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Fragilities Of Analysis

FRAGILITIES OF ANALYSIS1

Jean Allouch 

The historical attempts of psychoanalysis to remedy its sense of fragility by 
forging a pseudo-solidity alongside psychiatry, psychology and anthropology 
KDYH�OHG�WR�D�GHYLDWLRQ�RI�LWV�DLPV�DQG�DQ�LQKLELWLRQ�RI�LWV�HI¿FLHQF\��0LFKHO�
Foucault has argued that psychoanalysis, and psychoanalysts outside Lacan, 
has not had the courage to think of itself and to exercise itself as a form of 
spiritual exercise - as understood from ancient times, where only a transfor-
mation of the subject can permit his access to the truth. Psychoanalysts need 
to rediscover a sense of fragility which refuses to offer guarantees, renounces 
psychiatric and even early Lacanian clinical categories, abstains from clas-
sifying analysers and in particular from describing their sexual behaviour 
DV�SHUYHUVH��)UHXG¶V�¿QDO�DUULYDO�LQ�Moses and Monotheism, at Geistigkeit 
(spirituality) as opposed to psychology and religion is an illuminating guide 
WR�ZKDW�LV�WUXO\�DW�VWDNH�LQ�WKH�)UHXGLDQ�¿HOG�

Key words: fragility; Michel Foucault; clinical categories; the diverse; spirituality.

Easy to break, to falsify, to damage, to destroy, with a weak composition and 
a lack of solidity, fragility could scarcely be said to have a good press. There 
is however no paradox in devoting the remarks which follow to a eulogy of 
the fragility of the analyst and that of analysis itself. All the more so because 
analysis has acquired, in the course of time, what could be designated as a 
false or pseudo-solidity, due to an excessive weight, which, far from suiting 
LW��LQKLELWV�LWV�HI¿FLHQF\�RU�HYHQ�GHYLDWHV�LWV�DLPV��7KLV�H[FHVV�LV�FRPSRVHG�RI�
three different strands.  1) While Sigmund Freud expected from his alliance 
with Carl Jung that psychoanalysis would conquer psychiatry, nothing of the 
kind took place since, on the contrary, it is psychiatry which has ceaselessly 
informed (in the sense of giving a certain form to) the treatment of problems 
encountered in analysis:  ‘psychopathology’ is the name of this teratological 
combination of two incompatible methods. 2) While Freud knew the risk to 
psychoanalysis if it were to fall into the hands of priests, a far too distant, 
IHDUIXO�DQG�¿QDOO\�ULJLG�UHODWLRQVKLS�ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�UHOLJLRQ�UHWXUQHG�WR�DQDO\-
sis in the form of a psychoanalytic religiosity:  ‘psychoanalytic ethics’ is the 
1 First published as ‘Fragilités de l’analyse’, Critique��-DQYLHU�)pYULHU�������3DULV��SS��������7UDQV��

C. Gallagher.



30

Fragilities Of Analysis

name given to this religion which does not assume itself as such.  3)  More 
recently, believing itself to be able to respond to a pressing social demand for 
norms, psychoanalysis has got to the point of pronouncing for each and every 
person and for the group itself, the law of its wellbeing:  ‘psychoanalytic an-
thropology’ is the name it is given here..

We owe it to Michel Foucault to have been able to distinguish the point of 
origin of this triple and weighty landslide. Psychoanalysis, he declared, out-
side Lacan, did not have the courage to establish itself as a form of knowl-
edge depending on ‘the very old and very fundamental questions of epimeleia 
heautou,2 and therefore of spirituality as a condition of access to the truth.’3 It 
will be shown that only its status as a spiritual exercise is capable of offering 
to analysis this lightness and fragility which, even today, it is largely lacking.

No guarantees

After more than a century of existence, has psychoanalysis conquered the status 
of a now recognised discipline? Despite a certain presence in the university and 
in different psychiatric, psychological, pedagogical, juridical settings, or again 
in the media, its extraterritoriality remains what most closely characterises it. 
It is not practised on the basis of a profession legitimated by a degree; no Pro-
fessional Council (conseil de l’Ordre) is able to judge psychoanalysts, since 
moreover their acts would be very differently judged if they were evaluated 
by each of the numerous groups which are inscribed in a space that Jacques 
/DFDQ�KDV�GHVFULEHG�DV�µWKH�)UHXGLDQ�¿HOG¶��:KDW�LV�PRUH�WKHUH�LV�QRW�FRPSOHWH�
DJUHHPHQW�RQ�WKLV�GHVFULSWLRQ���IRU�VRPH�WKH�¿HOG�LV�µSV\FKRDQDO\WLF¶��IRU�RWKHUV�
µ/DFDQLDQ¶��DQG�IRU�RWKHUV�¿QDOO\��ZKR�HQYLVDJH�DQ�DOOLDQFH�RI�SV\FKRDQDO\VLV�
DQG�DQWKURSRORJ\��WKHUH�LV�TXLWH�VLPSO\�QR�¿HOG��KRZHYHU�RQH�GHVLJQDWHV�LW�

There are people, sometimes analysts, who have been able and still are able to 
consider this situation deplorable, and there have been no lack of moments in 
the recent history of psychoanalysis where an attempt has been made to put an 
HQG�WR�LW��,Q�YDLQ��$W�OHDVW�LQ�)UDQFH��DQG�IRU�WKH�WLPH�EHLQJ��ZKLOH�HOVHZKHUH�
(but not everywhere) a juridical framework for psychoanalysis has been put 
in place.  Not without consequences for the practice of psychoanalysis itself, 

2� 3OHDVH�UHIHU�WR�WKH�H[SODQDWRU\�QRWHV�IROORZLQJ�WKLV�SDSHU��RQ�VSHFL¿F�*UHHN�H[SUHVVLRQV�LQ�$O-
ORXFK¶V�WH[W��SURYLGHG�E\�%DUU\�2¶'RQQHOO��SS�����±����

3 Foucault, M. The Hermeneutics of the Subject. Course at the Collège de France, 1981-1982, edited 
E\�)UpGpULF�*URV��3LFDGRU�������
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since it is then largely assimilated to a psychotherapeutic practice. One of the 
effects of this new positioning of psychoanalysis in the social world is noth-
ing other and nothing less than the removal of what is called the ‘professional’ 
secret. Thus, in Canada for example, a psychoanalyst is obliged to answer to 
a court about what has happened in a particular psychoanalysis if, perchance, 
and following the divorce of the analyser, the adversarial party demands it. 
But, it will be said, what is the problem?  It can be seen once one poses the 
IROORZLQJ�TXHVWLRQ��µ&DQ�,�FRQ¿GH�WR�VRPHRQH�HYHU\WKLQJ�WKDW�FRPHV�WR�P\�
mind about the man or woman with whom I am engaged while knowing that 
this someone may well one day report my remarks, eventually to my cost, 
before a court?’ It can be asked:  ‘What kind of speaker would accept that 
there should be a priori guaranteed the truth of his word (his psychoanalyst as 
witness before a court, having sworn to tell the whole (of his) truth). Would he 
speak? What kind of lover would absolutely demand the guarantee of being 
ORYHG"�:RXOG�KH�ORYH"�:KDW�NLQG�RI�VH[XDO�ÀLQJ�LI�LQ�DGYDQFH�LWV�µVXFFHVV¶�
ZDV�DVVXUHG"�$�PRPHQW�RI�LQ¿QLWH�VDGQHVV���:KDW�NLQG�RI�EHOLHYHU�ZRXOG�GH-
mand of God the certainty of being admitted to paradise? Would he believe?’

The well-intentioned enterprise (we are worried about the ‘consumer’, while 
at the same time eating into his liberty, already by calling him that) of putting 
psychoanalytic practice into proper order ill-uses what is involved in speak-
ing, loving, fucking, believing. In other words everything at work in madness, 
of which madness is woven. The absence of a guarantee that the analyst offers 
±�WKLV�IUDJLOLW\�±�KDV�DQ�DI¿QLW\�WR�WKH�QHYHU�DVVXUHG�FKDUDFWHU�RI�VSHDNLQJ��RI�
loving, of fucking, of believing.

To whom does one speak, sometimes in a situation of great tension? Or, per-
haps even, to what? It can happen that one might speak to a stone4, not nec-
HVVDULO\�D�WRPEVWRQH��ZKLFK�ZDV�UHFHQWO\�VKRZQ��¿UVW�LQ�D�ERRN�DQG�WKHQ�LQ�
D�¿OP��E\�$WLT�5DKLPL�ZKRVH� ,UDQLDQ� WLWOH��Synguè sabour, is translated as 
‘stone of patience’, a black stone to which the desperate address themselves, 
FRQ¿GLQJ�LQ�LW��+HUH�WKLV�VWRQH�LV�D�ZDUULRU�SOXQJHG�LQWR�D�FRPD�E\�D�EXOOHW�
in the neck. He will neither say nor manifest anything throughout the whole 
time that his wife addresses him and, speaking to him in an always more frank 
and resolute manner (in the way of the ancient parrêsia5), is transformed. 

4� 2U�WR�D�SXUHO\�OHJHQGDU\�SHUVRQDJH�GH¿QLWLYHO\�FRQ¿QHG�EHWZHHQ�WZR�ZDOOV�
5 ‘The parrêsiastês, is the one who says everything’, Foucault, M. The Courage of Truth.  The Govern-

ment of Oneself and Others II. Course at the Collège de France, 1984�HGLWHG�E\�)UpGpULF�*URV��
Picador, 2005.
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7KH� RQO\� SURRI� QHHGHG� LV� WKLV�PRYLQJ�PRPHQW�ZKHQ� VKH� ¿QDOO\� ¿QGV� KHU�
own beautiful image in a mirror. She moisturises the body of her interlocu-
tor by means of a probe (sonde), she keeps him alive minimally; despite his 
stone-like silence, his fragility is clear. She would never have been able to 
speak to him if war had not rendered him silent, available, present despite 
his comatose state, or again rather, thanks to it. There is certainly no question 
KHUH�RI�DGYDQFLQJ�WKDW�WKH�DQDO\VW�RXJKW�WR�¿QG�KLPVHOI�SHUPDQHQWO\�SOXQJHG�
in a coma. Nevertheless, Syngué sabour allows there to be glimpsed what his 
silence can be, which is no less present when he intervenes, if it is from his 
position as analyst that he intervenes. In tune with Syngup sabour, has not 
Jacques Lacan declared that analysis is ‘a kind of reverse hypnosis’?  

Speaking to someone whom one ends up by realising will not set up his own 
habits of thought over against the saying that is addressed to him, to someone 
who is able to keep to himself, to the grave, what he has heard, this is rare, 
exceptional, of great price in a time which wants only transparency and trace-
ability. Friendship itself, which is nevertheless so precious, often does not 
offer this (and no university degree would ever be able to guarantee it).

No nosography

Formed by an active abstention, this other ascesis in which there consists the 
fact of never having recourse to established clinical entities was not initially 
acquired by psychoanalysis, far from it. Nor is it accepted today by a number 
of practitioners (here also dissension reigns).

Sigmund Freud, nevertheless, had opened up this path, and in at least two 
ways:  on the one hand by inventing, pushed into this by certain young wom-
en that he was seeing, an unprecedented practice where it was no longer his 
knowledge that guided his action, and on the other hand by wanting that the 
‘movement’ he had created should be and should remain outside the reach of 
the medical discourse (and that of priests). Not many followed him, and he 
had to resign himself to it, and analysis still today remains largely practiced 
by doctors (psychiatrists) or clinical psychologists.  Now there is nothing 
self-evident in that. The takeover of madness by a specialised medicine is a 
historically recent given (generally dated from the French Revolution, with 
Philippe Pinel ‘freeing’ the lunatics from their chains), which leads us to ask 
whether analysis ought to be inscribed along the direct line of this appro-
priation (is it really one?) or indeed link up again with different acceptances 
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which, in a more distant past, were reserved for madness in the ancient philo-
sophical schools. As regards the relationship of analysis to medicine, one of 
the most illuminating remarks of Freud is the following:

)RU�WKH�YLFWLP�RI�D�QHXURVLV�LV�VRPHRQH�LQWR�ZKRVH�FRQÀLFW�ZH�FDQ�JDLQ�
QR�LQVLJKW�LI�ZH�¿UVW�PHHW�LW�LQ�D�IXOO\�HVWDEOLVKHG�VWDWH��%XW��SHU�FRQWUD��
LI�ZH�UHFRJQLVH�WKH�FRQÀLFW�ZH�IRUJHW�WKDW�KH�LV�D�VLFN�PDQ��MXVW�DV��LI�KH�
himself recognises it, he ceases to be ill.6

7KH�YHU\�DGYDQFH�LWVHOI�RI�HDFK�DQDO\VLV�GH�PHGLFDOLVHV�LW��:KDW�DW�WKH�EH-
ginning was envisaged under the heading of an illness ceases to be so in the 
course of the ‘treatment’ once one has been able and knows how to get ac-
quainted with it.  It is hard to see how an analyser would continue to consult 
an analyst, once he no longer looks on himself as sick, if the status of his 
analyst was that of a healer. Hence the accuracy of a humorous petition which 
circulated at the time when the French state  envisaged regulating the exercise 
RI�SV\FKRWKHUDS\�DQG�SV\FKRDQDO\VLV���µ/HDYH�RXU�FKDUODWDQV�DORQH�¶�$QG�ZH�
see here the incidence of some equivocation with respect to what Michel Fou-
cault, following in the steps of the ancients, highlighted under the heading of 
‘minding yourself, souci de soi’.  Does it depend on medicine (alone)?

Jacques Lacan has greatly contributed to giving body, consistency and value to 
the three clinical entities respectively designated as perversion, neurosis, and 
psychosis (with a word: pernepsy, pernépsy).  On this terrain there seemed to 
FRQYHUJH�IRU�TXLWH�D�ZKLOH�D�SV\FKLDWU\�KHQFHIRUWK�TXDOL¿HG�DV�µFODVVLFDO¶�DQG�
SV\FKRDQDO\VLV���1HYHUWKHOHVV��WKLV�HQWHUSULVH�ZDV�OHVV�DQG�OHVV�IXO¿OOHG�LQ�KLV�
WHDFKLQJ��7KLV�XS�WR�WKH�SRLQW�RI�FXOPLQDWLQJ�LQ�D�¿QDO�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�WKH�FOLQLF�
(spoken at the opening of a section precisely described as ‘the psychoanalytic 
clinic’ on May 1st 1977):

What is clinical psychoanalysis?  It’s not complicated.  It has a basis – 
it is what you say in a psychoanalysis7.

One could not, in effect, be more simple. And one could not set aside more 
GH¿QLWLYHO\�DQ\�QRVRJUDSKLFDO�SHUVSHFWLYH��$OO�WKH�PRUH�VR�LQ�WKDW�/DFDQ�WKHQ�
clinches this nail by referring the psychoanalytic clinic no longer to the analy-
ser (whose ‘blabla’ simply furnishes the ‘basis’ of this clinic) but to the psy-

6 Freud, S. Psychopathic Characters on the Stage. (1905/1906). SE VII, London, Hogarth Press. P. 
310.

7 Lacan, J. Opening of the Clinical Section.  Ornicar? No. 9, 1977, p.7-14
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FKRDQDO\VW�±�ZKLFK�LV�VHOI�HYLGHQW�LI�WKLV�EODEOD��OLNH�DOO�VSHHFK��RQO\�WDNHV�RQ�
some consequence by the welcome that is reserved for it. The psychoanalytic 
clinic questions the analyst, the analyst is its object. Thus orientated, that 
GD\�/DFDQ�TXDOL¿HG�WKH�)UHXGLDQ�FOLQLF�DV�µOXFXEUDWLRQ¶��KH�UHFRJQLVHV�WKHQ�
WKDW�KH�KDV�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�LW��DQG�VSHFL¿HV�KLV�FXUUHQW�SRVLWLRQ��µ7KDW�LV�QRW�D�
reason for me to hold on to it.’ In a word, the one that Erasmus took up from 
Rabelais:  all morosophes.

Nothing in common

:KDW�WKHQ�¿QGV�LWVHOI�PRVW�LQ�TXHVWLRQ��RQ�WKH�VLGH�RI�SV\FKRDQDO\VWV��ZKRVH�
refusal leads to more than one of them clinging to nosography like a buoy 
without which they would be excluded from practising? It is the relation-
ship of the analyst to the diverse (divers) as such which poses a problem and 
presents itself as a new fragility, linked, for its part also, to a renunciation: 
regulated by the diverse, the analyst can only abstain from putting forward 
this authoritative (since it is issued by an authority) word which is the assign-
LQJ�RI�D�VXEMHFW�WR�D�SUHGH¿QHG�FOLQLFDO�HQWLW\���

Regulated by the diverse, the analyst will be led to welcome anyone by ab-
VWDLQLQJ�IURP�DQ\�LGHQWL¿FDWRU\�DFWLRQ�DQG�WKRXJKW��:H�FDQ�VHH�WKDW�WKLV�LV�QRW�
easy, that it is perhaps even impossible. For it is not simply a matter of exclud-
LQJ�DQ�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�RI�WKH�QRVRJUDSKLFDO�W\SH��EXW��RQ�WKH�SDUW�RI�WKH�DQDO\VW��
DQ\�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�ZKDWVRHYHU�LW�PD\�EH��7R�WKLQN�µ,�KDYH�MXVW�VHHQ�D�ZRPDQ��
or a child, or an emigrant, or a poor person, or a colleague, or a sportsman, 
etc.’ is already an abuse, even if, envisaged in themselves, such names are not 
GH¿QHG�GHVFULSWLRQV��)RU�VXFK�GHVFULSWLRQV�DUH�DV�LW�ZHUH�VXPPRQHG�XS�E\�WKH�
name, because the imaginary follows. Now how can the analyst know that he 
is dealing with a woman, a child, an emigrant,  a poor person, a colleague, a 
sportsman? This ‘woman’ does not perhaps have the sensibility of a woman, 
nor this child the soul of a child, this emigrant the condition of an emigrant, 
this poor person the status of a poor person, this colleague the virtue of a col-
league, this sportsman the endurance of a sportsman. Such attributions are 
only based on glimpses of a phenomenological order, if not on a weighing 
scales (pèse-personne). Their clouding effect is guaranteed. 

For all that, there is nothing to ensure that regulating oneself on the diverse is 
easy.  Inspired by a celebrated fragment of Heraclitus (numbered 64 by Diels) 
Lacan even admitted that it is ruled out that anyone could maintain himself 
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permanently regulated on the diverse.  What does this fragment enounce?  
7KDW�LW�LV�D�ÀDVK�RI�OLJKWQLQJ�WKDW�UXOHV�WKH�XQLYHUVH��ta panta).  Nevertheless, 
according to the reading which Eugen Fink and Martin Heidegger proposed 
of it8��WKH�ÀDVK�RI�OLJKWQLQJ�ZRXOG�UHJXODWH�QRW�WKH�XQLYHUVH�EXW�µWKH�DOO��les 
tous’�±�µDOO¶�QRW�UHIHUULQJ�KHUH�WR�D�WRWDOLW\�WDNHQ�DV�VXFK�EXW«WR�WKH�GLYHUVH���
7KH�ÀDVK�RI�OLJKWQLQJ�UHYHDOV�WKH�DOO��DQG�WKHUHIRUH�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�QR�XQLYHUVH��
while, Lacan adds, we are ‘by our subjective position’ ‘obliged to think of 
the world as universe’.  The Heraclitean enunciation, he continues, ‘proceeds 
from a truly fundamental idea about the heterogeneity among things’.9

If remaining in the diverse is ruled out (as bearer of categories, the tongue 
opposes it), perhaps it is nevertheless not necessary to stress in an insistent 
way the cord of universality. This is what Lacan did on the 2nd November 
1973 when, prolonging his meditation on the diverse, he comes to the point 
of challenging the notion of ‘clinical type’. The ‘old clinic’, in creating these 
types, neglected the diverse which it claimed to account for and which it only 
obliterated.

This question could also be tackled from another angle. For what reason did 
Lacan speak not so much about Freud as about the Freudian thing? Why, in 
his case as in that of Heidegger, this problematic of ‘the thing’ which led him 
to the point of discovering das Ding in Freud? Response: one is less distant 
from the diverse, one neglects the diverse less by summoning up the Freudian 
thing than when one calls on Freud. It was not so much Freud who spoke of a 
certain speaking thing, the thing Lacan describes as ‘Freudian’.  In the same 
way Heidegger and Fink were working to reach not so much Heraclitus (that 
would be rather crude) as the thing of Heraclitus.  Nevertheless, while this 
access would be in the case of Heidegger an access to Being, in the case of 
Lacan, on the other hand it is to the diverse that the experience of the light-
QLQJ�ÀDVK�JLYHV�DFFHVV��$Q�RSHQLQJ�� WKHUHIRUH�� WKDW� LV�HDFK� WLPH�HPLQHQWO\�
SXQFWXDO��GXH�WR�WKH�OLJKWQLQJ�ÀDVK��DQG�ZKLFK�WKH�DQDO\VW�KDV�QRW�WKH�PDVWHU\�
of:  fragility. The temporality here is that of the kairos, of the opportunity to 
JUDVS�LW�LQ�ÀLJKW��DQG�ZKLFK�FRXOG�EH�PLVVHG��

It is nevertheless not from that time that there dates, in Lacan’s case, the in-
terest, the concern about the diverse.  For a poem, his unique poem traverses 
8 Fink, E. and Heidegger, M. Heraclitus.  Seminar of the Winter Semester (1966-1967).
9 Intervention on the Passe during the congress of the Ecole freudienne held at La grande Motte in 

November 1973.  Accessible on the site of Ecole lacanienne de psychoanalyse, under the heading 
bibliothèque.
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his whole saying10���:ULWWHQ�LQ�������VHQW�WR�KLV�IULHQG�)HUGLQDQG�$OTXLp�DQG�
published four years later, he republishes again in 1977.  In it one already 
¿QGV�+HUDFOLWXV��WKH�panta rhei���DOVR�WKH�WKLQJ��DQG�WKH�IRUPV���ZKRVH�¿UH�
PDNHV�RI�-DFTXHV�/DFDQ�µWKH�LPPRUWDO�ORYHU¶���/LNH�WKH�¿UH�PDNLQJ�WKH�ORYHU�
RI�WKLQJV��WKH�OLJKWQLQJ�ÀDVK�PDNHV�WKDW�RI�WKH�GLYHUVH���(DFK�WLPH�WKLV�ORYLQJ�
relationship to things or to the diverse is threatened, that to the diverse be-
cause it is untenable permanently, that to things because there intervenes what 
Lacan calls in his poem his ‘démon pensant, his thinking demon’.  

Why is the thing so decisive in the exercise of psychoanalysis?  Because what 
is at stake is that, the thing of each analyser and not him, the analyser.  To 
identify this analyser, in other words to assign him to something common, 
comes down to distancing his thing to the point of rendering it inaccessible.

No frontier

‘Divan, couch’: the word, of Arabic origin, is supposed to have given ‘douane, 
customs’ in French. Ought one to see in the analyst a customs guard? If there 
is a place where he is solicited to behave as such, it is at the frontiers of the 
)UHXGLDQ�¿HOG��$�IURQWLHU��ZH�PD\�DV�ZHOO�VD\�D�IUDJLOH�SRLQW�±�DV�FKHFN�SRLQWV�
and other barriers show. The history of analysis, so rich in anathemas, shows 
that the question was permanently posed about what is admissible or not in 
WKH�)UHXGLDQ�¿HOG��7KLV�IURP�LQVLGH�WKH�¿HOG���%XW�LWV�IURQWLHU�LV�DOVR�FRQFHUQHG�
with what is presented from outside.  Current events offer several cases of it 
which, most often, divide custom-guard analysts. Thus some observe, not 
ZLWKRXW�GUHDG�� WKH�SUHFLSLWDWLRQ�RI�SV\FKLDWU\�XQGHU�1RUWK�$PHULFDQ� LQÀX-
HQFH�LQWR�D�PHWKRGRORJ\�RI�D�VWDWLVWLFDO�RUGHU��ZKLOH�RWKHUV�¿QG�WKHUH�DQ�RS-
SRUWXQLW\�WR�EHWWHU�VSHFLI\�WKH�VWDWXV�RI�DQDO\VLV�E\�SXWWLQJ�DQ�HQG�WR�LWV�ÀLUWD-
tion with psychiatry. Thus some welcome favourably the recent advances of 
the neurosciences by showing that Freud had anticipated them, while others 
reject them as dangerous. Thus some, we have already noted, plead in favour 
of an opening up of analysis to anthropological data considered to assure its 
salvation, while others set them aside as so many worms in the apple. Thus 
VRPH�VHH�D�TXDVL�VDWDQLF�SUHVHQFH�LQ�JD\�DQG�OHVELDQ�VWXGLHV�ZKLOH�RWKHUV�¿QG�
in them a fruitful opportunity to put in question what was believed to be es-
tablished in terms of knowledge. This point deserves to be evoked, because it 
LV�QRW�DQ�LQVLJQL¿FDQW�VWHS�WR�QR�ORQJHU�NQRZ�ZKDW�RQH�EHOLHYHG�RQH�NQHZ��WR�
no longer consider as established what one believed to be established. 
10 The two versions of this poem can be read on the site mentioned in footnote 10.
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The so recent de-pathologisation of homosexuality, followed by that of trans-
sexualism and other so-called ‘sicknesses’, cannot be attributed to psycho-
analysis but to militants who ‘created a movement’ (in the two senses of this 
expression).  Psychoanalysis and psychiatry its ally at the time, had to put up 
with it, sometimes only verbally, but not thinking it any the less.  Those who 
were shamed by ‘clinical’ descriptions that are today largely outdated and 
the often normalising practices that went with them have thrown this shame 
back in the face of psychoanalysts.  It follows that the number of these objects 
carrying this shame grows and that, already because of this fact, should be 
revisited.  This is the case for sado-masochism which, after the descriptions 
made of it by Gayle Rubin, can no longer be caught in the net in which it was 
ensnared, and which, with Lynda Hart, is rethought of as a performance.  Or 
again sodomy, whose status Mark Jordan shows is properly theological.  Why 
then were we not able to see it?  It is, in truth, the very concept of perversion, 
ZKRVH�JHQHVLV�9HUQRQ�5RVDULR�KDV�GHVFULEHG��ZKLFK�¿QGV� LWVHOI�PRUH� WKDQ�
shaken and, along with it that of heterosexuality which we also learn, this 
time from the pen of Jonathan Katz, that far from being universal, is a recent 
construction.  In addition, with the work of John Winkler and David Halperin, 
the relationship of analysis to Greek antiquity is put in question.11

$�¿HOG�RI�VWXGLHV�ZDV�ERUQ�KDOI�D�FHQWXU\�DJR��ZKRVH�REMHFWV�LQWHUVHFW�SDU-
WLDOO\��DW�OHDVW�DW�¿UVW�VLJKW��ZLWK�VRPH�RI�WKRVH�RYHU�ZKLFK�DQDO\VWV�KDG�ZLVKHG�
to exercise their domination. Those about whom we wrote the psychosexual 
‘truth’ while accusing them (or just about) of not having assumed their ‘cas-
tration’ henceforth teach those who claimed to say who they were. They have 
taken on a way of speaking which we were not able to accept at the time of its 
emergence despite the beautiful and soothing discourses on ‘listening’. Entire 
areas of the erotic remained unexplored for half a century; much was done to 
arrive at such a result (or, much more rather, lack of result).

We were not able to render a frontier porous when this was required.  

No psy

,W�LV�QRZ�PRUH�WKDQ����\HDUV�VLQFH�*pUDUG�*UDQHO�SURSRVHG�WR�VXSSUHVV�WKH�
Ȍ�RI�µSV\FKRDQDO\VLV¶�12  Is it to this, this small and nevertheless imperialist 
11 The proper names mentioned above refer to  works in the collection of Les grands classiques de 

l’érotologie moderne published by Epel.
12 ‘/DFDQ�HW�+HLGHJJHU��UpÀH[LRQV�D�SDUWLU�GHV�=ROOLNRQHU�6HPLQDLUH¶, in Lacan avec les philosophes, 

Paris, Albin Michel, 1991, p.209
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psy, that the blindness which has just been evoked might be responsible? The 
equivocations that it gives rise to, the wavering that it gives a place to, here 
also allow a fragility to show through.

It took several decades in order that in France, and despite a very high num-
ber of publications commenting on Freud’s writings, and coming from dif-
ferent psychoanalytic schools, before people ended up by noticing that two 
WHUPV�¿JXUHG�LQ�WKHP���Psyche, adjectively psychisch, and Seele, adjectively 
seelisch.  The translations of Freud into French for a very long time got rid of 
the problem that this cohabitation gave rise to by rendering indifferently one 
and the other of these two terms by ‘psychisme’ or ‘psychique’.  Is this due to 
WKH�DFFHQW�ODLG�RQ�WKH�VLJQL¿HU�E\�/DFDQ"��,W�VWLOO�UHPDLQV�WKDW�SHRSOH�HQGHG�
up by asking themselves if there was not something in the wind. And that is 
the case.  All the more so in that the problem thus initiated is complicated, 
EXW�SHUKDSV�VLPSOL¿HG��E\�WKH�SUHVHQFH��LQ�)UHXG�RI�D�WKLUG�WHUP��Geist, ad-
jectively geistig or geistlich��ZKLFK�LQ�KLV�¿QDO�ZRUN�Moses and Monotheism, 
could not yield its place in order to take in it the same heuristic function to 
either Psyche nor to Seele. The history of the spirituality (Geistigkeit) which 
this book unfolds cannot be equivalent to a history of the psyche nor to a his-
tory of the soul.  In the same way, one can measure the impropriety that would 
consist, in French, by calling the mot d’esprit [witticism] ‘mot psychique’. 
The importance of Geistigkeit�LQ�)UHXG�DV�KH�GHOLYHUV�KLV�¿QDO�PHVVDJH�LV�VXFK�
that Bruno Karsenti does not hesitate to devote to it a chapter of a recent and 
extremely precious work:  Moise et l’idpe du peuple juif.13

One can see that the sort of wavering that is manifested in Freud by the co-
SUHVHQFH� RI� WKUHH� WHUPV�ZKLOH� RQO\� RQH� RI� WKHP�¿JXUHV� LQ� WKH� QDPH� µSV\-
choanalysis’ indicates  a question that has remained unresolved and, by that, 
another fragility. It appears moreover in the usage which would make us un-
derstand and read ‘psychoanalysis’ and ‘analysis’ as if we had here one and 
the same meaning even though by isolating the ‘psy’ in this way one high-
lights a problem while not posing it explicitly.  At the same time, we can only 
recognise a wavering in Freud by envisaging his work synchronically. Taken 
diachronically (which is necessary once it is not a matter, any more than with 
/DFDQ��RI�D�µV\VWHP�RI�WKRXJKW¶���LW�VKRZV�RQ�WKH�FRQWUDU\�WKDW�ZKDW�¿QDOO\�RF-
cupies him is the spirit.  It is enough to read him to know that this spirit does 
not present to his eyes anything ethereal, ‘spiritualist’ indeed ‘spiritist’. A 
TXHVWLRQ�LV�WKHQ�SRVHG���FDQ�DQDO\VLV�IROORZ�XS�WKLV�¿QDO�LQGLFDWLRQ�RI�)UHXG��
13 Paris, Ed. du Cerf, 2012.
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and admit, under his suggestion, the spirit as being what it is dealing with?  In 
other words, to not neglect what was already known by many of Freud’s con-
WHPSRUDULHV��DQG�QRW�WKH�OHDVW�RI�WKHP��:LWWJHQVWHLQ��0DQQ��$QGUHDV�6DORPp��
-XQJ��3¿VWHU��$XGHQ��HWF���

With Lacan we are dealing with a similarly oriented movement towards an 
abandonment of the ‘psy’.  Just as in 1953 (the effective beginning of his 
‘teaching’), the reader of Daniel Paul Schreber’s Memoirs recognised in them 
the account of a ‘spiritual catastrophe’ and not a ‘psychical’ one, just as, the 
same year, he linked his teaching to the ‘spiritual line of descent of Ferenczi’, 
just as in 1964 he founded a school with an explicit reference to the ancient 
philosophical schools,  just as in 1967 he proposed to analysts to model them-
selves on the spiritual exercises of the sceptics, just as spirituality was the 
common soil from which there emerged his taking into account of Heideg-
JHULDQ�WKLQNLQJ��WKHUH�LV��WR�¿QLVK��D�FOHDU�GHFODUDWLRQ�RQ���th February 1975 
which dots the i’s:  what Freud calls ‘psychic reality’ is ‘exactly the same 
WKLQJ¶�DV�UHOLJLRXV�UHDOLW\��7R�UHFRJQLVH�LQ�DQDO\VLV�D�VWLOO�XQSUHFHGHQWHG�¿JXUH�
of spirituality, could by itself allow there to be distinguished analysis from 
this ‘same thing’ which could just as well be called ‘psychology’ or ‘religion’. 
Such a refusal of the psychological is not moreover new: Ludwig Wittgen-
stein and with him a good number of those who held to analytical philoso-
phy, Martin Heidegger, George Canguilhem, Michel Foucault, notably these, 
clearly manifested it.

By thus admitting to itself what it is, analysis would remove an ambiguity, 
would lose the inhibitory and deviating force that comes from what it sur-
reptitiously carries in terms of psychology and religion; thus it will become 
IUDJLOH��¿QGLQJ�LQ�WKDW�ZD\�LWV�RZQ�SDUWLFXODU�ZD\�RI�EHLQJ�HI¿FDFLRXV��,W�ZLOO�
thus make its own a proposition of Michel Foucault who, in 1981, remarked 
that it did not have up to then (outside Lacan) the ‘courage’ (the word is his) 
to think of itself and to exercise itself as a form of spirituality. Spirituality, 
ZKDW�GRHV�WKDW�PHDQ"�7KH�GH¿QLWLRQ�WKDW�)RXFDXOW�SURSRVHV�IRU�LW�LV�DSSURSUL-
ate for analysis: only a transformation of the subject can permit his access to 
the truth.  It is certainly not by chance if, in Foucault as in Lacan and even 
WKRXJK�LQ�D�GLIIHUHQW�VHQVH��WKHUH�LV�VXPPRQHG�XS�WKH�FRQFHSW�RI�VXEMHFWL¿-
cation. For both one and the other the subject is not a given, does not have 
WKLV�¿[LW\�VWDUWLQJ�IURP�ZKLFK�DOO�WKH�UHVW�LV�RUGHUHG��$�VXEMHFW�FDQ�EHFRPH��
divided, giving itself over to a certain otherness (alterité). It still remains that 
this otherness must be appropriate.
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In his Cahiers de jeunesse�)HUGLQDQG�$OTXLp�ZURWH���µ:KHQ�(OXDUG�VD\V�µ0\�
pain like a little sun in cold water’, doubtless one must not see in this verse an 
effort to translate an initially given pain. One must rather start from the sun in 
cold water. That is the given. And it is what creates the pain.14 ‘To translate a 
pain initially given’: that is psychology. ‘To start from the sun in cold water’: 
that is spirituality; and analysis according to Jacques Lacan, who had to end 
up by indicating, no one having noted it, that the word ‘expression’ did not 
¿JXUH�DQ\ZKHUH�LQ�µ7KH�IXQFWLRQ�DQG�¿HOG�RI�VSHHFK�DQG�ODQJXDJH�¶15  The 
poet does not express himself, nor does he metaphorise. This ‘sun’, this ‘cold 
water’, act as signs which, linked as they are, produce his pain while they 
remain waiting for their decomposition. To de-compose is to analyse. The 
¿JXUH�LV�XQGRQH��LWV�FRPSRQHQWV�DUULYH�DV�VLJQL¿HUV�RXWVLGH�VHQVH��3DLQ�JLYHV�
way to this fragility which, from then on, bears witness to the dependence of 
the poet delivered to language.16

14�$OTXLp��)��Cahiers de jeunesse. Paris, L’âge d’homme, 2003. p.84.
15 Lacan, L. Ecrits, Paris, Seuil, 1966. p. 237-322.  
16 Jean Allouch practises psychoanalysis in Paris. He was a member of the EFP directed by Jacques 

Lacan from 1966 until its dissolution in 1980.  Currently a member of the Ecole lacanienne de 
psychoanalyse, he directs in the Editions Epel the collection ‘The Great Classics of Modern 
Erotology’.


