
THE	FORMATION	OF	ANALYSTS

“An	analyst	only	exists	if	the	desire	comes	to	him,
which	is	to	say	that	he	is	already,	because	of	this	[desire],	the	detritus	of	the	aforemen:oned	

(humanity)”.

J.	LACAN,	NOTE	ITALIENNE”,	Autres	Ecrits,	op.	cit.,	P.308.

The	case,	from	unease	to	the	lie
Eric	Laurent

Unease

To	 know	 “how	 one	 analyses”,	 we	 rely	 on	 a	 method	 that	 uses	 examples,	 clinical	 cases.	 This	
method	is	tradi:onal	in	the	discipline.	It	 is	not	without	being	cri:cised.	The	pres:ge	of	science	
and	sta:s:cal	series	undermines,	in	human	sciences,	the	lustre	of	the	unique	case.	The	ques:on	
is	not	limited	to	psychoanalysis	or	clinical	disciplines.	This	calling	into	ques:on	of	the	case	is	not	
an	unbroken	process.	 Let	us	 consider	History,	 for	example.	We	witnessed	 the	Annals	School's	
fascina:on	for	sta:s:cal	series,	and	their	disdain	for	the	singular	case.	We	now	consider	that	the	
most	difficult	 thing	 there	 is	 is	 to	write	a	descrip:on	of	a	great	man,	of	historical	 con:ngency,	
without	 renouncing	 the	 descrip:on	 of	 the	 determinants	 he	 or	 she	 had	 to	 stand	 up	 against.	
Inscribing	the	con:ngency	of	the	case	in	necessity	is	the	most	delicate	thing	in	what	is	at	stake.

The	crisis	of	the	case	study	in	psychoanalysis,	the	fact	that	one	no	longer	knows	very	well	how	to	
write	one	up,	and	the	diversity	of	recognised	narra:ve	modes,	signal	unease.	The	laQer	seems	
to	be	organised	around	a	certain	number	of	 false	opposi:ons	and	 false	dilemmas.	Let	us	cite,	
without	 any	 par:cular	 order,	 qualita:ve	 versus	 quan:ta:ve,	 vigneQes	 versus	 extensive	 cases	
and	 exhaus:ve	monographs,	 lengthy	 series	 versus	 isola:ng	 the	 relevant	 variables	 in	 a	 single	
case.	Scien:sts	balk	at	inscribing	psychoanaly:c	case	studies	in	the	framework	of	the	single	case	

experiment	[TN:	in	English	in	the	text],	as	certain	psychoanalysts	want	them	to.¹	What,	then,	is	
an	experience	that	depends	as	closely	on	the	observer/observed	link	as	that	which	is	installed	by	
transference?

In	truth,	the	problem	is	the	following:		psychoanalysis	is	not	an	exact	science.	Mimicking	science	
outside	of	its	domain	only	leads	to	parody.	It	is	oWen	the	case	with	sta:s:cal	series	in	our	field.	
In	 this	 sense	 the	 case	 cannot	 be	 “objec:ve”.	 This	 does	 not	 at	 all	 prevent	 the	 psychoanaly:c	
clinic	and	its	narra:ons	-	that	is	“symptom	types”	-	 	from	exis:ng.	Each	case,	in	its	con:ngency,	

is	 inscribed	 in	 exis:ng	 categories.	 How	 is	 it	 inscribed?²	 The	 epistemology	 of	 classifica:ons	
renders	the	func:on	of	classifica:on	as	such	apparent.	It	is	a	nomina:on,	an	“individua:on”.	To	
name	 the	 case,	 the	 demand	 to	 speak	 well,	 is	 one	 of	 the	 names	 of	 the	 logic	 of	 analy:c	
experience.	It	directs	what	the	analysand	says	[le	dire],	his	transference,	and	the	interpreta:ve	



speech	[dire]	of	the	analyst.

The	evolu?on	of	the	Freudian	model

The	Freudian	case	study	ini:ally	adopted	the	form	of	Goethe’s	novels.	Dora's	suffering	owes	a	
lot,	 in	 the	way	 in	which	 it	 is	 expressed,	 to	 the	 suffering	 of	 the	 young	Werther	 living	 through	
German	 idealism.	 Yet	 these	 case-studies	 set	 a	model:	 the	dream	and	 its	 associa:ons,	derived	
from	the	original	form	established	by	Freud	in	his	Interpreta?on	of	Dreams	to	give	an	account	of	
the	 ini:al	 analy:c	 experience.	 Freud	 succeeded	 in	 giving	 a	 narra:ve	 form	 to	 structure,	 freed	
from	 the	 constraints	 of	 the	 ideal.	 He	 succeeded	 in	 integra:ng	 the	 analy:c	 session	 –	
fundamentally	knoQed	in	the	dis-symmetry	between	the	analyst	and	the	analysand	–	 into	one	
and	 the	 same	 con:nuous	 narra:ve	 of	 the	 subject's	 dialogue	 with	 his	 unconscious.	 He	 also	
succeeded	 in	 transmicng	his	mode	of	narra:on	 to	Abraham	and	Ferenczi.	His	 roman:c	 taste	
con:nued	 to	 direct	 him	 towards	 a	 con:nua:on	 of	 the	 German	 historical	 novel,	 towards	 the	
historical	dream,	presented	more	or	less	explicitly	as	fic:on.	The	splicng	of	the	novelist	and	his	
fic:on	is	always	more	or	 less	present.	 It	can	be	read	in	Jensen's	Gradiva	or	 in	the	biographies,	

turned	 into	 novels,	 of	 cultural	 heroes	 like	Mereschkowski's³	 Leonardo	 da	Vinci.	 Karl	 Abraham	
and	OQo	Rank	were	very	impressed	by	it.	We	had	to	wait	for	the	First	World	War	and	the	study	
on	the	“Wolf	Man”	to	break	with	these	ancient	forms.	It	was	to	be	the	last	Freudian	“case”	to	
take	the	classic	form	of	the	“case	study”.

Literature	seized	upon	the	resources	of	the	Freudian	case	study	in	order	to	extricate	itself	from	
conven:onal	 forms.	 Schnitzler's	Traumnovelle,	which	dates	back	 to	 1926,	 uses	 Freud	 to	 force	
literature	 to	 say	more	 about	 the	 sexual	 content	 of	 a	 subject's	 behaviour.	 It	was	 in	 1925	 that	
Alban	 Berg	 wanted	 to	 turn	 Bűchner's	Woyzeck	 –	 whose	 drama	 includes	 clinical	 papers	 and	
forensic	news	items	–	into	an	opera.	Automa:c	wri:ng,	exquisite	corpses,	the	cri:cal	paranoia	
method,	interior	monologue	and	the	con:nuous	stream	of	thoughts	became	as	many	places	of	
experimenta:on	for	the	new	literature.	Tastes	changed.	This	put	 literature	and	case	studies	 in	
perspec:ve	at	the	moment	when,	in	psychoanalysis,	at	the	“turning	point	of	the	1920s”	-	there	
was	 a	 crisis	 in	 the	 prac:ce	 of	 interpreta:on	 –	 and	 this	 had	 an	 effect	 on	 the	 model	 of	 the	
narra:ve	of	the	dream	and	 its	associa:ons.	The	“crisis	of	 interpreta:on”	of	the	1920s	put	the	
prac:ce	 of	 the	 case	 study	 in	 jeopardy.	 Instead	 of	 a	 triumphant	 associa:on	 resul:ng	 in	 the	
demise	of	a	symptom,	psychoanalysts	are	faced	with	a	symptom	that	resists	the	unveiling	of	the	
unconscious.	“Case-studies”	come	to	account	for	the	difficul:es	of	each	person	as	well	as	for	the	
extension	of	psychoanalysis	 there	where	dreams	do	not	have	 the	same	currency,	 in	psychosis	
for	example.	Far	more	than	for	the	Freudian	model,	it	 is	the	unit	of	the	psychoanaly:c	session	
which	is	being	recounted.	Authors	try	to	make	their	narra:ves	coincide	with	their	prac:ce.	The	
dream	of	a	 laboratory	notebook	underlies	 this	extrac:on	of	 the	crucial	moments	of	a	session.	
The	unit	of	the	case	study	was	no	longer	the	des:ny	of	a	given	subject,	but	the	memorable	and	
transmissible	 fact,	 extracted	 from	 a	 session.	 The	 short	 form	 was	 to	 prevail.	 	 Melanie	 Klein	
invented	 a	 new	 form,	 the	 modality	 of	 the	 record	 of	 experience,	 session	 by	 session.	 The	
“material”,	 immediately	 translated	 into	 “unconscious”	 terms	 by	 a	 contribu:on	 of	 the	
psychoanalyst	of	 the	 same	 length,	 turned	 the	way	Freudian	narra:ves	were	organised	upside	
down.	The	interest	is	focused	on	what	we	would	call	“the	epiphany”	proper	to	each	session,	a	



manifesta:on	 of	 the	 unconscious	 in	 its	 materiality	 and	 a	 demonstra:on	 of	 the	 “savoir	
faire”	 [“know	 how”]	 of	 the	 psychoanalyst.	 She	 only	 managed	 to	 circumvent	 the	 ques:on	 of	
publica:on	 difficul:es	 by	 delaying	 the	 publica:on	 of	 her	 analysis	 of	 a	 10-year	 old	 child	
(Narra?ve	of	a	Child	Analysis)	un:l	her	death	(1960).	In	this	way,	she	maintained	the	extensive	
form	of	the	monograph.	It	was	however	to	be	the	last	published	monograph.

Things	 would	 evolve	 into	 the	 clinical	 vigneQe,	 the	 brief	 clinical	 form,	 at	 the	 same	 :me	 as	
literature	 in	 the	broader	sense	adopted	the	Freudian	procedures	 to	 turn	 it	 into	a	new	 literary	
object.	 At	 the	 same	:me	 also	 as	 people	 no	 longer	 took	 responsibility	 for	 “psychoanalysis”	 as	
such,	but	devoted	themselves	to	illustra:ng	only	a	par:al	aspect	of	it.

From	history	to	logic

It	is	from	within	this	crisis	that	the	evolu:on	of	the	method	chosen	by	Dr	Lacan,	star:ng	with	his	
thesis,	 fully	 shows	 its	 worth.	 In	 his	 thesis	 in	 psychiatry,	 which	 led	 him	 to	 the	 threshold	 of	
psychoanalysis,	the	basis	for	the	method	is	from	Jaspers,	and	is	organised	around	the	concept	of	

personality,	 but	 he	 turns	 it	 round	 to	 the	 French	 perspec:ve	 of	 “concrete	 psychology”.⁴	 	 	 He	
hopes	for	the	publica:on	of	exhaus:ve	monographs	on	a	case	[in	which	there	 is]:	“a	drama:c	
plenitude	 of	 the	 subject-to-subject	 rela:on,	 at	 the	 heart	 of	 its	 objec:ve	 consequences	 in	
scien:fic	 terms;	 	 this	 drama:c	 plenitude	 unfolds	 in	 a	 quest	 that	 goes	 beyond	 the	 reality	 of	

behaviour,	namely	to	the	truth	that	is	cons:tuted	in	it”.⁵	It	is	a	veritable	single	case	experiment	
relying	on	 the	unit	of	 the	“personality”.	 Lacan's	 transi:on	 to	psychoanalysis	has	him	abandon	
the	fallacious	hopes	of	an	exhaus:ve	method.	More	exactly,	he	comes	to	replace	exhaus:veness	
with	coherence	at	the	formal	 level	at	which	the	symptom	is	established.	We	will	find	again	an	
echo	of	this	method	in	the	emphasis	placed	on	the	role	of	the	recupera:on	by	each	subject	of	

his	history.⁶	As	he	logicises	the	unconscious,	Lacan	takes	the	psychoanaly:c	case	study	towards	
the	exposi:on	of	the	formal	envelope	of	the	symptom,	conceived	as	a	kind	of	logical	matrix.

In	the	reading	he	makes	of	Freud's	cases,	Lacan	“elevates	the	case	to	the	paradigm”,	to	the	rank	
of	“the	example	that	shows”	the	formal	proper:es,	in	the	broadest	sense,	of	the	manifesta:ons	
of	the	Freudian	unconscious.	The	paradigm	brings	structure	forth,	and	indicates	the	symptom's	
place	in	a	class	just	as	well	as	the	elements	of	substan:ality	 in	a	subject's	 life	which	recur	and	
alternate,	or	again	the	modes	of	declension	of	the	repe::on	of	the	same.	In	this	way,	the	logical	
and	topological	structure	of	the	Freudian	cases	appears	with	an	unforgeQable	clarity.	The	logical	
structure	 of	 the	 circuits	 that	 LiQle	 Hans	makes	 around	 the	 void	 of	 phobia	 is	 revealed	 in	 the	
reading	of	the	case.	Schema	R	shows	the	bare	bones	of	Schreber's	psychosis,	star:ng	from	the	
signifiers	isolated	by	Freud.	The	quartet	in	Dora	converges	with	that	of	the	“Young	Homosexual	
Woman”	by	indica:ng	the	group	of	the	transforma:on	of	feminine	sexuality	around	the	signifier	

of	 desire.	 In	 the	 Rat	 Man,	 he	 emphasises	 the	 “general	 combinatory”⁷	 of	 the	 forms	 of	 the	
obsessional	labyrinth.

Bringing	to	light	the	unconscious	combinatory	in	each	of	these	paradigma:c	cases	spared	us	the	
false	dilemmas	into	which	the	American	psychoanaly:c	movement	was	able	to	retreat.	 	Let	us	
cite	a	few	of	them:	should	we	or	should	we	not	read	Freud's	texts	as	those	of	a	founding	father?	



Does	a	veritable	science	have	founders?	Do	we	not	waste	our	:me	reading	the	original	texts?	

This	 type	of	ques:ons,	 speciality	of	 Jacob	Arlow,⁸	 supposes	 that	 the	ques:on	of	 the	 scien:fic	
status	 of	 psychoanalysis	 be	 resolved.	 If	 it	 were	 an	 exact	 science,	 we	 would	 no	 longer	 have	
anything	to	learn	from	Freud,	everything	would	have	been	transmiQed	in	full.

These	 ques:ons	 come	with	 rhetorical	 contor:ons,	 whereby	 North	 American	 cri:cs	must	 first	
consider	 that	 Freud	 was	 mistaken,	 that	 he	 falsified	 his	 results,	 presented	 unjus:fiable	
discrepancies	between	his	session	notes	and	their	publica:on,	and	conducted	himself	in	a	way	
that	showed	base	interest	in	his	pa:ents	(the	aptly	named	Frink	file).	In	short,	you	first	have	to	
pull	 the	 face	of	 the	non-dupe	 for	whom	there	are	no	great	men.	 It	 then	becomes	possible	 to	
recognise	that	Freud's	cases	are	irreplaceable,	and	you	end	up	siding	with	the	ironic	opinion	of	

Harold	Bloom,	the	great	literary	cri:c:	“Freud	is	one	of	the	most	persuasive	modern	writers.”⁹

Going	 beyond	 Freud,	 rethinking	 psychoanalysis,	 bringing	 to	 light	 new	 concepts	 to	 think	 its	
object:	all	 this	certainly	 implies	engaging	with	the	dialec:c	according	to	which	you	 learn	more	
from	 one	 error	 of	 Freud's	 than	 from	 one	 truth	 coming	 from	 another,	 as	 Lacan's	 “return	 to	
Freud”	shows.

How	 can	 the	 par:cularity	 of	 the	 logical	 construc:on	 of	 each	 symptom	 be	 inscribed	 in	

classifica:on	 types?¹⁰	 The	 symptom’s	 character	 of	 logical	 coherence	 affirms	 that	 classes	 of	
symptoms	exist	and	at	the	same	:me	it	deconstructs	them.

Giving	proof

There	 is	more	to	a	case	than	bringing	the	 formal	envelope	to	 light.	A	case	 is	a	case	 if	 it	bears	
witness	both	to	the	logical	incidence	of	what	is	said	[le	dire]	in	the	mechanism	of	the	cure	and	to	
its	 orienta:on	 towards	 the	 treatment	 of	 a	 real	 problem,	 a	 libidinal	 problem,	 a	 problem	 of	
jouissance.	If	we	observe	this	gravita:on	of	the	signifying	logic	in	the	field	of	jouissance,	then	we	

will	be	able	to	speak	of	a	case	in	the	sense	in	which	we	rediscover	the	La:n	casus,¹¹	that	which	
falls,	an	unfortunate	con:ngency,	or	the	Freudian	Einfall,	which	covers	the	same	seman:c	zone.

Further,	the	subject	must	also	“recognise	the	part	he	has	played”	in	this	game	played	logically,	
like	all	great	games.	This	par:cipa:on	is	the	way	in	which	the	subject	will	have,	in	return,	a	hold	
on	 the	 truths	 revealed	 to	him	 in	 the	course	of	 the	analysis.	He	 invested	his	being	 in	 it,	which	
means,	 for	us,	his	flesh	and	his	drives,	 from	the	moment	of	 inser:on	 into	 the	babbling	of	 the	
fort-da.	The	place	of	this	par:cipa:on,	of	this	“forbidden”	[interdite]	and	not	accursed	part,	 is	

first	named	by	Lacan	as	the	place	of	desire.¹²	Later	on	it	will	be	the	place	of	jouissance,	once	he	

has	 revised	his	 theory	of	 the	symptom.¹³	The	 formal	construc:on	turns	around	an	 impossible,	
which	inscribes	an	empty	place	in	reserve:	S(A).	[barred	A?]

This	place	is	recognised	as	crucial,	not	only	for	what	is	at	stake	in	a	treatment,	but	also	for	the	
analy:c	 community.	 How	 does	 the	 psychoanaly:c	 discourse	 cons:tute	 its	 community	 of	
listeners	and	presenters?	How	do	they	recognise	the	evidence	submiQed	to	them?	Is	it	by	way	



of	a	common	language,	a	common	defini:on	of	what	a	case	would	be,	of	what	an	ideal	analysis	
would	be,	with	a	predictable	result?	The	analy:c	discourse	proceeds	 inversely.	The	case	study	
includes	forms	that	are	regulated	in	the	different	psychoanaly:c	work	communi:es.	Models	of	
the	genre	circulate.	But	it	is	in	the	gap	in	rela:on	to	these	models	that	the	quality	of	the	work	of	
each	analyst,	and	his	or	her	presence,	are	felt.	A	clinical	case	is,	 in	this	respect	too,	 inscrip:on	
and	gap.	How,	then,	can	the	per:nence	of	the	gap	be	recognised?

The	 fundamental	 indica:on	 that	 Lacan	 gave	 on	 this	 point	 is	 that	 demonstra:on	 in	
psychoanalysis	 is	 homogeneous	 to	 the	 form	 of	 the	wiccism.	 It	 is	 star:ng	 from	 the	 effect	 of	
meaning	 [sens]	 rather	 than	 from	meaning	 [sens]	 that	 Lacan,	 in	 his	 last	 teaching,	 makes	 the	
signifier	and	meaning	hold	together.	He	is	in	this	way	close	to	WiQgenstein,	at	least	the	second	
WiQgenstein,	and	the	laQer's	acute	sense	of	the	disjunc:on	between	signifier	and	signified.	This	
is	 what	 Jacques-Alain	 Miller	 notes	 in	 his	 lecture	 en:tled	 “The	 apparatus	 in	 order	 to	

psychoanalyse.”¹⁴	 “Lacan	 did	 not	 stop	 at	 the	Name-of-the-Father.	 It	 is	 in	 the	 same	 anchoring	
[agrafe]	 func:on	 that	 he	 places	 what	 he	 calls	 the	 structure	 of	 discourse.	When	 we	 are	 in	 a	
discourse,	 signifier	 and	 signified	 balance	 each	 other	 out	 […]	 comprehension,	 including	 the	
agreement	 between	 signifier	 and	 signified,	 between	 meaning	 and	 the	 real,	 is	 a	 community	
affair.	[…]	the	veritable	meaning	of	meaning	is	use	 [TN:	English	 in	original]	rests	on	a	common	
prac:ce	 of	 language	 in	 a	 given	 society.	 This	 is	 what	 he	 calls	 “sharing	 a	 form	 of	 life.”	 To	
understand	each	other,	we	have	to	share	a	prac:ce	and	a	form	of	life.”

The	modus	ponens,	detachment,	occurs	in	our	discourse	when	a	libidinal	gain	is	aQained.	This	is	
what	 Lacan	 retained	 for	 the	 experience	 of	 the	 pass,	 in	 which	 each	 person	 defends	 the	
demonstra:on	of	 his	 own	 case.	 This	mechanism	 in	which	one	 tells	 one’s	 story,	 at	 the	 end	of	
analysis,	as	if	it	were	a	good	tale,	is	structured	liked	a	wiccism.	It	radicalises	the	enuncia:on	of	
each	person.	This	model	 for	 the	transmission	of	psychoanalysis	 is	accepted	by	certain	authors	

outside	of	our	orienta:on.¹⁵	

Following	 its	 inclina:on,	 the	 university	 discourse	 found	 a	 solu:on	 by,	 inversely,	 effacing	
enuncia:on	 from	 language.	 Hence	 its	 search,	 always,	 for	 a	 new	 language,	 a	 neo-language,	
cleansed	 of	 the	 traces	 of	 the	 jouissance	 of	 the	 ini:al	 enuncia:ons.	 The	 search	 for	 a	 unique	
clinical	language,	for	a	model	of	a	clinical	case	that	would	be	the	common	ground	[TN:	English	in	
original],	 the	 common	 founda:on	 that	would	 allow	 for	 an	exchange	between	psychoanalysts,	
has	to	do	with	this	aQempt.	The	utopian	aim	of	this	language	said	to	be	poli:cally	correct	is	that	
it	 would	 allow	 for	 a	 great	 conduit,	 as	 Locke	 called	 language,	 authorising	 a	 communica:on	
cleansed	of	the	misunderstandings	that	hinder	it.	This	utopian	aim	of	the	university	discourse	is	
a	 clinical	 enterprise,	 in	 the	 sense	 that	 it	wants	 to	 efface	 the	desire	of	 the	psychoanalyst	who	
brought	 to	 light	 a	 clinical	 fact	 as	 such.	 It	 has	 to	 do	with	 the	 same	 kind	of	 opera:on	 that	 the	

linguist	Jean-Claude	Milner	showed	in	his	beau:ful	book	on	L'Amour	de	la	Langue.¹⁶	We	are	no	
longer	at	the	:me	of	a	master	signifier	defining	correct	usage	and	tracking	down	the	wild	forms	
of	symptoma:c	inven:ons	in	language.	We	are	at	the	:me	of	a	humanitarian	ideal	of	language,	
wan:ng	to	give	it	a	correct	universal	usage.

The	path	proper	to	the	psychoanaly:c	discourse,	 in	 the	debate	on	case	studies,	 resides	 in	 the	



contrast	 between	 the	 heterogeneous	 approach	 and	 the	 universal,	 expurgated	 language	
approach.	Far	from	the	expurgated	language	approach,	we	need	to	bring	up	to	date	a	clinic	of	
symptoms	 established	 on	 the	 discovery,	 by	 each	 subject,	 of	 what	 is	 nameable	 and	 what	 is	
unnameable	in	the	use	that	he	himself	makes	of	the	language	of	his	community.

From	unease	to	the	lie	of	the	case

We	 suppose,	 in	 the	 Lacanian	 orienta:on,	 another	 model	 than	 that	 founded	 on	 the	 model/
representa:on	 hypothesis.	 It	 is	 this	 model	 that	 is	 the	 source	 of	 unease	 for	 the	 case	 study	
everywhere	else.	The	opposi:on/ar:cula:on	between	the	symbolic	and	the	real	is	thus	thought	
in	woolly	Kan:an	 terms,	 in	 the	opposi:on	between	phenomenon/noumenon,	 representa:on/
thing	and	model/hypothesis.

AQending	 J.-A.	Miller's	 course	 in	 the	 year	 2001-2002,	 two	points	 par:cularly	 stood	out	 in	my	
mind.	One	is	the	ar:cula:on	between	science	and	orthè	doxa.	The	other	is	the	monstra:on	of	
the	 locus	 of	 the	 “lie”	 in	 the	 categories	 of	 RSI.	 He	 showed	 us	 how	 the	 category	 of	 the	 “lie”	
occupies	the	place	of	the	structure	as	point	of	real	in	the	symbolic,	extending	his	developments	

of	his	“Barcelona	Seminar”.¹⁷	The	homology	between	the	two	places,	between	orthè	doxa	and	
the	lie,	is	decisive	in	psychoanalysis	in	order	to	separate	ourselves	from	the	impasses	inherent	to	
an	epistemology	of	the	model.

It	is	a	key	that	is	decisive	for	the	place	of	the	case	study	as	demonstra:on	in	the	psychoanaly:c	
discipline.

The	formal	envelope	of	the	case	cannot	be	separated	from	its	poe:cs.	The	word	also	designates	
the	crea:on	effect	obtained	by	the	formalisa:on	of	the	symptom,	on	the	side	of	the	analysand	
and	on	the	side	of	the	psychoanalyst	both.	Poe:cs	in	the	psychoanaly:c	discourse	comes	to	the	
place	 of	 pragma:sm	 in	 the	 master	 discourse.	 The	 master	 discourse	 recognises	 “the	 act	 of	
language”	 but	 aQempts	 to	 reduce	 it	 to	 the	 rela:on	 to	 the	 master	 signifier.	 Psychoanaly:c	
poe:cs	implies	an	act	of	language	which	displaces,	dislocates	the	master	signifier.	It	is	a	poe:cs	
that	exceeds	the	analyst	and	the	analysand.	As	Lacan	says,	the	analyst	is	a	poem	rather	than	a	
poet	when	he	accedes	to	this	dimension	in	 language.	 It	 is	the	point	at	which	the	orthè	doxa	–	
which	leans	on	the	structure	in	the	real	–	bears	witness	to	the	“lie”	of	the	real.

The	case	and	the	“state	of	the	Thing”

At	 the	end	of	1918,	Gotlob	Frege	 received	 the	manuscript	of	 Ludwig	WiQgenstein's	Tractatus	
logico-philosophicus.	On	28	 June	1919,	he	finally	acknowledged	receipt	and	commented	on	 it.	
He	asked	him	a	series	of	ques:ons:	“From	the	start,	I	fell	upon	the	expression	'is	the	case'	and	
'fact'	and	 I	suspect	 that	 ‘is	 the	case’	and	 ‘fact’	are	 iden:cal.	 'The	world	 is	all	 that	which	 is	 the	
case'	and	'The	world	is	the	set	of	facts'.	Is	every	fact	not	the	case	and	is	all	that	is	the	case	not	a	
fact?	Is	it	not	the	same	thing	when	I	say	A	is	a	fact,	as	when	I	say	A	is	the	case?	Why	these	two	
expressions	in	this	case?...	And	now	a	third	expression	appears:	'What	is	the	case,	a	fact,	is	the	

existence	 of	 Sachverhalte.”¹⁸	What	 Lacan	 designates	 as	 “a	 case”	 ques:ons	 another	 “state	 of	
thing”,	perhaps	a	 “state	of	 the	Thing”,	a	Dingverhalt.	 In	his	 lecture	of	5	December	2001,	 J.-A.	



Miller	asked	a	radical	ques:on:	would	not	a	veritable	case	study	be	that	of	the	AE,	displacing	in	
a	decisive	fashion	the	status	of	the	analyst's	knowledge?	It	is	from	this	perspec:ve	that	I	re-read	
the	“Preface	to	the	English	Edi:on	of	Seminar	XI”.	In	this	text,	Lacan	has	a	posi:on	that	is	indeed	
“radical”	with	respect	to	the	knowledge	of	the	analyst.	He	starts	from	the	outside-sense	[hors-
sens]:	“When	the	space	of	a	lapsus	no	longer	carries	any	meaning	(or	interpreta:on),	then	only	
is	one	sure	that	one	is	in	the	unconscious.	One	knows.	But	one	has	only	to	be	aware	of	the	fact	
to	find	oneself	outside	 it.	 […]	All	 I	 can	do	 is	 tell	 the	 truth.	No,	 that	 isn't	 so	–	 I	have	missed	 it.	

There	is	no	truth	that,	in	passing	through	awareness,	does	not	lie”.¹⁹

When	Lacan	constructs,	a	liQle	further	on,	his	category	of	the	real,	we	can	say	that	he	does	it	the	
other	way	round	to	WiQgenstein’s	 thesis,	which	states	 that	“the	world	 is	all	 that	 is	 the	case”.	
Lacan	 starts	 from	 the	 object	 and	 not	 from	 the	 world:	 “[...]	 the	 only	 conceivable	 idea	 of	 the	

object,	that	of	the	object	as	cause	of	desire,	is	of	that	which	lacks.”²⁰	So	we	obtain	a	lack	and	not	
a	“state	of	fact”.	He	then	defines	the	real	as	lack	of	the	lack,	as	a	“cork	that	is	supported	by	the	
term	of	the	 	 	 impossible”.	What	Lacan	then	underlines	is	that	the	func:on	of	this	defini:on	of	
the	real	is	to	secure	its	an:nomy	to	the	true	and	to	verisimilitude.	Truth	is	approached	above	all	
in	its	dream	dimension:	“The	truth	of	which	the	so-called	unconscious	func:on	dreams”.

Where	 is	knowledge,	then?	It	 is	defined	as	“the	 liQle	knowledge”,	 in	the	same	way	that	Lacan	
evoked	“the	liQle	reality”.	He	speaks	of	how	“liQle	we	know	when	it	comes	to	the	real”.	Freud	
himself,	described	as	an	 “indisputable	 theore:cian	of	 the	unconscious”,	 is	defined	as	 the	one	
who	“did	not	know	what	he	was	doing”.	Theory	 is	one	 thing,	 the	knowledge	of	 the	analyst	 is	
another.	They	are	disjointed.

How	can	an	analyst	defined	in	this	way	give	an	account	of	a	case?	We	will	see	with	an	example	
that	that	does	not	leave	the	analyst	without	recourse.	It	simply	implies	that	he	should	be	wary	
of	 iden:fying	with	the	knowledge	of	 the	experience	–	be	mindful	of	 lecng	the	supposi:on	of	
knowledge	operate	in	the	right	way.

The	aim	of	an	analyst

I	have	chosen	to	comment	on	the	way	in	which	our	colleague	Gennie	Lemoine	proceeded	in	her	
use	of	the	case	study.	I	got	hold	of	the	recent	publica:on	of	the	collec:on	of	thirteen	years	of	
lectures,	 interven:ons,	 seminars	 and	 talks	 in	 French-speaking	 Switzerland	 under	 the	 :tle	
L'Entrée	dans	 le	 temps	 [Entering	Time].	 In	more	ways	 than	one,	Gennie	Lemoine's	book	 lends	
itself	 to	 ques:oning	 the	 status	 of	 the	 case	 study	 in	 psychoanalysis.	 Firstly,	 on	 account	 of	 the	
numerous	cases	that	are	cited	there;	the	ques:on	of	the	narra:ve	is	itself	thema:sed	as	such.	
More	profoundly,	something	of	the	book	is	consonant	with	this	ques:oning	of	the	status	of	the	
case	 study	 in	 the	 Lacanian	 orienta:on,	 because	 Gennie	 Lemoine	 showcases,	 insistently,	 the	
prac:ce	 of	 the	 treatment	 as	 founda:on	 to	 the	 diverse	 theore:cal	 developments	 that	 she	
engages	with:	“LiQle	stories	form	an	integral	part	of	analy:c	doctrine	[…].	Each	one	contains	a	

lesson	to	pick	out	as	each	person	sees	fit.”²¹	Theory	and	narra:ve,	this	is	the	en:re	emphasis	of	
the	book,	star:ng	with	its	first	part,	whose	:tle	is	“From	liQle	and	big	stories	to	mathemes”.	This	



ques:oning	con:nues	throughout	the	book.

The	moment	when	 the	 analyst	 turns	 the	 story	 into	 a	 case	 is	 always	 grasped	 from	 a	 point	 of	
encounter,	from	an	event	that	is	proper	to	the	treatment.	It	is	only	from	there	that	the	narra:ve	
of	 the	 determinants	 that	weave	 the	 subject	 is	 organised.	 It	 is	 around	 the	 encounter	 that	 the	
book	 is	 organised	 and	 that	 it	 measures	 up.	 The	 author	 emphasises	 that	 the	 narra:ve	 is	 not	
organised	around	knowledge,	it	is	organised	around	an	encounter:	“The	analyst	does	not	know,	
for	the	good	reason	that	he	is	in	the	posi:on	of	liQle	a	as	agent,	in	its	capacity	as	object	cause	of	

desire.	[…]	The	false	start	does	not	prevent	the	encounter	of	the	two	desires.”²²

Let	us	take	as	an	example	the	first	case	presented	under	the	name	Aida.	This	subject	comes	to	
analysis	 as	 she	 is	 living	 in	 a	 mythical	 :me,	 a	 death-bearing	 :me.	 She	 had	 an	 ancestor:	 “[...]	
beyond	the	ancestor,	the	family	history	had	not	yet	begun:	hence	the	mythical	dimension	that	
this	ancestor	and	his	descendants	assumed	 immediately	aWer.	 […]	There	was	nothing	 leW	any	
more,	only	death.	She	held	this	against	the	analyst	who,	for	this	reason,	became	a	living	being	

again.	 	[…]	She	could	at	last,	in	analysis,	encounter	the	other	in	the	real.”²³	It	is	from	this	point	
that,	for	the	analyst,	the	case	is	overturned	–	that	the	subject	reconnects	with	her	life.

As	far	as	the	cases	are	concerned,	we	can	right	away	note	their	mul:plicity	and	the	diversity	of	
their	sources.	There	are	cases	from	her	prac:ce;	there	are	also	cases	of	supervision,	or	dialysis.	
This	par:cular	characteris:c	of	easily	integra:ng	these	two	sources	–	rare	in	the	literature	–	is	
surely	 linked	 to	 the	par:cular	 des:ny	of	Gennie	 Lemoine's	 supervision	with	 Lacan,	which	 she	
talks	 about.	 There	 is	one	psychodrama	case	 study.	We	also	find	 the	great	 feminine	figures	of	
literature	commented	on	by	Lacan:	An:gone,	Medea,	Sygne,	and	others	that	are	specific	to	her,	
like	the	couple	formed	by	ColeQe	Thomas	and	Arthaud.

The	 form	 of	 cases	 is	 very	 varied.	 We	 find	 long	 narra:ves	 like	 Karine	 or	 Sisyphus,	 or	 brief	
fragments,	cases	that	‘come	as	they	are’,	like	L'Androgyne	[The	Hermaphrodite]	or	Domina;	brief	
moments	 like	 interpreta:ons	or	veritable	dialogues,	 like	 the	one	with	a	psycho:c	subject	 in	a	
psychodrama.	 It	 really	 is	 a	 series,	 “a	 whole	 series	 of	 examples	 because	 not	 one	 of	 them	 is	
exemplary;	and	the	series	will	not	be	exhaus:ve,	as	there	are	as	many	treatments	as	there	are	

interven:ons.”²⁴

Let	us	begin	by	examining	the	analy:c	cases	since	they	are	examples	of	method.	Let	us	take	the	
case	 of	 Karine.	 She	 comes	 to	 analysis	 as	 a	 woman	who	 lacks	 nothing.	 She	 is	 heir	 to	 a	 large	
fortune,	has	chosen	a	man	who	she	supports	and	with	whom	she	has	children.	If	she	comes,	it	is	
because	she	has	met	another	man	who	has	made	her	discover	a	jouissance	that	was	new	to	her.	
She	 comes	 so	 that	 the	 analyst	 can	 help	 her	 choose	 between	 the	 two	 men:	 “If	 you	 cannot	
choose,	I	said	to	her,	do	not	choose”.

The	analyst	 is	 sensi:ve	 to	 the	devasta:on	 [ravage]	 that	 loss	provokes	 in	 this	 subject	who	has	
everything,	because	she	lost	her	mother	very	early	on.	“It	is	Karine	who	plays	the	man,	that	is	to	
say,	the	Mother	with	a	capital	leQer.	She	has	the	ini:a:ve	and	the	sexual	potency	[…]	But,	she	
says,	 I	cannot	 leave	Pierre,	everything	would	crumble.	When	my	first	 lover	 leW	me,	I	thought	I	



would	die	from	it.	My	nanny	was	extremely	scared.	I	suffer	all	the	:me	and	then	I	am	scared”,	
she	 adds.	 “At	 last	 she	 suffers.”	 It	 is	 by	 leaning	 on	 this	 encounter	with	 pain	 in	 the	 treatment,	
which	she	complains	about	to	the	analyst,	that	the	laQer	pushes	her	interpreta:on	in	a	decisive	
way:	 “I	 tell	 her	 that	 she	 is	 experiencing	 now	 the	 pain	 that	 she	 did	 not	 experience	when	 her	
mother	died,	the	pain	she	experienced	aWer	the	first	separa:on	without	knowing	which	death	
she	was	mourning.	I	add	that	she	would	not	be	able	to	spare	herself	this	pain,	that	it	could	not	
remain	unfelt”.

Let	us	move	on	to	another	case,	the	one	bap:sed	Wonder-girl	[TN:	English	in	the	original].	She	is	
a	subject	who	appears	closed	in	on	herself	for	quite	other	reasons.	She	is	defined	as	having	no	
filia:on,	no	con:nuity	and	no	memory.	She	is	a	star	lost	in	her	image.	The	analysis	will	consist	
essen:ally,	by	the	handling	of	the	transference,	in	introducing	a	loss	that	is	symbolisable	by	this	
subject.	It	is	the	encounter	with	the	presence/absence	of	the	analyst	that	will	allow	this	subject	
to	exit	from	the	ideal.	In	the	paradoxes	of	the	contradic:ons	between	the	feminine	posi:on	and	
the	maternal	 posi:on,	 the	 analyst	 does	not	 seek	 to	 round	off	 the	edges,	 she	 confronts	 these	
contradic:ons	and	points	them	out	to	the	subject:	“In	sexual	love	and	in	the	love	for	the	child	
that	she	brings	into	the	world,	a	woman	has	twice	the	chances,	both	painful	and	fortunate,	of	

confron:ng	 symbolic	 castra:on.”²⁵	 In	 cases	 of	 single	 mothers,	 the	 analyst	 accentuates	 the	
“terribilitá”	of	maternal	love.	About	the	mother	who	has	her	son	tell	her:	“Mummy,	you	are	my	
Daddy”,	or	 “Later	on	 I	will	be	a	mummy”,	 she	comments	 that	 “The	child	will	not,	 for	all	 that,	

become	a	case”:	“Or,	 in	that	case,	we	would	have	to	say	that	any	case	bares	the	structure.”²⁶	
Concerning	 that	other	mother	 for	whom,	“her	wishing	her	youngest	son	–	whom	she	had	not	
wanted	–	dead	came	back	in	a	panic-stricken	fear	of	harming	him”,	the	analyst	adds:	“Let	us	say	
that	at	the	same	:me	as	she	kills	him,	she	works	herself	to	death	to	make	him	live,	for	fear	that	
he	 may	 die	 from	 it!	 Now,	 this	 hateful	 and	 death-bearing	 love	 of	 a	 mother	 is	 not	 such	 an	

excep:onal	or	rare	trait.	It	is	a	universal	trait.”²⁷

This	desire	to	meet	head-on	what	 is	most	singular	 in	the	pain	of	each	of	 these	subjects	 is	not	
reserved	 for	women.	 Let	 us	 look	 at	 the	 case	 of	 Sisyphus,	 this	 “married	man	 and	 father,	who	
condemns	 himself	 to	 sa:sfy	 his	 wife	 in	 every	 way	 without	 managing	 to	 do	 so.	 This	 plan	
completely	concealed	his	own	desire.	The	last	caprice	of	his	wife	had	him	undertake	to	build	a	
house	with	his	own	hands.	As	he	works	elsewhere	 to	meet	 the	needs	of	his	 family,	 he	never	
succeeds	 in	 finishing	 the	 house.	He	 says,	 “I	 don't	manage	 to	 plug	 the	 hole;	 there	 is	 always	 a	
stone	missing”.	 It	 is	 Sisyphus.	 Another	 :me,	 he	 dreams	 that	 he	 does	 not	manage	 to	 climb	 a	
mountain	to	the	top,	because	the	slope	becomes	steeper	and	steeper,	to	the	point	of	becoming	
ver:cal.	 I	 s:ll	 remember	 the	 horror	 felt	 by	 the	 analysand	 in	 the	 dream,	 a	 horror	 he	
communicated	 to	me.	 It	was	a	veritable	 torture.	At	 last	–	 I	 am	abridging	of	 course	because	 it	
required	 some	 years	 to	 reach	 the	 episode	 that	 follows	 –	 he	 comes	 to	 his	 session	 visibly	
exhausted:	 he	 has	 to	 finish,	 his	 wife	 is	 not	 content,	 she	 is	 never	 content.	 And	 yet	 he	 does	
everything	she	asks.	“I	comply”,	he	says.	The	word	is	his.	On	that	point	he	quite	simply	asks	for	a	
liQle	:me	off	from	analysis	to	finish	the	house.	What	is	more,	he	has	no	more	money	to	pay	for	
the	analysis.	Is	he	going	to	spend	his	capital?	One's	capital,	in	analysis,	is	the	mother,	that	is	to	
say	 the	 source	of	all	 subsistence.	With	 the	 source	 run	dry,	death	occurs;	 the	analyst	 sees	 the	



trap:	 the	 house	 or	 the	 analysis.	 “I'll	 expect	 you	 at	 your	 usual	 :me”,	 I	 say.	 “But	 I	 cannot”,	
exclaims	 Sisyphus	 with	 dismay.	 Yet	 he	 comes:	 and	 some:me	 aWerwards,	 he	 begins	 divorce	

proceedings.”²⁸	An	interven:on	was	made,	the	analyst	concludes.	It	is	again	there,	the	point	of	
encounter	that	organises	the	case.	We	should	note	the	résumé,	the	way	the	case	is	condensed,	
to	come	to	the	crucial	point	in	it.

It	 is	not	only	 in	analyses	but	also	 in	 supervision	 sessions	or	dialyses,	as	Gennie	 Lemoine	 says,	
that	the	outside-sense	[hors	sens]	encounter	in	transference	is	aimed	at.	It	is	undoubtedly	linked	
to	the	way	in	which	G.	Lemoine	confides	in	us	about	how	she	analysed	herself	in	her	supervision	
with	Lacan.	She	relates	the	subjec:ve	effect	produced	during	one	of	these	supervision	sessions.	
She	was	very	carefully	construc:ng	a	clinical	picture	without	feeling	that	she	was	there.	“I	was	
reflec:ng	my	 analy:c	 rela:on	 like	 a	mirror,	 a	mirror	 offered	 to	 Lacan's	 gaze	 for	 approval.	 So	
there	were	 only	mirrors	 leW.	 It	 could	 have	 gone	 on.	 […]	 This	 picture	 that	 I	 was	 pain:ng	was	
therefore	organised	on	a	sort	of	screen	[…]	I	was	hoping	for	the	thunderbolt	that	would	free	me	
from	it.	[…]

“--	You	must	begin	to	see...”

The	sounding	of	the	Lacanian	gong	was	enough	to	break	the	mirror.	[…]	The	cut	had	broken	the	

mirror.”²⁹	Supervision	enabled	her	to	break	this	rela:on	of	images.	The	first	example	of	such	an	
effect	 in	 supervision	 bore	 the	 name	without-limit	 (sans-limite).	 “The	 analyst	 tells	me	 that	 he	
hears	 the	 following	words	 recur	 insistently:	without	 limits.	 ‘My	analysand	does	not	 know	any	
limits’,	he	says,	by	way	of	conclusion	[…]	A	memory	of	a	dream	that	this	same	analyst	had	told	
me	then	comes	back	to	me,	a	dream	he	had	not	otherwise	paid	much	aQen:on	to.	Here	is	the	
dream:	the	analysand	finds	himself	at	home,	in	his	own	house,	with	his	analyst.	They	speak	for	a	
long	?me	(my	emphasis).	Each	person	in	this	house	has	their	own	bedroom	(how	about	that!).	
They	speak,	that's	all.	There	it	is,	the	without-limit:	it	is	an	endless	conversa:on	without	sexual	
resolu:on,	with	his	analyst	finally	at	his	mercy.	 It	 is	the	desire	of	the	analysand	for	his	analyst	
that	is	without	limits	[…]”.

What	is	essen:al,	the	analyst	concludes,	is	to	make	desire	emerge:	“Whose	desire?	The	ques:on	

is	problema:c.”³⁰

The	 analyst	 makes	 this	 encounter	 with	 desire	 into	 the	 decisive	 support	 of	 the	 subject.	 “The	

interven:on	 thus	 makes	 a	 cut	 and	 a	 subjec:ve	 effect	 is	 grasped	 in	 it.”³¹	 Or	 again:	 “The	
experience	 has	 a	 radical	 func:on,	 there	 is	 nothing	 before;	 and	 there	 is	 only	 one	 sort	 of	
experience	and	it	is	the	encounter	with	the	Other.	It	is	a	trauma:c	experience	that	repeats	the	
trauma:sm	 of	 birth,	 of	 the	 child	 thrown,	 expelled	 into	 the	 human	 world,	 in	 which	 he	 is	 a	

stranger”.³²	 The	 experience	 of	 the	 encounter	 has,	 in	 this	 way,	 the	 place	 of	 a	 “Name-of-the-

Father”.³³

In	order	to	enter	into	the	:me	of	the	Other,	one	needs	an	experience	of	this	order.	The	case	is	
organised	 around	 it.	 One	 summarises,	 one	 focuses,	 and	 one	 goes	 for	 the	 target.	 It	 is	 also	 an	



entry	into	the	void,	an	experience	of	the	desert.	“Once	one	is	no	longer	anyone	and	no	longer	

has	any	object,	 then	one	 is	 in	what	Lacan	calls	 'the	subjec:ve	drama'.³⁴	“The	encounter	 takes	
place	in	a	phenomenon	of	two	voids	which	“s'ecrantent”	in	a	syncope;	in	that	instant	there	is	no	
longer	 anyone.	 There	 is	 nothing	 more	 indivisible,	 apparently,	 than	 coincidence	 in	 the	 same	

void.”³⁵	This	experience	radicalises	the	non-rapport.	“What	woman	really	loves	is	God,	God	the	
Father.	It	is	not	the	man	that	she	has	in	front	of	her.	And	I	have	developed	that	in	many	ways	in	
my	 texts”.	 Interven:on	 as	 Name-of-the-Father	 -	 “a	 fact	 of	 cut”	 which	 produces	 a	 subjec:ve	
effect	–	is	without	doubt	one	of	the	versions	of	the	Name-of-the-Father	inasmuch	as	it	amounts,	
in	Lacan's	 last	teaching,	to	a	tool,	a	use.	 If	the	symbolic	 in	the	real	has	the	lie	as	 its	name,	the	
encounter	has	the	form	of	an	outside-sense,	from	where	the	lie	is	a	sign	for	a	subject,	through	
an	effect	 that	aQains	 the	efficacy	of	a	wiccism.	One	version	of	 the	desire	of	 the	analyst	 that	
corresponds	to	this	aim	would	be	to	go	to	the	encounter	of	the	encounter.
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1.	Wildlöcher	D.,	«La	méthode	du	cas	unique»,	Le	cas	en	controverse,	Paris,	PUF,	1999,	p.	198.
2.	Miller	J.-A.,	La	conversa?on	d’Arcachon,	Paris,	Agalma	Seuil,	coll.	LePaon,	1997,	pp.	267-68.
3.	Published	in	Leipzig	in	1911,	it	inspired	Freud	his	study	of	Limard.
4.	Lacan	J.	De	la	psychose	paranoïaque	dans	ses	rapports	avec	la	personnalité	(1932),	Paris,	Seuil,	1975,	p.	
346.
5.	Lacan	J,	«Prémisses	à	tout	développement	possible	de	la	criminologie»	(1950),	Autres	écrits,	Paris,	Seuil,	
2001,	p.	121.
6.	Lacan	J.,	«Fonc?on	et	champ	de	la	parole	et	du	langage»	(1953),	Écrits.	Paris,	Seuil,	1966,	p.	261.
7.	Lacan	J.	«La	direc?on	de	la	cure	et	les	principes	de	son	pouvoir»,	Écrits,	op.	cit.,	p.	630.
8.	Arlow	J,	«Address	to	the	gradua?ng	clans	of	the	San	Francisco	Ins?tute».	The	American	Psychoanalyst,	
25,	15-21.	Quoted	in	Patrick	J.	Mahony	(below).
9.	Mahony	RU,	«Les	cas	de	Freud	aujourd’hui»,	Le	cas	en	controverse,	Paris,	PUF,	1999,	p.	130.
10.	Miller	J.-A.,	La	conversa?on	d’Arcachon,	op.	cit.,	1997,	pp.	267-268.
11.	 Casus	 is	 the	 noun	 form	 of	 the	 past	 par:ciple	 of	 cadere	 and	means,	 strictly	 speaking,	 «the	 fact	 of	
falling,	a	 fall».	 It	 is	a	euphemism	to	designate	death	and	means	 ‘what	happens	by	chance,	unfortunate	
accident,	mishap».	Dic?onnaire	historique	de	 la	 langue	française,	sous	 la	direc:on	d’Alain	Rey,	Paris,	Le	
Robert,	1998.
12.	Lacan	J.,	«La	direc?on	de	la	cure…»	(1958),	Écrits,	op.	cit.,	p.	633.
13.	Miller	 J.-A.,	 «Séminaire	 de	 Barcelone	 sur	 Die	Wege	 der	 Symptombildung»,	 Le	 symptôme-charlatan,	
Paris,	Seuil,	1998,	p.	40.
14.	Miller	J	:	A.,	Conférence	prononcée	à	Gand	en	1997,	publiée	dans	El	sintoma	charlatan,	Paidos,	1998.
15.	Fédida	R,	«Morphologie	du	cas	dans	la	psychanalyse,	ques?ons	ouvertes»,	Le	cas	en	controverse,	Paris,	
PUF,	1999,	p.	43.
16.	Milner	J.-C.,	L’Amour	de	la	langue,	Paris,	Seuil,	1978.
17.	Miller	J.-A.,	«Le	Séminaire	de	Barcelone	sur	Die	Wege	der	Symptombildung»,	Le	Symptôme-charlatan,	
op.	cit.,	p.	52.
18.	Monk	R.,	Wiqgenstein,	le	devoir	de	génie,	Paris,	Odile	Jacob,	pp.	166167.
19.	Lacan	J.,	‘Preface	to	the	English	edi:on	of	Seminar	XI’.
20.	Ibid.,	p.	573.
21.	 Lemoine-Luccioni	 E.,	 L’Entrée	 dans	 le	 temps,	 Lausanne,	 Ed.	 Payot	 Lausanne,	 2001,	 p.	 17.	 This	 part	
draws	on	an	 interven:on	I	made	during	one	of	the	evenings	of	the	ECF	Library	dedicated	to	presen:ng	
this	book,	and	in	the	presence	of	the	author.
22.	Ibid.	p.	35.



23.	Ibid.,	p.	24.
24.	Ibid.,	p.	189.
25.	Ibid.,	p.	118.
26.	Ibid.,	p.	109.
27	Ibid.,	p.	108.
28.	Ibid.,	p.	209.
29.	Ibid.,	p.	196.
30.	Ibid.,	p.	193.
31.	Ibid.,	p.	189.
32.	Ibid.,	p.	231.
33.	Ibid.,	p.	186.
34.	Ibid.,	p.	130.

35.	Ibid.,	p.	40.


