full realization of the importance of

this side of the subject” (1900, p.xii).
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Indeed, Freud wrote extensively on the function of symbolism in dreams and in
psychoneuroses, where an idea “has been repressed and replaced by a substitute” (Freud,
1900, p.461). Jones (1916) later used the term ‘true’ or ‘psychoanalytic’ symbolism to
describe this unconscious substitution and to distinguish it from symbolism in its wider
sense. This definition of symbolism was subsequently dismissed as too narrow (e.g.
Milner, 1952; Rycroft, 1956)* but it was instrumental in setting the stage for much of the
psychoanalytic literature that followed.

At the risk of reifying Freud’s prolific work on symbolism, I would say that his
observations and theorizing can be divided between those that deal with the content, or
the what, of symbolism, which Freud addresses explicitly and are to be found in
abundance throughout his work, and those concerning the process, or the how, of
symbolization, which are less obvious and can be deduced from his metapsychological
writings on the unconscious and the thing and word-presentations, as well as his work on
the primary and secondary process. Regarding the content of symbolism, Freud’s views
remain relatively consistent over time: symbols are treated as representatives of
unconscious, repressed ideas that are met with the necessity for censorship in their

original form and can therefore only find representation through symbolic substitutes.

* Milner’s critique of the traditional, psychoanalytic use of symbolism is apt in capturing both the
problematics of pathologizing symbolism, and the limitations it sets for interdisciplinary discourse. It
should also be noted here that even though Milner uses the word ‘symbolization’ to describe this practice,
she clearly refers to symbolism in Jones’ restrictive sense. In Milner’s own words:
To try to restrict the meaning of the word symbolization, as some writers tend to do, to the use of
the symbol for purposes of distortion, may have the advantage of simplification, but it has other
disadvantages. One of these is that it causes unnecessary confusion when one tries to
communicate with workers of other disciplines, such as epistemology, aesthetics, and the
philosophy of science; it interferes with what might be a valuable collaboration in the work of
clarifying some of the obscure issues about the nature of thought. This isolation of psycho-
analysis, by its terminology, from related fields, may not have been a disadvantage in the early
days of the struggle to establish analytic concepts in their own right, but now such isolation can I
think lead to an impoverishment of our own thinking. (1952, p. 194)
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Such ideas tend to pertain to wishes and conflicts concerning the body and its parts,
sexuality, primary objects, primitive anxieties around birth and death etc. Although most
prevalent in dreams, such symbols, Freud argued, also appear in the form of neurotic
symptoms, and are widely recognizable “in folklore, and in popular myths, legends,
linguistic idioms, proverbial wisdom and current jokes” (1900, p.351). The ubiquity of
certain symbols led Freud to conclude that “things that are symbolically connected to-day
were probably united in prehistoric times by conceptual and linguistic identity. The
symbolic relation seems to be a relic and a mark of former identity” (p.351). At its very
basis then, the symbolic relation between the symbol and that which it represents
involves a process of identification; a process, that is, of identifying aspects of sameness
or, as Freud (1925) later realized, aspects of difference by means of negation, for which
the symbol becomes a substitute.’

Freud’s work on symbolism came under focus through his dispute with Jung that
led to the first major split in the fledgling psychoanalytic Society of Vienna. Jones’ 1916
classic paper on “The Theory of Symbolism” (1948) was a response to this conflict,
protecting Freud’s views on the subject from Jung’s irreverent use of them as a
justification for the collective unconscious. It has already been mentioned that in this
paper, Jones differentiates between symbolism in its broadest sense, as the replacement of
one idea by another, and psychoanalytic or true symbolism, as the substitution of an

unconscious idea, due to an underlying conflict. Drawing on Freud’s description of

> Although the “prehistoric” identification between symbol and symbolized speaks primarily to the content
of symbolic forms as archaic (a fact which, to Freud’s dismay, led Jung to postulate the collective
unconscious), it also reveals an important aspect of the symbolic process; namely, the /inkage of the
symbol to that which it represents. This act of linking, it seems to me, is coextensive with the act of
binding, the organizing function that Freud attributes to the psychical apparatus. In fact, this seems
precisely to be the point where the content of symbolism and the process of symbolization begin to
converge in Freud’s thought. See Chapter 3 for a more extensive discussion on the function of binding and
its relation to condensation and displacement, the principal forms of unconscious symbolism.
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symbolism as an ‘archaic identity,” Jones proceeds to argue that true symbolism is
regressive to a primitive mode of functioning (Rayner, 1991). That is, to the extent that
the purpose of all symbolism “is to overcome the inhibition that is hindering the free
expression of a given feeling-idea,” then “it always constitutes a regression to a simpler
mode of apprehension” (Jones, 1948, p.144). In Jones’ view, what distinguishes ‘true
symbolism’ is the fact that the regression proceeds all the way “to the level of the
unconscious,” as opposed to “remaining conscious or at most preconscious” (1948,
p.144). The seeds of this distinction were already discernible in a 1911 letter from
Ferenczi to Freud, where Ferenczi differentiates between two phases of symbolism,
namely, “phanerosymbolism” and “cryptosymbolism,” which respectively correspond to

. . 6
symbolism “before and after repression”

(1949, p.244, emphasis in original).

Jones and Ferenczi’s emphasis on symbolism as an unconscious, primitive
process, further reinforced Freud’s original view of “the symbolic relation” as “a relic
and a mark of former identity” (1900, p.351). This “identity” was also seen to operate on
an affective level. As Ferenczi suggested to Freud in 1911, “two things which are only
slightly similar to each other in their sensory presentation may be identified symbolically
if they are invested by the same emotion” (1949, p.244). Jones describes a similar
process when he juxtaposes true symbolism to sublimation, arguing that in the case of the
former the quality of the affect which invests the symbol remains unaltered, while in the

case of the latter, both the idea and the quality of the affect undergo modification.

According to Jones, if the idea on which the affect is attached becomes modified in its

% The etymology of the terms phanerosymbolism and cryptosymbolism derive from the Greek words
oovepd (phanero) and kpomtd (crypto), the former referring to that which is obvious or visible, and the
latter to that which is hidden or secret. It is in this sense that phanerosymbolism, or symbolism before
repression, corresponds to symbolism in its broad sense, as Jones describes it, whereas cryptosymbolism, or
symbolism affer repression, corresponds to Jones’ ‘true symbolism.’
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symbolic representation, then the idea and its symbol are no longer perceived as identical,
but as related. The symbolic relation in the case of sublimation then appears to be not
one of identity, but one of association. However, as the psychoanalytic process has
taught us, it is by means of an associative process that one may hope to recover the
primal identity of the symbol, a fact that renders Jones’ qualitative distinction between
‘true symbolism’ and sublimation at least questionable. That is, it seems more likely, not
that there are two distinct processes of symbolism, but that symbolic processes operate
along a continuum (conscious-unconscious, primary process-secondary process, fantasy-
reality, etc.) rather than on the basis of discrete, unconscious substitutions. Charles
Rycroft (1956) raises a similar critique to Jones’ argument: “it is surely more logical to
say that symbolism is a general capacity which may be used in two different ways than to
subdivide symbolism into two separate categories according to the two different uses to
which it is put” (p.140). At best, as Marion Milner points out, a “difficulty arises here
from lack of a sufficiently clear distinction between the two uses of the process which has
been given the name of symbolization” (1952, p.182).

While Jones and Ferenczi saw the atavistic identifications operating in the process
of symbol formation as further proof of its primitive, regressive nature, Klein discerned a
potential for higher-order functions even in unconscious ‘ true symbolism,’ arguing that
“symbolism is the foundation of all sublimation and of every talent, since it is by way of
symbolic equation that things, activities and interests become the subject of libidinal
phantasies” (1930, p.25). Klein elaborates:

...side by side with the libidinal interest, it is the anxiety arising in the phase that [
have described’ which sets going the mechanism of identification. Since the child

7 Klein here refers to the anxiety arising out of the infant’s sadistic phantasies and desire to destroy the
object (the first object being the infant’s own body), which lead the infant to displace these impulses and
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desires to destroy the organs (penis, vagina, breast) which stand for the objects, he

conceives a dread of the latter. This anxiety contributes to make him equate the

organs in question with other things; owing to this equation these in their turn

become objects of anxiety, and so he is impelled constantly to make other and

new equations, which form the basis of his interest in the new objects and of

symbolism. Thus, not only does symbolism come to be the foundation of all

phantasy and sublimation but, more than that, upon it is built up the subject's

relation to the outside world and to reality in general. (p.25, emphasis added)
That is, far from being indicative of a regressive primitive mode of functioning,
according to Klein, symbolic identifications create and facilitate a relationship between
the inner and the outside world. The Kleinian conceptualization of the symbol as that
which creates a link between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ will become crucial in much of the
post-war psychoanalytic literature, and it is also central to my understanding of symbolic
ruptures and traumatic experience. In fact, as it is discussed in the following section,
Klein’s views emerge as the basis of a major shift in the trajectory of the psychoanalytic
thinking on symbolism at the unique historical juncture created by the Second World
War.

skksk

I11. Symbolism Revisited: From Content to Process

Interestingly, the psychoanalytic focus shifts dramatically after World War I,
from attempts at deciphering the unconscious meaning of symbols, to attempts at
illuminating the processes that underlie the symbolic function. The titles appearing in the

most prominent psychoanalytic journals of the time are quite revealing: with few

exceptions, Klein being the most notable one, papers published between 1920 and 1950

look for other objects, a displacement which carries a symbolic value: “The sadism becomes a source of
danger because it offers an occasion for the liberation of anxiety and also because the weapons employed to
destroy the object are felt by the subject to be leveled at his own person also. The object of the attack
becomes a source of danger because the subject fears similar, retaliatory attacks from it. Thus, the wholly
undeveloped ego is faced with a task which at this stage is quite beyond it—the task of mastering the
severest anxiety” (1930, p.25). Symbolic equation becomes the way by which this anxiety is mastered.
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carry titles such as “The spider as a symbol” (Abraham, 1923), “Five as a symbol” (Foxe,
1944), “The mantle symbol” (Jones, 1927), “A castration symbol” (Riviere, 1924), “High
blood pressure as a phallic symbol” (Stevens, 1933), etc. From the 1950s onwards,
noticeable contributions to the process of symbol formation and symbolization begin to
appear, alongside but separately from those concerned with the meaning of unconscious
symbolism. In 1952 Milner publishes “Aspects of Symbolism in Comprehension of the
Not-Self,” and the following year Winnicott’s paper on “Transitional Objects and
Transitional Phenomena—A study of the first not-me possession” appears, even though
Winnicott presented a version of the paper to the British Psycho-Analytical Society as
early as May 1951. Three years later, in 1956, Rycroft publishes his paper on
“Symbolism and its Relation to the Primary and Secondary Process,” and in 1957 there
follows the publication of Hanna Segal’s “Notes on Symbol Formation.” Bion’s seminal
paper “Attacks on Linking” appears in 1959. Having fled Europe, Hartmann, Rapaport
and others, are also addressing the subject from the other side of the Atlantic, by virtue of
their work on psychic structures and theories of thinking. By the 1960s and 70s, there
ensues what one might call a ‘hyper-theorization’ of the symbolic process;
psychoanalysts begin to refer to this process as ‘symbolization’ with more consistency,
mostly in an attempt to distinguish it from the pre-existing literature on unconscious
symbolism and its contents.

I would speculate that this gradual but dramatic shift in psychoanalytic thinking,
from symbolic content to symbolic process, was largely the result of a decisive encounter
of psychoanalysis with massive, collective trauma. The large-scale exterminations and

radical displacements brought about by the atrocities of WW II necessitated a paradigm
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shift, the invention of a new language even, that could account for the psychological
realities of the time and of their impact both on psychoanalysts as individuals and
psychoanalysis as a discipline. The mimetic relation between symbol and symbolized of
the kind ‘airplanes and zeppelins=penis’ (Freud, 1916) was too simplistic to sustain the
fragmented and chaotic reverberations of the war. The profound ways in which WWII
shaped psychoanalysis in Europe and led to the development of ego psychology in the
United States have already been outlined (see Roudinesco, 1990).* What is pertinent for
our purposes, is the way psychoanalysis itself was implicated in trauma, forever
transformed by it, permanently de-centered and dispersed, quite literally. Suffice it to say
that some of the most prominent psychoanalysts of the time emigrated from Europe to
North and South America, seeking refuge from the Nazi extermination machine and
many perished before they had a chance to flee. It was only natural that the evolution of
mainstream psychoanalytic thinking in the aftermath of this historical moment would
move in the direction of coping, integration and healing with an emphasis on the
synthetic functions of the ego and the mechanisms of defense.

Just as we might say that the witnessing of WWI led Freud to posit the death
drive, we might also wonder whether the witnessing of WWII led to its defensive

repudiation in much of the psychoanalytic thinking that followed, thereby marginalizing a

8 Regarding the development of ego psychology and its founders Roudinesco writes:

Viennese by origin, Hartmann, like Kris, belonged to that central European tribe of Jews
that had been forced to flee pogroms and change languages, diplomas, and cultures numerous
times...he spent some time in Paris before landing permanently in America... There, he joined up
with Lowenstein, who had himself been exiled from Poland, Berlin, and Paris. David Rapaport,
for his part, had traveled a similarly tumultuous route...

It would be false to reduce ego psychology to a mere ideology for adapting subjects to
capitalist society. If the notion of adaptation is one of the ideals of American life, it also informs
the dreams of a certain Diaspora intent on ending its wanderings. From that perspective, there
was a link between the theory of ego autonomy and the private history of each of its founders.
(1990, p.168, emphasis added).
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theory that allowed for an inherent destructiveness in human nature. It was in this
historical context that theories of symbolization began to emerge with a painstaking sense
of urgency. This sense of urgency was further intensified when psychoanalysis began to
make its way through the doors of mental institutions, where it was met with the
perplexing phenomena of psychoses and ‘war-neuroses’ on an unprecedented scale.? In
other words, not only was psychoanalysis pervaded by this historical trauma, but it also
appears that the history of psychoanalysis itself was being inscribed in trauma.
skoksk

1V. The Process of Symbol Formation

In the aftermath of the war, Klein’s challenge to Jones’ established view of
symbolism as essentially primitive, and her reformulation of it as “the foundation of all
sublimation and of every talent,” became especially appealing, as it offered an optimistic
lens through which psychoanalysis could make sense out of non-sense and find order in
disorder. Searching for a medium that would allow the working-through of its own
trauma, psychoanalysis found itself investigating the symbolic processes operative in
play, art and creativity; at a historical moment that marked the collapse of symbolic
structures, it became essential to pursue a theorization of symbol formation.

Hanna Segal’s paper “Notes on Symbol Formation” (1957) constitutes a major
attempt to delineate the process by which symbols come to be. Like Klein, Segal assigns

a crucial role to anxiety in the process of symbol formation. “Symbol formation,” she

? In their book “History Beyond Trauma,” French psychoanalysts Francoise Davoine and Jean-Max
Gaudilliére describe how they “kept finding the same reference to war among the pioneers of the
psychoanalysis of the psychoses” (2004, p.102). “Who would have imagined,” they ask, “that a
psychoanalysis of madness had begun in the barracks of field hospitals?” (p.106). As they argue, it is the
“imminence of destruction—destruction of the self and the world—that madness shares with war traumas”
(p-106). The relation between war traumas and psychosis is in fact quite apt since they are both defined by
a disturbance in the parameters of reality (i.e. time, space, sequence, causality, etc.), and therefore by a
breach in the boundary between inside and outside.
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writes, “is an activity of the ego attempting to deal with the anxieties stirred by its
relation to the object” (p.392). In this sense, anxiety is not only understood as a
necessary ‘signal’ for the adaptation of the individual to the environment, but it also
becomes the impetus for symbol formation and creativity. Working within the tradition
of British object relations, Segal approaches symbol formation as an object-relational
process, whereby “disturbances in differentiation between ego and object lead to
disturbances in differentiation between the symbol and the object symbolized and
therefore to concrete thinking characteristic of psychoses” (p.392). This bidirectional
relationship between symbol and object allows Segal to introduce an alternative
distinction to the one that Jones had proposed between conscious symbolism and
unconscious or true symbolism. Segal distinguishes instead between “symbol proper,”
which “is felt to represent the object,” and “symbolic equation,” where “the symbol-
substitute is felt to be the original object” (Segal, p.395, emphasis in original). In this
sense, Segal aligns Jones’ original view of the identification between symbol and
symbolized with Klein’s paranoid-schizoid position, during which “parts of the ego and
internal objects are projected into an object and identified with it” and “differentiation
between the self and the object is obscured.” (p.393). The symbol proper on the other
hand, which involves a degree of differentiation from that which it represents, is seen to
be characteristic of the depressive position, during which “the separation from the object,
ambivalence, guilt, and loss can be experienced and tolerated”; in this phase “the symbol
is used not to deny but to overcome loss” (p.395).

Although Segal’s work was influential in problematizing Jones’ distinction

between symbolism and sublimation, by recognizing in all symbolism a ubiquitous
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“activity of the ego attempting to deal with the anxieties stirred by its relation to the
object,” she still maintained a hierarchical distinction in the way that this activity is
carried out; that is, she differentiated between symbol proper where this activity becomes
adaptive and symbolic equation where it remains concrete and pathological. The work of
Milner attempted to eliminate this distinction altogether, divorcing symbolic
identifications from their primitive, psychopathological functions, even more
emphatically than Klein had done. Milner vehemently criticized the traditional
psychoanalytic approach to symbolism that treated the symbol as a mere distortion, a
view that carried obvious pathological connotations. Instead, she (1952) introduced “the
role of illusion in symbol formation,” as a necessary aspect of all symbolism, by means
of which “the person producing the fusion [of two dissimilar objects] believes that the
secondary object is the primary one” (p.183, emphasis in original). That is, what Segal
considered as characteristic of concrete symbolic equation, Milner recast into a normative
process. For instance, Milner viewed the analytic transference as a prime example of
such “creative illusion” (p.183), where the figure of the analyst is fused, infused and
identified with other “dissimilar objects.” Milner uses the word “fusion” here in the same
way that Freud, Jones and others had used the word identification, to indicate the
perceived similarity between an unconscious idea or object and its symbolic substitute. It
is by means of such fusion, or of “finding the familiar in the unfamiliar,” Milner argues,
that the subject creates the outside world. In discussing the psychoanalytic treatment of a
young boy, Milner elucidates this process: “in the setting of the analytic play-room, he
had been able to find a bit of the external world that was malleable; he had found that it

was safe to treat it as a bit of himself, and so he had let it serve as a bridge between inner
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and outer” (p.193). Phantasy plays a crucial role in this process since “it is only in
phantasy that two dissimilar objects are fused into one” (p. 183). Thus, although for
Milner, as for Klein, symbolization “is the basis of those skills by which we relate
ourselves to the world around us” (p.194), it is through phantasy, the site of illusion, that
such linking becomes possible.

The space within which inner and outer realities meet, interact, and transform
each other, is perhaps most easily recognizable in Winnicott’s concept of potential or
transitional space,'® which is itself an elaboration of the role of illusion in its capacity to
link inside with outside. As Winnicott writes,

The transitional objects and transitional phenomena belong to the realm of

illusion which is at the basis of initiation of experience. This early stage in

development is made possible by the mother's special capacity for making
adaptation to the needs of her infant, thus allowing the infant the illusion that
what the infant creates really exists.

This intermediate area of experience, unchallenged in respect of its
belonging to inner or external (shared) reality, constitutes the greater part of the
infant's experience and throughout life is retained in the intense experiencing that
belongs to the arts and to religion and to imaginative living, and to creative
scientific work.

A positive value of illusion can therefore be stated. (1953, p.97)

The positive value of illusion becomes possible, Winnicott argues, when the illusion is
neither challenged nor imposed (as happens with delusions for instance). It is as though
the tolerance of illusion is a special allowance made to the infant by the world, which like
art, religion and creative endeavors, is tolerated and accepted.

What Winnicott is essentially describing here, is a process of symbolization,

through which the infant generates meaning and establishes its relation to the world by

' If Milner’s views have a flavor of Winnicott’s thinking, and vice-versa, it is because of a kinship that ran
deep between them, as colleagues, friends and, for a brief time, as analyst and patient. In his biography of
Winnicott, Rodman goes so far as to say that “Milner was Winnicott’s only intellectual and imaginative
peer in the British Society” (2003, p.139).
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means of the transitional object. However, given the contentious literature on
psychoanalytic symbolism that preceded his work, Winnicott goes to great lengths to
disengage from the discourse of his time and establish the significance of transitional
objects beyond their symbolic value:

It is true that the piece of blanket (or whatever it is) is symbolical of some
part-object, such as the breast. Nevertheless the point of it is not its symbolic
value so much as its actuality. Its not being the breast (or the mother) although
real is as important as the fact that it stands for the breast (or mother).

When symbolism is employed the infant is already clearly distinguishing
between fantasy and fact, between inner objects and external objects, between
primary creativity and perception. But the term transitional object, according to
my suggestion, gives room for the process of becoming able to accept difference
and similarity. (1953, p.91)

While psychoanalytic symbolism relies heavily on similarity, or identification, between
an idea and its symbol, the transitional object opens up a space that can hold the tension
between both similarity and difference.

In his 1967 paper on “The Location of Cultural Experience,” which he saw as an
extension of his earlier views, Winnicott makes the distinction between symbolism and
transitional phenomena even more definitive, suggesting that while in unconscious
symbolism one may assume to know what is being symbolized (“one always knows,” he
comments sarcastically), thinking about transitional phenomena requires “a state of not-
knowing” (p.368). Even though Winnicott clearly avoids making use of the word
symbolism altogether when describing transitional phenomena so as not to evoke a
canonical frame of reference and engage the lexical debates of his time, it seems to me
that, had he been able to contextualize his theory today, he would certainly take interest

in the symbolizing activity that the creation of transitional objects entails and that

potential space makes possible.
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In his paper “On Potential Space” (1985), Thomas Ogden takes this Winnicottian
concept precisely in this direction, exploring its implications for more contemporary
psychoanalytic notions of the capacity to symbolize. Ogden even suggests that “one
could say that potential space lies between the symbol and the symbolized” (p.137).
Locating potential space at the boundary between the symbol and that which it
symbolizes might be a theoretical leap, but it creates a fruitful ground for
reconceptualizing symbolization, as I propose to do in the next chapter, in terms of a
boundary-process. Consistent with Winnicott’s own work, Ogden also identifies
“potential space” as the site of creativity: “That space between symbol and symbolized,
mediated by an interpreting self, is the space in which creativity becomes possible and is
the space in which we are alive as human beings, as opposed to being simply reflexively
reactive beings. This is Winnicott's potential space” (p.133). This is also the space, I
would add (and I will proceed to expound in the following chapter), in which the inside
encounters the outside and the subject becomes linked to the world.

* ok
V. The Symbolic Potential

Perhaps the most important implication of shifting the psychoanalytic emphasis
from symbolic content to symbolic process, is that of acknowledging the symbolic
potential. The closed system of meanings inhabited by the ‘true’ psychoanalytic symbol
is replaced by an open system of possibilities, thus allowing the symbol to acquire
multiple and varied forms. This led psychoanalysts to recognize, as Kubie (1953) put it,
that “every symbol is a multivalent tool” (p.68):

That is to say that simultaneously on conscious, preconscious, and/or unconscious
levels every direct or indirect representation of any conceptual process will in all
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circumstances, if in varying proportions, be literal, allegorical, and also
“symbolic” in the dreamlike or psychoanalytic sense. Consequently, in actual
daily use symbols are simultaneously charged with meaning in all three ways and
on all three levels. This makes of every symbol a chord with a potentiality of at
least nine simultaneous overtones. (p.68, emphasis added)
According to Kubie, the potentiality of the symbol lies in its ability to function
simultaneously on multiple levels of representation. To carry on with Kubie’s metaphor,
the overtones produced by the symbol-chord, sound the echoes of inside and outside all at
once. Kubie explains:
every symbolic unit hangs like a hammock between two poles, one internal or
bodily (the “I”) and one external (the “Non-I1"); so that whenever we consciously
think and speak of the outer world, we are wittingly or unwittingly thinking and
speaking of the inner world: and similarly when we are consciously thinking and
speaking of the inner world, whether we realize it or not, we are simultaneously
thinking and speaking of the outer world. (p.74)
Kubie’s argument here might be far-fetched in its assumption that every mental event has
its counterpart in inner and outside reality; but perceiving “the function of the symbolic
process as a bridge between the inner and outer world” (p.71) carries much merit: it
forces one to appreciate that “the differentiation of the “I”” from the “Non-I” is always
relative and never absolute” (p.71). The symbol as that which establishes a continuity
between inside and outside, functions as a transitional object in Winnicott’s sense,
whereby external reality both appropriates the internal world and becomes appropriated,
by it, through a mutual reciprocity.
Charles Rycroft (1956), who argues that “once a symbol has been formed it may
be used either by the primary or the secondary process” (p.144), understands the specific
linking function of the symbol as possible only in the context of the secondary process.

“If used by the secondary process,” Rycroft argues, “the symbol remains related to the

outside world and symbol-formation leads to a widening of the individual’s interests”
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(p.144). However, by allowing for the symbol to be employed by either the primary or
the secondary process, which respectively produce different outcomes, Rycroft too
recognizes the potentiality of the symbol, the indefinite possibilities of its transformation
in ever-changing, unpredictable directions. In his own words, “symbolization is a general
tendency or capacity of the mind, one which may be used by the primary or the
secondary process, neurotically or realistically, for defence or self-expression, to
maintain fixation or to promote growth” (p. 142). That is, for Rycroft, it is not the
symbol per se that may be deemed as a primitive, unconscious, symbolic equation, or as a
higher-order representation, a symbol proper; rather, it is the process through which the
symbol materializes that determines its ultimate form and function.

By emphasizing the role of the primary and secondary processes, Rycroft attempts
to integrate and reconcile a traditional notion of symbolism as a representation of mental
contents, with a conceptualization of symbolization as a process. This theoretical
transposition decisively moved the psychoanalytic literature on the subject away from the
contents of the unconscious and towards the processes by which psychic structures
become organized. Rycroft himself stresses this point in his introduction to his paper on
“Symbolism and its Relationship to the Primary and Secondary Processes”: “I have also
been profoundly influenced by Brierley’s conception of metapsychology as a process-
theory and her stress on the need to relate psycho-analytical theory to the trend of modern
thought which is ‘a movement away from analyzing into things and towards analyzing
into processes’” (1956, p.137).

In tandem with “modern thought” (or what we might now call postmodern),

psychoanalytic thinkers following Rycroft moved indeed “towards analyzing into
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processes”’; they began to shift their interest, in other words, away from the ‘what’ of
unconscious material and towards the ‘how’ of unconscious processes (which has
eventually led to a keen interest in the analytic process and the transfigurations of
transference and counter-transference dynamics). For the most part, contemporary
psychoanalytic theorists have completely discarded Jones’ original view of symbolism as
primitive and regressive, and have focused on exploring symbolization as a psychical
process, a mental capacity, a developmental achievement, or an inherently human
endeavor, which forever remains susceptible to the disruptions of traumatic experience.
skoksk

VI. Towards Symbolization

The shift towards a more systematic view of symbolization as a process coincided
with the years of ‘the great metapsychology debate,” which disputed to various degrees
the theoretical utility of the economic, structural, dynamic, and topographical models of
mental functioning. At this time, psychoanalysts began to move towards other theoretical
paradigms and more experimental methods of investigation, drawing on clinical
observations and empirical findings, and turning to fields like developmental psychology,
cognitive psychology (especially the information-processing model), and linguistics (or
‘psycholinguistics’ as it has come to be known) to inform their thinking. Margaret
Mabhler’s studies of mother-infant interactions and Jean Piaget’s studies of cognitive
development in children heavily influenced the emergent psychoanalytic theories on the
development of symbolic processes; in addition, the work of Werner and Kaplan on
symbol formation, Susanne Langer’s philosophical contributions, and the work of

prominent linguists like Ferdinand de Saussure, Whorf, Sapir, and Chomsky, expanded
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the psychoanalytic understanding of symbols and the use of language.!! The attempt to
integrate the fruitful work of related fields also led to a revisiting and revising of earlier
psychoanalytic theories in light of new insights (e.g. Atkin, 1969; Bleich, 1976; Basch,
1977; Edgcumbe, 1984). Most importantly, the integration of disciplines provided
psychoanalysis with new theoretical tools through which to understand disturbances in
symbolic functioning, from somatization disorders to schizophrenic thought (e.g.
McDougall, 1974; Blatt et al, 1975). In recent years, there has also been a surge of
interest in developmental and cognitive research studies that examine the emergence of a
‘theory of mind’ in children, and approach the capacity to form symbols and generate
meaning as an ontogenetic process (e.g. Fonagy et. al., 2002; Fonagy & Target, 1996;
Slade, 1999). This ontogenetic approach places the origins of symbolization and
language acquisition roughly at the point of differentiation between mother and infant,
reverberating in this way early psychoanalytic ideas on object loss as the impetus for
symbolization.

The theoretical influence of other disciplines and the paradigm shifts that ensued
led to significant revisions, or reinterpretations, of various metapsychological concepts,
such as the primary and secondary process, the drive, cathexis etc., so as to render them
more compatible with these new ways of thinking. Pinchas Noy’s (1973) work is rather
intriguing, as it constitutes a noteworthy attempt to synthesize psychoanalytic theory with
a cognitive, information-processing model of the mind to formulate a theory of
symbolization as a mental process. Noy’s model takes into account both unconscious

symbolism and higher-order symbolization, albeit with a disregard for such hierarchy.

' See Litowitz & Litowitz (1977) for a condensed, yet thorough, synopsis of the influence of linguistic
theory on psychoanalysis.



38

He proposes to view symbolization as an “organizing process” of the mental apparatus
that categorizes information into three modes: objective, conceptual and subjective. The
objective and conceptual categories are reality-oriented and receive data from the outside
world (Noy calls these the “horizontal modes”), while the subjective category (the
“vertical mode”) is self-centered and receives data originating from the self “in its
various states of present and past feeling and experience” (p. 129). This classification of
the organizing processes, Noy admits, “is obviously an artificial one, because in practice
the mental apparatus does not function according to three distinct sets of processes”
(p-129). But it is a classification that allows him to incorporate unconscious symbolic
processes into the same system that organizes and processes the outside world; it is a
model in other words, that attempts to bridge the distinction between inside and outside.

Noy redefines the primary and secondary processes in terms of these symbolizing
modes, perceiving the primary process to operate according to the subjective mode,
serving self-centered functions, and the secondary process to operate according to the
objective and conceptual modes, serving reality-oriented functions. The techniques of
mental representation, argues Noy, are always based on the latter, for “no technique can
ignore, bypass, or overcome the basic tendency of the perceptual apparatus to organize
any material through its horizontal, reality-oriented modes” (p.154). However,
information organized by the self-centered mode may still be represented and symbolized
if the reality-oriented modes are used as “auxiliary means, even if they are out of context
as to the contents” that the self-centered mode is dealing with (p.154). In suggesting that
the functions of the primary process can always find representation by means of the

secondary process, Noy assumes a synergy between the two, countering in this way the
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long-held psychoanalytic view that maintained the two as separate, distinct processes. In
fact, in an earlier paper, Noy (1969) proposed that the primary process continues to
develop alongside the secondary one throughout the course of life “to enable the smooth
integrated functions of the two systems” (p.176, emphasis added).

The attempt to integrate the functions of primary and secondary process is
essential to a model that treats symbolization, not simply as a substitution of one idea by
another, but as that which organizes and processes mental contents. This is why Blum
(1978), like Noy, is led to assert that “there is no sharp demarcation between primary and
secondary process” (p.460). Blum also takes interest in the developmental trajectory of
the two processes: “I would presume the primary process derived symbolism, which
‘knows no grammar’ to precede the development of the secondary process, which is
interdependent with language development” (p.459). Language development and
unconscious symbolism, both partake of the symbolizing function but, in Blum’s view,
they follow separate paths of development. In this sense, he maintains a distinction
between the two while recognizing their inevitable interaction. Blum explains:

Starting out on different developmental paths, unconscious symbolism as a drive

derivative, and language as a relatively autonomous function of the ego, the two

uniquely human processes interweave, intersect and overlap in their influence and
function while retaining a separate character throughout life. Except in regressive
states when the rational symbolic process of language and its communicative
function may be lost, or during controlled regression in the service of the ego,
language remains a remarkable stable acquisition associated with abstract thought
and conceptualization. This point of view maintains valuable distinctions
between primary, secondary and different symbolic processes, while recognizing
that normal psychic adult functioning involves a blending and interpretation of

primary and secondary processes under the control of the ego. (1978, p.459)

Insofar as primary and secondary processes in “normal psychic adult functioning,” and in

non-regressive states, are subsumed “under the control of the ego,” all symbolization
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including “unconscious symbolism” can become an ego function. In this sense, Blum
deviates from a strictly Freudian view of symbolism as a manifestation of the primary
process, and aligns himself with Rycroft (1956) who argues that “the process of symbol
formation presupposes some degree of ego development” (Blum, 1978, p.457).
Assigning the process of symbolization to the work of the ego carries multiple
implications, not the least of which is a de-emphasis on the work of the drives and their
role in symbol formation, which anticipates the gradual but determined severing of
contemporary psychoanalysis from drive theory.

Loewald also provides a revised and modified view of the primary and secondary
processes and the way they facilitate symbolization. His theory assigns a central role to
the drives, for which he prefers the terms ‘instincts’ or ‘instinctual drives,” and, building
on Rapaport’s view who speaks of a “drive-organization” (Rapaport, 1950, p.163),
Loewald proposes to understand drives as a source for “psychic organization” (Loewald,
1971, p.132). In this sense, Loewald divests the Freudian concept of ‘cathexis,” or
libidinal investment, from its economic overtones, and redefines it in structural terms “as
a concept for organizing activity” (1978, p.195). He also reconceptualizes Freud’s view
of hypercathexes as that which links thing-presentations to word-presentations and
facilitates the transition from the primary to the secondary process, to suggest that this
process of transformation is a mental, organizing act that differentiates between ‘thing’
and ‘word.” In Loewald’s view (1978), the primary process is primary not only in that it
predates the secondary process, but also in that it is “unitary, non-differentiating, non-
discriminating between various elements or components of a global event or experience”

(p-196). Drawing from developmental theory, he views the mother’s words to the infant,
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to belong to the “global affair” that the infant is capable of perceiving in the early stages
of life, without being able to acknowledge the separateness between thing and word. In
this sense, the secondary process is not only discriminating between word and thing but
“in this same act the original wholeness is kept alive by an articulating integration that
makes a textured totality out of a global one” (p. 196). Through the secondary process,
“what was homogeneous becomes a manifold whose elements are linked together”
(p.196). Symbolization then, consists in the transformation from primary to secondary
process, through a process of differentiating between the oneness of word and thing to
which the infant is introduced from birth.

Influenced by the work of Loewald, Freedman (1985) further elaborates the
concept of symbolization as transformation and organization of drive activity, proposing
that symbolization follows a developmental progression: from drive discharge to
symbolic equations, to the formation of symbols, and eventually to what he calls
sublimated symbolization. This is a model that establishes continuity and a set of
relations between the processes that Jones had seen as distinct in the form of unconscious
symbolism on the one hand, and sublimation on the other. For Freedman, these become
the two poles of symbolization, with symbolic equations and the formation of symbols
progressively paving the way that leads from unconscious symbolism to sublimation.

Freedman suggests that the development, or “transformation,” from one mode of
symbolic function to another is the result of a dialectical process that involves a thesis, its
antithesis, and eventually a synthesis into a higher level of symbolization. As he
explains,

...in any mental organization there is a predominant wish—the thesis; within the
context of an object relationship, there inevitably arises a latent unconscious
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unacceptable wish—the antithesis; and, the ensuing conflict, arising at the point
when a wish is not gratified, contributes to the finding of a new object and a new
symbol—the synthesis. This theme is illustrated in three key spheres in which
transformational activity can be noted. The first sphere involves the shift from
discharge to symbolic equation; the second, from symbolic equation to the
formation of symbols; and the third, the shift from symbol to sublimated
symbolization. At each stage, the phenomena can be observed as part of the
associative process, and it is in the alteration of the associative process that
dynamic shifts are discernible” (p. 319).
Incorporating early psychoanalytic views on the subject, Freedman’s model perceives
symbolization to be the outcome of unconscious conflict between two competing wishes
that is mediated, and mitigated, by an object relationship. Drawing from a Kleinian
perspective where the anxiety of damaging a libidinal object leads the subject “to the
finding of a new object and a new symbol,” Freedman argues that it is “within the context
of an object relationship” that synthesis takes place. The analytic relationship serves to
foster precisely such a synthetic function, where the analyst acts as “both an inducer of
the disjunctive experience” that brings about the antithesis, “and the facilitator creating
new pathways toward its resolution” (p.329). In fact, Freedman goes so far as to suggest
that “it is the experience of a disjunction which is the origin of a psychic structure”
(p-335). Freedman elucidates his concept of transformation from disjunction to structure,
tracing his work back to Loewald’s contributions: “according to Loewald, the transition
from primary to secondary process, from narcissism to object relatedness, from lower to
higher structures, always involves disorganization and reorganization within the context
of an object relationship...This line of thinking is precisely what I have tried to show at
each stage of the transformation process” (p.336).

The function of disjunction as the origin of structure proves particularly useful to

a theorization of trauma as it recognizes in ruptures the potential for repair. Insofar as
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trauma may be re-experienced, or re-enacted, “within the context of an object
relationship” that sustains and supports the interpersonal link, the disjunction may
become the basis for restructuring a ruptured structure.
skoksk

VII. On Desymbolization

Symbolization as a process of transformation encompasses a broad spectrum of
psychic and mental functioning. The problem of having a definition of symbolism as
narrow as that of Jones, has been replaced in this sense by the problem of having a
concept as broad as symbolization. There is hardly a psychoanalytic thinker who has not
directly or indirectly addressed the subject by means of a reference to the primary or
secondary process, to the organization of psychic structures, to memory and language, to
integration, organization and structuring. Such a broad conceptualization of the
symbolizing process creates multiple forms and ways in which it might stumble, regress,
deteriorate, or even collapse. These ‘failings’ may transpire in one or all of the spheres
within which an individual operates, from the realm of the intrapsychic, to that of the
intersubjective, the interpersonal, and the social. Psychoanalysis has long posited that it
is in the analytic sphere that the vicissitudes of symbolization may be more closely
observed, dissected, deconstructed and ultimately restored. Freedman and Russell (2003)
also make this point, when they propose a four-stage model of “incremental
symbolization,” through which the dimensions of a patient’s inner life may be discerned
in the analytic discourse. They posit four symbolic forms that have their identifiable
markers in language: namely, incipient symbolization, discursive symbolization, dynamic

symbolization and desymbolization, all of which unfold along their own developmental
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trajectory. I will focus my discussion here on desymbolization, as it signifies the
symbolic form that finds a prominent manifestation in the inner life of the traumatized
subject.

While Freedman and Berzofsky (1995) had defined desymbolization as the
“absence of symbolization” (p.365), Freedman and Russell go a step further to describe
desymbolization both structurally and topographically, as “a motivated act, a defensive
organization, aimed at the throttling of the meaningful and the symbolic” (p. 75) or,
alternatively, “as the collapse of psychic space” (p.74). They distinguish between three
dimensions of desymbolization, each of which carries its own symbolic form: psychic
equivalence, affect foreclosure, and disavowal. The first of these forms, psychic
equivalence, is indicative of concreteness that leaves no space for “the linking (Bindung)
or connecting of two spheres of the mind which is a function so essential to
symbolization.” (p. 71). Affect foreclosure refers to the “unmentalized,” a process of
“evacuation,” whereby tension is immediately discharged “into somatic or motor spheres
of expression... The result can be psychic emptiness or a prevalence of primitive modes
of defense” (p. 72). Finally, disavowal points to “the exclusion or even destruction of
meaning as a motivated act...[it] is signified by registration and then repudiation” (p.72).

Freedman and Russell acknowledge the relation of desymbolization to such
psychoanalytic ideas as Bion’s ‘attacks on linking’ (1959), and Green’s work of the
‘negative’ (1973). They also make an effort to elucidate the common ground between
desymbolization and dissociation, stating that both concepts indicate a “breakdown of the
capacity to link,” “a vertical split,” and the presence of trauma (p.76). Finally, they

differentiate between desymbolization and concepts such as Bollas’ ‘the unthought



45

known’ (1987) and Stern’s ‘unformulated experience’ (1997) by positing that unlike the
latter, “desymbolization implies both knowing and not wanting to know; that is, an active
defense against knowing” (p. 84). At the same time, however, in defending against
knowing, desymbolization implies an active process which betrays a nascent, organized
structure. As Freedman and Russell suggest, “the very act of expelling signification
implies an awareness, however peripheral, that there may yet be signification. In this
attempt at destroying meaning, we recognize that awareness, albeit in the rudimentary
form of a fragmented yet organized ego” (p. 76). The concept of ‘symbolic ruptures’ that
I propose in this project, aims to highlight precisely this underlying organization, the
hidden structure, the disguised operation of the symbolic in what might appear to be a
mere destruction, or absence of meaning.

The following chapter elaborates on the concept of ‘symbolic ruptures’ and its
relation to trauma, from a psychoanalytic perspective that is missing from the review of
the literature that has been presented in this chapter, namely the work of Jacques Lacan.
Lacan’s notion of the symbolic markedly differs from all other psychoanalytic schools of
thought in that it is conceptualized as a hypothetical realm in which we all, without
exception, become situated, rather than a mental capacity, or a developmental
achievement which we gradually acquire. Despite the significant controversy and
criticism that surrounds Lacan’s work, his approach to symbolization offers a valuable
lens to trauma, as it precludes the possibility of desymbolization. In other words, Lacan’s
theory is based on the premise that the symbolic exists prior to the subject and that the
subject is introduced to it regardless of the subsequent ways in which he might negotiate

this insertion. This view stipulates that those experiences which bring us to the limits of



our understanding are not incomprehensible, but rather, that they continue to be

decisively symbolic, thus creating a new imperative for their understanding.
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Chapter 2

Symbolic Ruptures and The Work of Misrecognition

*kk

1. A Psychology of Afterwardness

In the first chapter, I provided an overview of the main psychoanalytic literature
on symbolization, and its evolution over the course of the 20" century, drawing primarily
on the writings of thinkers who worked from within the psychoanalytic traditions of
Britain and North America. In this chapter, I will present a theory of symbolization
following along the path that was paved by Lacan in France (but who argued that it was
Freud’s path all along)."* I find that this path lends itself well to an investigation of the
language of trauma, as the ambiguity (sometimes even lack of clarity) inherent in its
exploratory, open-ended methodology creates a space that tolerates and invites a pursuit
of the ineffable, of that which cannot find conscious articulation but which persists in the
language of the unconscious.

When Freud first spoke of metapsychology, what he had in mind was not a
dynamic