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‘Till ooze again and on’
Textual Desire and the Subject’s Presence (Beckett, Deleuze, Lacan)

Isabelle Ost

It is well-known that Beckett’s prodigal sense of humour did not always draw the line at jokes and terms that were quite raw, at times rude, and occasionally scatological. On the contrary, sexual desire, sometimes lewd, sometimes inhibited, does not just show on the surface in an allusive manner in his writing, but is often described in terms that are either verging on the obscene or of great technical precision – as if the neutrality of the writing could evacuate all pleasure from sexual desire. Think of the many scabrous, half-aborted attempts by the characters in the trilogy – for example, the sexuality of the relationship between Molloy and Lousse as well as that of the narrator of First Love. Even worse, consider the status of the act of procreation in texts such as The Lost Ones and How It Is. Aside from Pim’s cruelty, it is in these cases nothing more than a physical interlocking of bodily forms for which geometrical problems have to be solved. In fact, it is in the first half of Beckett’s oeuvre that the themes and motifs of sexuality are most present. As the years went by, these themes gradually disappeared: the less the writing centres on a personified subject, the less sexuality – not to mention pleasure – shows in the text. It thus seems that eroticism and, beyond that, desire, is to be sought elsewhere, namely – and this is the hypothesis that will be developed here – in the writing process itself.  
We all know how problematic, difficult and painful – and increasingly so, as we work our way through his oeuvre – are Beckett’s constantly renewed, always unique, but, in the end, always impossible, attempts to describe a character in a way that renders his or her complete individuality. In his work, bodies broken down into pieces, atrophied parts, evanescent silhouettes, identities with fuzzy contours, anonymous narrators, voices from out of nowhere, and so on, are customary. Yet, the emergence of desire depends on the way in which a subject is posited, on the very possibility of such an action: it is thus a – vast! – question of identifying the place of this desire, which seems at first sight to be denied, suppressed by the writing. In particular, we shall examine the pieces of texts, short dramatic plays and finally television plays in which, through the mathematical process of combination, Beckett seems to reduce the desiring function to nothing in his poetical art. This is where the emergence of textual, rather than sexual, desire becomes most striking, as it is exuded by the insatiable language, between the written lines: ‘[t]ill ooze again and on’ (Beckett, 1983, p. 38).
Our hypothesis in these lines can thus be expressed as follows. If, at first sight, desire in these Beckettian texts seems to be totally repressed then , in fact, it is more delocalized – ‘deterritorialized’, as Deleuze and Guattari would say – than repressed, delocalized in the writing itself. This delocalization is due to the process of evolution which concerns subjectivity in Beckett’s writing, from the first pieces of work to the very last ones: at first fully individualized, the subject, as a defined and named character, a personal individuality, is progressively vanishing. Hence, desire becomes more and more assumed by a collective, anonymous instance, which is the writing, the logic or the discourse of the text itself, like the anonymous voices speaking in the dark in some of Beckett’s prose. We believe that the concept of desire, developed in Deleuze and Guattari’s philosophy, as well as in Lacan’s psychoanalytic theory,
 could help to reveal a process of vanishing subjectivity and delocalization of desire in Beckett’s work. This concept of desire refers not to the mere individual story of the subject – what is called, in Anti-Oedipus, the ‘family triangle’ – but to desire produced by the ‘desiring machines’, which, as the authors say, is pouring in all the social fields, and is thus political, economical, artistic, geographical, historical and, in other words, collective, before being familial and individual. It thus requires a pre-individual, non-personal conception of the subjectivity, which we will precisely encounter in Beckett’s writing, as I will try to demonstrate. 
Never to be naught. (Beckett, 1983, p. 46)
 All of Beckett’s writing constantly delves deeper into the question of subjectivity. ‘Delving deeper’ means, in this case, that the writing itself is the crucible of the question, a crucible that untiringly tries to inscribe something of a subject into its infinite process – a task that must always be recommenced and is always destined to fail. Thus, while Beckett may progress towards mortification or even ever-clearer elimination of the character, it remains that subjectivity comes to the surface in the very discourse. This movement of the discourse –

 which, for the writer, constantly deconstructs, in an ever more marked manner, the structure of the representation and thus the meaning – has been called ‘rhythm’ by Henri Meschonnic: ‘rhythm is necessarily an organization or configuration of the subject in his or her discourse’ (Meschonnic, 1982, p. 71, my translation). A producer of meaningful effects, the rhythm of the writing gradually becomes, in this oeuvre, the discursive matter in which the subject makes his or her mark, for there is indeed a Beckettian unfolding of rhythm. It is rhythm marked by growing purification, by the wanderings of writing that advances and then withdraws between gasps and repetitions, from one minuscule variation to the next, between spaces and breaths, left by suppressed punctuation. Behind the apparent ‘anorexia’ of increasingly dry, ascetic writing is a ‘bulimia’ of tiny fragments, snippets of sentences which are strung together or bounce off one another, whether we are reading the little text entitled Ping or the last poem, What is the Word.
However, when all is said and done, is not every rhythm penetrated by the repetition of musical phrases that vary slightly every time they return? Deleuze and Guattari said that a refrain, from the tiniest to the most cosmic, is nothing other than the fundamental rhythm that draws the boundaries of a territory but also deconstructs it at the same time: a rhythm of repetition and difference, of the eternal return of time.
 Yet, as Freud and then Lacan have shown, if there is a power par excellence that functions according to the process of repetition; it is desire. According to Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, desire is thus a refrain (a ‘ritornello’) (Deleuze and Guattari, 1986, chapter 11). Thus, there is a suggestion that in all the little texts by the later Beckett – in general, those written after the transition marked by How It Is – as well as in the ‘dramaticules’, in which the character nonetheless seems entirely disembodied, desire in fact oozes out of the assemblage of the writing, since that assemblage always proves to be constructed on the basis of repetition, on differential return. For example, in Worstward Ho (Beckett, 1983), the voice comes back many times, explicitly, to the few fundamental things which it depicts in order to make them ‘worse’, such as the old man and the child, certain parts of their bodies (hands, feet), the shade, the void, and so on. The depiction is made explicit by markers of the writing’s return, such as ‘on’ and ‘on back’ (Beckett, 1983, p. 18).
 In other words, to borrow another Deleuzo-Guattarian term, these Beckettian works reveal themselves to be a kind of ‘machinic assemblage of desire’ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1986, p. 82) since the subject is emptied of its interiority. They function alone – at least, this is the effect perceived upon reading – like machines for producing sentences or sentence segments, or indeed simple snippets of sound. However, these machines become desiring on their own, not controlled by a subject that could say ‘I think’, ‘I speak’, ‘I desire’, but by an ‘outside of the subject’, the textual machine: ‘it thinks’, ‘it speaks’, ‘it desires’. It is in this sense that Deleuze can conclude that ‘[f]ar from presupposing a subject, desire cannot be attained except at the point where someone is deprived of the power of saying “I”’ (Deleuze and Parnet, 1987, p. 89).
Thus, the production of desire in a writing in which the subject is not rejected, but de-individualized – an ‘impersonal singularity’ – is a privilege of the textual assemblage itself: a desire that ‘oozes from all parts’. In other words, it cannot be located; it is polyvocal, beyond representation; it is a desire that is thus not ‘internal’ to the subject but takes it over, from the outside. Deleuze adds in this respect:
Desire is therefore not internal to a subject, any more than it tends towards an object: it is strictly immanent to a plane which it does not pre-exist, to a plane which must be constructed, where particles are emitted and fluxes combine. There is desire only in so far as there is deployment of a  particular field, propagation of particular fluxes, emission of particular particles. (Deleuze and Parnet, 1987, p. 89)

Emission of particles in an (energy) field: this would be a way of describing, using the vocabulary of physics, the textual mechanics that appear in some of Beckett’s later works. Indeed, if the machine really does produce an apparently infinite quantity of little particles, atoms of language and images – which Évelyne Grossman calls ‘lettres-corps’ (‘letter-bodies’), linguistic corpuscles which join together, break apart and ‘self-regenerate like machines in movement’ (Grossman, 1998, p. 112-116, my translation) – all those little nothings are emitted by a power – internal to the machine itself, the ‘body without organs’ of the text – which in Beckett’s writing takes the name of ‘void.’ 
In Worstward Ho we read: ‘Unmoreable unlessable unworseable evermost almost void’ and ‘Void most when almost’ (Beckett, 1983, p. 42-43). Indeed, this void functions like a black hole, a pole of energy which emits those little ‘nothings’, words or images, minuscule tenuous vibrations which seem to be born of the void itself – whether in the form of the darkness which invades the stage in the dramaticules, or the blanks that separate the paragraphs and words of ‘depunctuated’ prose. Thus, every Beckettian text aspires to the void – to silence, to cessation of the ‘oozing’ of words
 – although none seem to reach this final point, the annihilation of the being. ‘Void most when almost’ in fact means that the more the void is desired, the more the textual production has to emit the ‘nothings’ in an unlimited manner – and the more the text reveals, just under the surface, pleasure related to this unlimited desiring production. It is a production of which the results, these little Beckettian ‘leftovers’ or ‘nothings’, are thus similar to what Lacan calls the ‘objet petit a’, which, through the prism of a Deleuzian-Guattarian reading, multiplies in the ‘machinic’ paradigm of desire,
 a multiplication that occurs on the level of what Lacan calls the ‘Real’, in which the small ‘a’ returns – and of which the obverse and the inverse are desire and anxiety.

Thus, the many object-substitutes for ‘objet petit a’, these ‘anythings’, says Lacan, literally, these leftovers or these pieces of garbage that are always out of place – and in this sense are lost objects – are, in Beckett’s work, the debris of language or of the image, the innumerable ‘nothings’,
 strewn across the empty space of the page, the stage, the screen, as if they had been thrown there. In Anti-Oedipus, we read: ‘Desire does not lack anything; it does not lack its object. It is, rather, the subject that is missing in desire, or desire that lacks a fixed subject’ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1977, p. 26). For Beckett, inscribing something of a subject in writing, something of a fragmented subject, elusive, ‘delocalized’, necessarily requires a ‘debris economy’ (Ost, 2008, p. 99). A ‘debris economy’ means that desire generates an always excessive production of un-representable nothings, ‘objets petit a’ devised by the text. Thus, the textual veil is pierced by the pleasure of this machinic process, which is unlimited and necessarily summoned by the void. This inspired Estragon’s pithy remark: ‘There’s no lack of void’ (Beckett, 1990, p. 61). 
Will you never have done … revolving it all […] In your poor mind? (Beckett, 1976, p. 403)
Desire flowing from machinic textual fluxes: this is how the Beckettian refrain goes. Let us go back to a few lines of the poem What is the Word (Beckett, 2002, p. 113):
what is the word – 

this this – 

this this here – 

all this this here –

folly given all this – 

seeing – 

folly seeing all this this here – 

for to – 

what is the word –
Is this not the movement of repetition in a text which constantly seems to stumble up against the same unnameable thing? Far from being in control of this verbal machinery, the subject seems, on the contrary, expelled to the periphery of the production, or even eliminated from it, as if language could do without subjectivity. Precisely, the idea of a subject reduced to an impersonal function (the ‘K-function’) characterizes, for Deleuze (Deleuze and Parnet, 1987, p. 73), the driving force behind this abstract machinery: pure impersonality in movement. In fact, there is a type of Beckettian creation that takes this apparent eradication of emotion practically to its pinnacle, reducing the character to only the motor function, creations that are arranged according to the combinatorial process. What about the subject’s presence, and thus, what about desire, in these specific works? 
This language, which aims to achieve the greatest possible sobriety and intensity proper to mathematics, does not fail to bring to mind the distant memory of a famous reply, that of Don Juan to Sganarelle, who asks him: ‘What is it therefore that you believe?’; Don Juan instantly answers: ‘I believe that two and two make four, Sganarelle, and that four and four make eight’ (Molière, 2006, p. 57, my translation). Even intuitively, it is not difficult to see where the reply deliberately misses the question: Don Juan’s obvious mathematical fact short-circuits the valet’s superstitious question – in psychoanalytical terms, the desire for imaginary identification is cut off by the guillotine of pure symbolism, which leaves no room between the said and the saying (in accordance with the equation: word = thing). A quick look at the Freudian-Lacanian interpretation that Henri Rey-Flaud gives of this passage, and of the character Don Juan in general, might be interesting: in contrast to the hysterical Sganerelle, Don Juan would embody the structure of perversion whose desire would be to defy Heaven to re-establish a Law freed not only of all imaginary semblance, but also of the signifier itself (a rejection of the symbolic debt). Discourse lacking nothing, the “belief” that Don Juan claims – in reality the exact opposite of a belief – attests to a rejection of any flaws in the Other and, consequently, a rejection of the division of the subject itself, leading to its exclusion, and thus the psychotic structure (Rey-Flaud, pp. 191-207). 

In Beckett’s work, although there is no question of psychosis or perverse abuse of the Law, we nonetheless find attempts to construct, first in a partial but then in a complete manner, in the works for television, this flawless language, eliminating all affect. Indeed, the writing process based on mathematical combinatorics reduces every element to its position alone, thus to its function alone. Therefore, the imaginary dimension, semblance – and thus the psychological features of the characters, identifying traits – is abolished in a purely structural, symbolic architecture. At its greatest degree of intensity, it seems that the textual machine leaves no room for any being other than the functional, the anonymous, a subject that is no longer divided by the incomprehensible, the enigmatic demand of the Other – what Lacan, inspired by Cazotte’s Le diable amoureux, calls the ‘Ché vuoi ?’ (Lacan, 1966, p. 823) – all enigmas, all flaws having been stitched closed. 
  It is first in the novels, in certain targeted passages, that Beckett uses, in an isolated or repeated manner, this combinatorial process.
 In these first attempts, humour still plays an important role, humour that flows from a discrepancy between the serious nature of the mathematical logic and the trivial aspect of what is being positioned. For example, in Watt, which has not only many lists intended to encompass all of reality but also veritable attempts to combine elements, such as the passage when the members of the ‘committee’ look at one another. Probably a more famous example is that of the ‘sucking-stones’ in Molloy: if you have 16 stones and four pockets, how do you organize a rotation such that you can be sure that each stone will be sucked once and only once before the same has been done to each of the other stones? Beckett works for a long time to draw the reader into a detailed description of his character’s unsuccessful and then successful attempts. The surprising aspect of the text comes from the fact that the narrator, speaking in the first person, seems throughout the whole scene to be absent from his own speech, as if the discourse were going on by itself, in a vacuum – this explains the irony which emerges from the passage. The resulting effect is in the end the unveiling, under the surface of the language, of its illusions, the imaginary social, and thus artificial, foundations of the discourse – no discourse that is not semblance (see Lacan, 2007) – and, more than any other form of discourse, of the discourse that interests Beckett: literature. 

Later, in contrast, this irony seems to be blurred in the works in which the functioning is increasingly based more entirely on combinatorial logic, namely, some of the little ‘dramaticules’. Dating from 1956 and 1959, respectively, Act Without Words I and Act Without Words II (Beckett, 1990, pp. 201-206), two short mimes, stage the complete subjection of the character, reduced to the state of a puppet, a ‘subject-function’ with mechanical movements, struggling with a transcendent will that is both tyrannical and enigmatic, and which annihilates the will of the character. In one case, whistles are blown and objects appear and disappear; in the other, there is the goad. Thus, the mechanical aspect of these two little scenes is strengthened, on one hand, when the subject is confronted with an Other with an incomprehensible desire – the Other in the form of a ravenous praying mantis.
 On the other hand, especially in the second mime, the mechanical aspect is strengthened through the goad’s movements, the change in which implies, logically, changes in those of the two characters and the pile of clothes, as well as through the fact that the action concentrates only on the difference in speed with which the two individuals perform the basic actions. Moreover, years later, the short play What Where (Beckett, 1990, pp. 467-476) confirmed this device by which a character is dispossessed and subjected: in this case it is a voice, symbolized by a V, dominating the silhouettes in the scenes, that seems to control the mechanics of the theatrical action – a story of confession and torture. While the individuality of the bodies of the characters is obliterated through their resemblance and their long identical clothing, and their names are declined in a logical series – Bam, Bem, Bim, Bom –, the staging focuses explicitly on their entrances and exits, and on the positions they occupy, in turns, on the stage, in an calculated order.    

Between the Acts and What Where, other short plays explore the machinic, meticulously calculated movements of bodies, which gradually lead to the plays for television. Think of Footfalls (Beckett, 1990, pp. 397-403), a play in which there is an attempt to travel the space on stage systematically: the length of the forestage is divided into precisely nine steps – Footfalls is structured at a number of levels around the number three, of which nine is the square – and it is one meter wide, a narrow strip in which the only actress moves, half-visible once again. Everything related to this movement is regulated and specified in detail including, for example, the foot that has to initiate the series of steps, their rhythm (very clearly paced), the way the half turns are to be executed at the end of the lengths, as well as, of course, the number of lengths and the places in the dialogue – a dialogue between May and a voice designated as V, that of her mother – where they must be performed. Very little freedom is given to the interpreter and, thus, the movements of the character appear to be remote-controlled: the rhythm is beaten out by the repetitions in the text, and the quasi-obsessive repetition of the same path becomes, for the character, the only way to exist in the space physically – the absolute minimum to reconquer, on the imaginary level, a little of what the clothing masking her body denies her. 
Along the same lines, the dramaticule Come and Go (Beckett, 1990, pp. 351-357) ultimately introduces the idea of action entirely guided by the rhythm of the refrain: three women are sitting on a bench, each in turn gets up and goes out – while the two others take advantage of the absence of the third to whisper gossip about her – before coming back and taking a new spot on the bench. In this way, at the end of the action, the three people will have in turn occupied the three spots and plotted one-to-one with each of the other two women. It is a silent little ballet with a rhythm marked by ‘Exits and entrances slow, without sound of feet’, (Beckett, 1990, p. 356) eliminating the superfluous as much as possible, as Beckett had the habit of doing. Thus, the dialogue is reduced to a few short or monosyllabic phrases, the space on stage to a weakly lit bench, and so on. Come and Go is already a play in which the formal logic has taken precedence over the dialogue, annihilating, as in all of the dramaticules, the subject’s will – not to mention any psychological thickness. Thus, it clearly foreshadows Quad (Beckett, 1990, pp. 449-454), including the play of colours of the costumes and the physical appearance of the characters, who are as similar as possible: a little mathematics of dramatic action with three characters, it claims to exhaust all logical possibilities based on a minimal matrix of elements.

All possible combinations given (Beckett, 1990, pp. 451-452)
The four short films created by Beckett for television can thus be considered, from a certain angle, as products of an evolution which flowed from the lines established in both his dramatic and prose works. The last two scenarios in the collection, …but the clouds and Nacht und Träume (Beckett, 1990, 415-422 and pp. 463-466), continue in the same line: they articulate, on one hand, the reduction of the character to a few very simple actions and movements, subjugated under the control of a will that remains indecipherable, and, on the other hand, the reduction of the space made stark, space that is structured and defined by positions, entrances and exits which are extremely codified (especially in …but the clouds). At the same time, they focus on a specific treatment of the image, extremely stripped down, fragile and ephemeral.
 However, if we leave these last two scenarios aside and centre our attention on the first two, we find the quintessence of Beckett’s work on spatial systemization – a threshold of intensity is crossed between Ghost Trio (Beckett, 1990, pp. 405-414) and Quad. The title, Ghost Trio, first alludes to a trio by Beethoven of which certain bars will be heard; next, there is the threefold structure of the television play, which is borrowed from Footfalls: a series of elements combine into threes, such as the three parts of a short film, the positions ABC of the camera, the positions of the male silhouette (S), the three cardinal points that it occupies, and so on. Indeed, the purpose of the entire first part, which consists of the camera sweeping over objects to the comments of a monotonous woman’s voice, is to break the space down in front of our eyes by presenting it as a juxtaposition of geometrical forms. Door, window, pallet and mirror: all rectangles neutralized by the droning voice and which, in the end, refer to the rectangle of the television screen. 
Once again, the machinic effect of this creation comes from this desire to both fragment and systematize space by neutralizing or ‘de-functionalizing’ its elements. This is what Deleuze calls, in The Exhausted, ‘extenuating the potentialities of space’ (Deleuze, 1997, p. 161). Simultaneously, the characters in these television plays themselves seem exhausted (in the case of Ghost Trio, the man is sitting with his head in his hands): subjects who exhaust themselves by exhausting every potentiality. For, as Deleuze explains, ‘Being exhausted is much more than being tired. […] The tired person has merely exhausted the realization, whereas the exhausted person exhausts the whole of the possible. The tired person can no longer realize, but the exhausted person can no longer possibilize’ (Deleuze, 1997, p. 152). The repetitive arrangement of homogenous patterns, their monotonous regularity, reinforced by the voice, does indeed achieve the exhaustion of every spatial possibility, which ‘exhausts its object, but only because its subject is himself exhausted. The exhaustive and the exhausted’ (Deleuze, 1997, p. 154). Thus, everything is consistent with the radical impossibility that the event awaited by the male figure – the arrival of the woman he loves – will occur. The serial repetition, the de-individualized voice, the character’s attitude, everything occurs as if the camera were no longer sweeping over anything but the void, connected in a ‘specifically ghostlike’ manner (Deleuze, 1997, p. 166). 
And yet. From this void, from this systematic movement of exhaustion, a ‘nothing’ has to emerge. In Beckett’s work, the event is never what has been anticipated and it materializes in an unexpected manner, destabilizing the apparently flawless regularity of the logical structure. In the mirror of the Ghost Trio, the only object to escape from the description of the ‘pre-action’ (Beckett, 1990, p. 407), F sees his image five seconds before lowering his head, which jolts the voice, until then imperturbable, into uttering an ‘ah’ of surprise (Beckett, 1990, p. 411). It is a tiny little hiatus in the de-potentialization of the image, the image of the self, fleeting, fulgurant, which functions as the blind spot in the representation – it is indeed invisible from the camera’s point of view. An image is seen by the subject and  looks at him in return: ‘somewhat like the smile without a cat in Lewis Carroll’ (Deleuze, 1997, p.168). A minuscule breach, this meeting has a boomerang effect, and marks the reverse of the (Lacanian) Real in the arrangement which claims to annihilate subjectivity.   
This little breach is of course found in Quad, the acme of spatial combination. The movement of the strange ballet in Quad is well known: a ‘motor ritornello’ (Deleuze, 1997, p.160) par excellence, the most stripped-down refrain of spatial obviousness. There is an imaginary geometrical square on the stage, a purely geometrical space, and four walkers have to follow at an exact pace the sides and diagonals according to a precisely determined trajectory which, when it has been completed, will have taken them down every possible path, solo, as duos, as trios and all together. All of the components function by fours and are thus arranged according to strict application of the combinatorial art – as the script hammers home, ‘all possible combinations thus exhausted’. Quad thus has no goal other than exhaustion of all spatial possibilities: the point is to ‘disaffect’ (in Deleuzian parlance) a purely structural, abstract space by tracing it exhaustively through the paths of the four characters who are themselves without affect, existing only through the combination of their movements and positions. Thus, the totality which is targeted, composed of a set of points systematically crossed, a set of little ‘nothings’, is exactly equivalent, in the end, to the void: ‘the sum total of the possible, merges with Nothing, of which each thing is a modification’ (Deleuze, 1997, p. 153).
 Presented as such, Quad would achieve absolute exhaustion, the void, and thus abolition of all desire, all subject annihilated in the mathematical machine of combinatorics. However, we know that there is nothing in this – literally: ‘E supposed a danger zone’ is the name of the problematic point at the centre of the square which will create the structural weakness (Beckett, 1990, p. 453). ‘E’ is, strictly, the only point where there can be an event, namely, the only event possible in this assemblage: the potential collision of the characters in the centre, the crossing point – thus reintroducing potentiality into the figure. However, Beckett detects the problem, and thus recommends a slight ‘deviation’ to avoid the centre: ‘Manoeuvre established at outset by first solo at first diagonal’ (Beckett, 1990, p. 453).  Consequently, this central point will remain the only one of the lines established in the four-sided figure that will never be crossed and the event of meeting will remain virtual. Nevertheless, ‘virtual’ certainly does not mean that this event does not exist. If, as Deleuze says, ‘It is enough to say about an event that it is possible, since it does not occur without merging with nothing, and abolishing the real to which it lays claim. There is no existence other than the possible’ (Deleuze, 1997, p. 153); hence the virtual meeting, indifferent to its realization, nonetheless is an event in itself. This is why the centre has to be avoided, absolutely – even when solo. This is why exhausting the potential of the square implies this minuscule deviation, in that the goal is not to realize (trace) unfathomable enigma of the void, but to leave it as it is, closed. 

 For to end yet again (Beckett, 1976, p. 54) 
While the image reflected in the mirror, accompanied by the jolt of the voice, was a relatively explicit break in Ghost Trio, the central point, the little deserted nothing on the diagonals of the square, imperceptible, apparently insignificant, is nonetheless the hole in this (nonfigurative) performance, the blind spot in the structure. In the automatic, inhuman process of exhaustion – one has only to watch the television play for a few seconds to feel discomfort, even fear, when we see the hooded puppets compulsively trace the invisible lines – bulimic desire for everything is the reverse of the anorexic desire for the void. Yet, the void has to be supported by a paradoxical point which escapes it and yet founds it, which makes and unmakes it at the same time. In fact, the desire for exhaustiveness in both senses of the term – the exhaustive and the exhausted (all = nothing) – cannot continue its movement, like an infernal machine, unless it is restarted by a blind point, outside of the structure, a point that is labelled ‘E, as it could be labelled “a” – the point of “jouissance”’.

Unnameable, the ‘catch’, the problematic ‘here’ in Quad indicates the emergence of a radically unrepresentable Real in a structure which was supposed to be closed, entirely determined, and absolutely symbolic – every subject foreclosed. This point of ‘jouissance’ becomes a sign (insignia), a signal of the destructive anxiety that the lacking flaw would engender, the suturing of the Other’s flaw, like that of the subject, to which Don Juan aspires. This desire for completeness, for a purely mathematical language, which Beckett calls, not without irony, the ‘unmoreable unlessable unworseable evermost almost void’ (Beckett, 1983, p. 42-43), leaves a little grain of sand, a little leftover, certainly threatening (‘E supposed a danger zone’), but thanks to it textual desiring production will always escape the control of the pure Signifier, and the subject from oozing out of all the pores of the text. For, so long as this desire escapes, there will be literature. Poor literature, cursed and ‘missaid’ by this damning little phrase: ‘Worse words for worser still’ (Beckett, 1983, pp. 7, 41).
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� For the reader accustomed to Lacan’s psychoanalytic theory, this might seem a bit disorientating. The Lacanian concept of desire is often depicted as being restrictive, repressive, and marked by the lack of an ever-lost object. Not rejecting the fact that some parts of Lacan’s teaching can induce this, I defend the idea that a Beckettian ‘textual desire’, exuding from the writing itself as an anonymous instance, can benefit from a Lacanian gloss and even meet, in some points, with what Lacan tries to elaborate in his later writing. Without going too deeply into this discussion, I refer the reader to a publication where I consider this problem more widely (Ost, 2008). 





� ‘Here, Time is not an a priori form; rather, the refrain is the a priori form of time, which in each case fabricates different times [temps: also, “meters,” ‘tempo” – Trans.]’ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987, p. 349).





� As, for example, in the cases of the two paragraphs that begin: ‘On back to unsay void can go’ and ‘On back better worse to fail the head’ (Beckett, 1983, p. 18).





� ‘One moment more. One last. Grace to breathe that void. Know happiness’ are the last words of Ill Seen Ill Said (Beckett, 1982, p. 59)





� In Anti-Oedipus, we read: ‘The object (small o) erupts at the heart of the structural equilibrium in the manner of an infernal machine, the desiring-machine’ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1977, p. 83). I can only refer the reader to this work, which deals with this issue in much greater detail than I can here (see also Ost, 2008).





� In the positive sense of the term, or course, the sense that allows Malone to borrow the aphorism ‘Nothing is more real than nothing’ from Democritus (Beckett, 1978, p. 16).





� About the idea of the combinatorial process, see the essay ‘The Exhausted’ devoted by Gilles Deleuze to the televison plays (Deleuze, 1997)








� On this, see the article by Pierre Piret devoted in part to these two mimes (Piret, 2009, pp. 205-218). 





� The reader will find in Deleuze’s text ‘The Exhausted’ a reflection on the gradual exhaustion of the image in these two works. This is to be put into relation with what Deleuze calls the ‘time-image’ (Deleuze, 1997 and 1989).  





