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I will briefly review the context for the emergence of Lacanian psychoanalysis from out of the International Psychoanalytical Association, as a way of introducing Lacan’s work. 

The development of Lacan’s work has to be understood in relation to a theoretical background – that is, psychoanalysis elaborated by Freud – and an institutional background – that is, the International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA). Those two reference points, Freud and the IPA, are closely linked, and it is possible to see the history of Lacanian psychoanalysis as a process of disentangling those reference points. Along the way Lacan accumulates a number of other theoretical resources from outside psychoanalysis, and no doubt we will touch on some of those resources today, but it is always with a view to returning to Freud, or, as Lacan sometimes put it, returning to the meaning of Freud. 

The IPA was founded in 1910 by Freud and his followers in Nuremberg, and the first president was Carl Jung. Freud had proposed Jung as ‘permanent president’ of the IPA,
 but was relieved when Jung eventually resigned after three years of the presidency in 1914.
 

Jung’s break from the IPA is worth attending to because Jung made it clear that he was developing something that was quite different from psychoanalysis,
 and called it ‘analytical psychology’.
 

Key differences between Jung and the IPA are relevant to debates over the relationship between Lacanian psychoanalysis and the IPA tradition.
 So, why was Freud so pleased to be rid of Jung?
 

First, psychoanalysis is concerned primarily with questions of ‘form’ rather than ‘content’. The Oedipus complex, for example, does not prescribe roles for women and men so that each child can really be in love with mother and want to kill father. The ‘father’ and ‘mother’ are, rather, functions that may be physically embodied in the same individual care-giver or distributed among many others. What is most important are the formal properties of the relationship; the infant’s love for its first object is broken by another figure so that the infant may be inducted into wider social relationships. Jung, on the other hand, fills out the formal structures with collective material from mythology that is imagined to be present as content to each individual. A Jungian learns the content of myths so that each person can be read as if they were a container of tarot card characters. 

Second, psychoanalysis focuses on the disjunction between consciousness and the unconscious; the unconscious is not conceived as being like another version of consciousness that can be accessed and harmonised with what we are immediately aware of, and the unconscious does not contain a centre that can be detected so that real intentions can be brought to the surface. If dreams are, as Freud said, a ‘royal road to an understanding of the unconscious’ it is because dreams help us track around the boundaries of the unconscious, not because the road actually leads into it so we can see it as it is. Against this, Jung relies on a number of holistic assumptions in which there is unity of self and potentially there is unity between consciousness and layers of the personal and collective unconscious.

Third, psychoanalysis treats every appeal to divine forces as a sign of pathology, as symptomatic, and religious ideas are seen as illusions or delusions that provide varying measures of comfort or security. The questioning and dismantling of all ‘ideals’ makes psychoanalysis necessarily atheist, and its clinical and political practice arose as part of the tradition of the Western Enlightenment allied with scientific inquiry. Jung, on the other hand, sought to ‘reconnect’ individuals with a domain of spiritual experience, and this is a domain which combines what he sees as essential and universal in life. 

The departure of Jung was therefore an opportunity for Freud to clarify psychoanalysis of a number of temptations in clinical practice. The temptations include: to decipher underlying content (and then, for example, to interpret what the real meanings of the symbols in dreams are); to discover real selves (and then, for example, to recognise and validate this whole self as it finds its way to conscious awareness); and to wallow in mysticism (and then, for example, to provide reassurance with respect to particular ideals that the analyst also shares).

However, this clarification was not sufficient to protect psychoanalysis forever, and the existence of the International Psychoanalytical Association was certainly no guarantee that Freud’s work would not also start be influenced again by the idea that we must be concerned with content, unity of the self or spirituality. 

Powerful historical forces eventually pressed the IPA into a shape that was protective of psychoanalysts but not of psychoanalysis as such; as with the operation of any defence mechanisms, protection led to distortions and then to the sedimentation of the distortions so that anything that questioned its own particular orthodoxy was viewed as a threat. 

Psychoanalysis was virtually destroyed in central Europe with the rise of Nazism in the 1930s, and the analysts fled. The IPA apparatus shifted to the English-speaking world, and a particular version of psychoanalysis that was concerned with the adaptation of individuals to society developed that complemented that painful process by which the émigré analysts had to adapt themselves to new social conditions.
 

The dominant tradition in the United States came to be known as ‘ego psychology’, and this is a tradition that took literally Freud’s formulation of the aims of analysis in his new introductory lectures in 1933, that ‘Where id was, there ego shall be’ The formulation continues ‘It is the work of culture – not unlike the draining of the Zuider Zee’.
 Here you can see individuality, adaptation and civilisation closely tied together; these things are actually what we have to see as problematic in order to enable psychoanalysis to take place. 


In the ego psychology tradition there was once more a conception of the unity of self, something that built upon what the practitioners saw as a ‘conflict-free sphere of the ego’.
 Even in the dissident Kleinian tradition that was allowed to remain inside the IPA, it was hoped that analysis would enable the ego to become, ‘the captain of the soul’.
 Meanwhile, the Kleinians have been elaborating detailed specifications of the content of the mind, and in the object relations tradition, as a third main strand in the IPA, there has been some rapprochement with spirituality, with practitioners declaring allegiance to a range of theological traditions, ranging from Roman Catholicism to Buddhism understood as a religious system of thought. 

The project of strengthening of the ego went alongside the strengthening of the IPA. By 1953 measures were being taken to silence or expel those who were too far out of line. The separation of Lacan from the IPA was a long drawn out process that lasted for ten years, from 1953 to 1963. 

When Lacan agreed to found a new group of psychoanalysts in Paris, Société Française de Psychanalyse, he did not realise that the formation of this group separate from the French section of the IPA would thereby exclude him and his colleagues from IPA membership. 

It was the occasion for the explosion of theoretical, clinical and political differences, and commissions of inquiry into Lacan’s work that would eventually lead to the IPA to recommend that he not be permitted to continue training new analysts. It was that decision that forced the break.

There are three key conceptual issues that are worth keeping in mind. 


The first concerns structure. The particular oedipal arrangements that Freud describes need to be conceptualised as formal arrangements. Lacan’s attention to language – manifest in the well-known pronouncements that ‘the unconscious is structured like a language’ and the unconscious is the discourse of the other’ – emphasise the formal properties of language as a symbolic system. Language is a structural system of differences that form the subject and it provides a particular kind of space for the subject to speak about itself, and mislead itself about what it is. The Oedipal discovery of a ‘third term’ which separates the infant from its first love object can thus be conceptualised as the entry into language, into the symbolic.

The second key conceptual issue concerns the gap that cannot be closed in human experience between consciousness and the unconscious. For Lacan this is a division that operates not only between consciousness and the unconscious, but also at the level of the subject as a divided subject of the unconscious formed at the moment the infant learns to speak, at the moment the infant enters the symbolic. That speaking is also a splitting; attempts to unify the person or to strengthen the self-conception that someone has of themselves in their ego is to reinforce something false, necessarily false. 

The third conceptual issue concerns truth, for as we speak a language we cannot but tell lies about ourselves. The particular kinds of lies that each of us tell are structured by the signifiers that are to hand at certain key moments in our lives as we learn to speak. We reproduce the particular most significant audiences for those lies as we speak in analysis, in transference. This transferential aspect of speaking is the only site we have for speaking the truth, and that truth will thus only be fleeting and half-said.
 This means that Lacan is dead against the comforting notion that the analyst can build an alliance with an analysand in which transference is absent, or that there is a position outside the transference from which the analyst can decide what is true and false. 

Despite all this bitter history, there is still recognition by many psychoanalysts inside the IPA and in the various Lacanian organisations that there is much to be learnt from each tradition. 

One of the reasons for the dialogue now opening up might be that conditions for psychoanalysis are getting more difficult. Insurance companies demand cheaper more efficient ‘evidence-based’ treatments than psychoanalysis can provide. Those psychoanalysts who have tried to make psychoanalysis fit to jump through the supposedly scientific evidence-based hoops are now all the more worse affected when the rules are tightened up and they are excluded.
 The news magazine of the IPA, International Psychoanalysis, refers in nearly every issue in recent years to the ‘crisis in psychoanalysis’, and a recent issue online (June 2005) has an article by the outgoing president Daniel Widlocher (a former analysand of Lacan’s) that mentions disagreements with Lacanian groups and argues for ‘dialogue’.


Reviews of psychoanalysis produced by leading IPA members now even explicitly refer to Lacanians who are inside the IPA.
 One unfortunate exception is the IPA group in Britain, which is quite hostile, and so we face particular problems here; the dispute over the use of the label ‘psychoanalyst’ are an expression of this, but it is a dispute that is meaningless in many other parts of the world. If we include those practising in the Latin-language countries, about half of the practising psychoanalysts in the world are outside the IPA.

 
Psychoanalysis started with the attempt to conceptualise and treat hysteria. The map of the body that enables the subject to produce physical symptoms does not correspond to organic muscle groups, and it is therefore clear that there is a psychic cause to the particular pain or paralysis in question. Maps of the world are just as revealing of underlying symptomatic assumption and problems in dealing with history. 

Jacques Derrida pointed out that the IPA constitution which was ratified at the 30th Congress in Jerusalem defines the three main geographical areas of the IPA’s world: ‘[1] America north of the United States – Mexican border; [2] all American south of that border; and [3] the rest of the world.’ Derrida, who was born in Africa, then proceeds to a close reading of the constitution and its notion of ‘human rights’ to raise questions about the naming of Latin America and the ethical practices that psychoanalysts have been confronting in that part of the world, and of naming ‘torture’ as a particular problem that analysts have been implicated in.


The current listing of ‘IPA Constituent Organisations’ rectifies this problem, to an extent: Still, there are again three main geographical areas; [1] ‘Europe, including Australia, India and Israel’, [2] ‘Latin America’ and [3] ‘North America including Japan’.
 Can we do better than this?

Lacan was just about to commence the eleventh year of his Seminar in 1963 when the news came through, the night before, that he had been definitively excluded from the IPA. That Seminar was to have been on ‘The Names-of-the-Father’,
 and from what we have of the introductory session it seems that Lacan was to going to explore a pluralisation of forms of authority in contemporary society. This raises a number of questions about some fundamental changes in the structuring of human experience, about changes at the level of form rather than mere content. These are changes that also impact on the supposed unity of the ‘Name-of-the-Father’ (as a key signifier that replaces the desire of the mother in the Oedipus complex),
 and changes in forms of spirituality that suppose God to be the most significant Name of the Father. The one session provides a first opening to address what are now termed by Jacques-Alain Miller and his followers ‘contemporary symptoms’ that are not governed by the old clinical structures of neurosis, psychosis and perversion.
 

It also raises a question about the pluralisation of psychoanalysis. Lacan’s response to what he referred to as his ‘excommunication’ from the IPA was to stop the seminar and commence a completely new Seminar as Seminar XI, the one we now know as ‘The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis’ (those concepts being the unconscious, the drive, transference and repetition).
 


Lacan commented that now is not the time to talk about ‘the names of the father’, and perhaps we could see this refusal as a lost opportunity, even a sign that the response to exclusion incited a bureaucratic closure of debate around Lacan that would mirror the bureaucratic closure of the IPA.
 And it should be said that this closure was around a leader who was vain and manipulative, and the Lacanian association led by his son-in-law, that now calls for the ‘reconquest’ of the English-speaking world, is at least as tightly organised as the IPA. 

Lacanian psychoanalysis is profoundly problematic, but it does still provide theoretical resources to conceptualise Freudian ideas and re-conceptualise its own practice. 

One way of doing that is to look at the different specific concepts that Lacan elaborates, and use them as we find them useful in relation to art, culture or the clinic; such concepts include the symbolic, imaginary and real, the object petit a, name of the father, identification, unary trait and jouissance. The risk is that each concept then becomes adapted and incorporated into a framework that is non-psychoanalytic, into what Derrida terms ‘apsychoanalyticism’.
 Sometimes it is worth taking that risk so that we can focus on some key concepts. 

The other way is to trace the logic of different versions of Lacan as elaborations around different names of Lacan.
 Then we may be able to find ways of making sense of these different Lacans so that we can start to piece together a Lacan that might work for us. 
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