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In the lead up to Clinical Study Days 12, the 
Lacanian Compass invited Yves Vanderveken to 
comment on the theme The Psychoanalytic Subject 
in the Maze: Constructions in Analysis. Delivered 
on August 26, 2018, Vanderveken’s seminar, 
“Structuring and Destructuring of Psychoanalysis,” 
takes as its point of departure lessons from Jacques-
Alain Miller’s 2007-2008 course Tout le monde 
est fou to show how the status of construction 
changes in Jacques Lacan’s early to late teachings. 
First, Vanderveken demonstrates how Sigmund 
Freud develops the practice of psychoanalysis as a 
practice of speech and interpretation having to do 
with the ciphering-deciphering of the unconscious, 
and therefore of the symptom. Then he points to 
how, in his early work, Lacan uses linguistics to 
further structure and logify Freud’s rendering of 
the laws of the unconscious, which Lacan specifies 
as signifying mechanisms. Vanderveken concludes 
by underlining the change in the status of the 
unconscious in Lacan’s late work, specifically 
in “Preface to the English-Language Edition” of 
Seminar XI. Drawing on that text, Vanderveken 
demonstrates how Lacan places the unconscious as 
outside of sense and knowledge, and on the side of 
surprise, failure, and the incompatible. Vanderveken 
thus develops the movement of the theory and 
practice of psychoanalysis in Lacan’s work, from 
the early emphasis on structure to a destructuring of 
psychoanalysis. 

Azeen A. Khan

Yves Vanderveken is a psychoanalyst in Brussels. 
He is a member of the World Association of 
Psychoanalysis (WAP), the New Lacanian School 
(NLS, of which he was president between 2014-
2016), and of the École de la Cause freudienne 
(ECF). He is currently the Director of the upcoming 
European Congress of Psychoanalysis (PIPOL 
9: “The Unconscious and the Brain: Nothing 
in Common”). Author of numerous articles 
in psychoanalysis, he teaches psychoanalysis 
in Belgium and is the Clinical Director of an 
institution for psychotic children. He has over 20 
years of experience working with psychotic subjects 
in institutions.
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I proposed this title, “Structuring and Destructuring 
of Psychoanalysis,” taking as a point of departure 
the reading of some lessons of Jacques-Alain 
Miller’s course, Tout le monde est fou. I extracted 
this title from the course he delivered in 2007-2008. 
I will try to unfold some aspects of this title in the 
form of a seminar and in relation to the argument of 
the Clinical Study Days 12.

This course of Jacques-Alain Miller has me 
very busy at the moment because it is the course 
contemporary with the battle in France against the 
attempt to impose neurocognitive practices by the 
state. There, J.-A. Miller analyzes precisely the 
process of hegemony such practices are trying to 
acquire and also the seduction with which they 
operate in regard to the contemporary form of 
discontent in civilization. These are yet further 
attempts to erase the subversion of the discovery 
of the unconscious—the one that concerns 
psychoanalysis. This course of J.-A. Miller is of 
particular interest to me in preparation for the 
theme of the next congress of the EuroFederation 
of Psychoanalysis, PIPOL 9. It will take place 
in Brussels on July 13 and 14, 2019, under the 
title: The Unconscious and the Brain—Nothing in 
Common. I am its director and I hope to see many of 
you there. Today I will give you a taste that makes 
you want to travel and take part in it. There will be, 
all over the congress, an Italian but also a Spanish 
and English simultaneous translation.

With regard to the practice of psychoanalysis 
and the theory that can be constructed from it, 

Freud developed what J.-A. Miller calls two great 
interpretations of psychoanalysis. This is what 
we call the first and the second topographies. 
Many analysts—and, among them, certainly 
the Anglo-Saxon analysts—considered that the 
second topography superseded and erased the first 
one. They founded their entire practice and their 
approach to psychoanalysis by focusing on the 
second topography. What has been called “a return 
to Freud” by Jacques Lacan is in fact a return to 
the first Freudian topography: that of the time of 
Freud's discovery of the unconscious. And Freud 
discovered the unconscious by deciphering it. He 
attested to the reality of the unconscious; he proved 
that the unconscious he discovered existed by means 
of its deciphering. This is what founded the practice 
of psychoanalysis, which is a practice of speech, on 
interpretation.

Freud showed that certain statements, certain 
contents of thought, even certain affects and certain 
pleasures, could not be said, could only be lived 
and thought of as travestied, deformed. At the same 
time, they could not not be said, could not not 
manifest themselves. Freud thus showed that there 
was an imperative that they pierce the censorship of 
the ideals of the subject’s ego. There is a necessity 
that they exist and manifest themselves, and that 
they are satisfied. But that in order for this to be 
possible while remaining bearable for the ideals 
of the subject's ego, for them to be said and lived 
without the censorship imposed by the subject’s ego 
being abolished, they must be said and lived in a 
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disguised, masked, and twisted form. In short, in a 
so-called symptomatic form.

Interpretation therefore rested on the following 
structure: to decipher, through free association, 
from the associations of the analysand—if we take 
for example the dream—the manifest content, which 
is said first and which arises to consciousness, to 
restore to it or to reconstruct its primary content 
which presents itself as deformed, encrypted, and 
ciphered to consciousness. Freud demonstrated by 
this work of interpretation that there was a work of 
ciphering-deciphering proper to the unconscious 
in the speaking being. This had nothing to do with 
the question of the brain, but was related to the 
conflictual relationship between desire, always 
erratic in its manifestations, and the ideals of 
normality, peace, and calmness.

Freud showed that this work responded to, or 
was carried out by, two precise “mechanisms”: 
displacement and condensation, and that it was 
through these two mechanisms that the unconscious 
worked to make unrecognizable for the subject, 
ideas, thoughts, affects, and desires that belonged 
to him, but about which he did not want to know 
anything. It is to this that Lacan gave, at first, all 
its scope: the Freudian discovery of the work of 
the unconscious. Freud formalized two modes 
of operation of censorship, of repression, by the 
unconscious. Lacan developed, supported, and 
deepened this dimension—psychoanalysis being 
a practice of speech and language, all passing 
only through this medium—by the contribution 
of linguistics, that is to say, the laws that govern 
language and its formation. He demonstrated that 
these two mechanisms isolated by Freud were 
linked to the two great figures of rhetoric, two 
linguistic mechanisms that allow for the emergence 
of a meaning other than the one that appears first. 
On the one hand, metaphor (displacement), and 
on the other, metonymy (condensation). Lacan, 
after Freud, worked to isolate, to formalize the 
laws of the work of forming-deforming proper to 

the unconscious. They both structured the laws 
of the unconscious, or even demonstrated that the 
unconscious was structured, articulated, ordered by 
mechanisms, which Lacan stated were signifying 
mechanisms.

J.-A. Miller says that what is important, what 
is central here, is the term “mechanism.” He 
specifies that “mechanism” includes the notion of 
“automatism.” Mechanism involves the dimension 
of algorithms, rules, procedures, and matrices. 
It is from here that one can grasp how certain 
psychoanalysts feel seduced by and attracted to 
neuro-cognitivist algorithms, how they abandon 
the signifying dimension of such mechanisms, too 
rhetorical for them, in order to replace them with 
a mechanics supposed to be specific to the brain, 
a neuronal mechanics. Lacan will eventually, in 
light of experience, get out of this dimension which 
was too rigid, even if, at first, he buckled down to 
clarify these laws. His latest teaching—linked to 
less structured and more liquid forms of the figures 
of the Other—will “deconstruct” this structuring of 
the analytic experience that he had so tremendously 
developed. I will try to address some of these points 
at the end of this seminar.

What is interesting is the force of seduction, of 
absorption of the elaboration, of the construction 
of laws, of rules, of invariants. In short, the 
attractiveness of the structure. J.-A. Miller 
demonstrates that this absorbed psychoanalysis as 
such very early on and that Lacan's return to Freud 
was already an attempt—his first—to respond to it, 
to avoid it, to get out of it. The notion of mechanism 
was imposed in psychoanalysis by Anna Freud, 
with her book on the “defense mechanisms.” Her 
thesis had major consequences on the history and 
practice of psychoanalysis. It attracted a great 
deal of support from the analytical community—
certainly primarily Anglo-Saxon, but not only—
and profoundly modified the primary practice of 
psychoanalysis as interpretation of the unconscious. 
This support was only disturbed by the question of 
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countertransference, that is to say, by the question 
of love. But until then, by introducing the notion 
of defense mechanisms, analytical practice had 
neglected the dimension of interpretation, of 
deciphering the unconscious. It was considered 
that, before any interpretation, it was first necessary 
to work on and make conscious the defense 
mechanisms against impulses that were in a way 
a stopper to the deciphering of the unconscious, 
which produced a “resistance” to its deciphering. It 
was the era of a hyper-structured psychoanalysis, 
structured by the defense mechanisms.

Lacan mentions that it was an analyst, one of 
the greatest Anna Freudians, Otto Fenichel, 
who, moving to the United States, spread this 
practice and made the Anglo-Saxon practice of 
psychoanalysis based on the ego and its defense 
mechanisms hegemonic. This was the case until 
the arrival of Lacan who reoriented this. Fenichel, 
in his textbook The Psychoanalytic Theory of 
Neurosis, develops a whole articulation and a 
distinction of the various mechanisms of defense of 
the ego. He distinguishes between:

○ those which succeed and which would allow 
another satisfaction of the drive, an artificial 
way of drive satisfaction, namely, a sublimation 
of it, a libidinal investment in a substitute to 
the “natural” aim of the drive which allows a 
substitute satisfaction 

○ and those which fail, thus constituting a 
defense that prevents the realization and 
emergence of the discarded drive.

I invite those interested to go back to it. Moreover, 
J.-A. Miller develops them more or less precisely 
in lesson 13, which dates from March 26, 2008. He 
demonstrates above all, with supporting citations, 
that the signifying mechanisms that Lacan isolates, 
as a return to the deciphering of the unconscious, 
are a point-by-point response to Fenichel. 
Where the Anna Freudians see the ego’s defense 
mechanisms, Lacan demonstrates that these are 

mechanisms that respond to the logic of the signifier 
which structures, not the ego, but the unconscious 
and its ciphering/encryption. This is what allows J.-
A. Miller to say that Lacan’s structuralism remains 
a mechanicism, that Lacan conceived structure as a 
mechanism. He substituted the defense mechanisms 
of the ego for the linguistic mechanisms proper to 
the unconscious, structured like a language. Let 
us move on to the fact that he then attempted a 
more logical than signifying articulation in order 
to reintegrate into the signifying mechanics its 
articulation with the drive. This leads him to talk 
about the logic of fantasy. We cannot develop 
everything; this seminar is above all an invitation 
to continue the work, to open the desire to go to the 
texts.

In this logic, the notion of the subject is articulated 
to these signifying mechanisms. The subject is 
produced, he is the effect of these signifying 
mechanisms. It is therefore, at that time, calculable. 
Lacan even speaks of the calculation of the subject 
or of the cure as a calculation on desire. He 
recognizes, therefore, that in the unconscious there 
are signifying mechanisms that produce, engender, 
and account for the formations of the unconscious 
(i.e. dreams, slips of the tongue, bungled actions). 
All the formations of the unconscious are 
apprehended by Lacan as responding to these 
signifying mechanisms. J.-A. Miller tells us that, 
at this time, the symptom is apprehended, in the 
signifying register, as fixation of a meaning that 
is not accessible or remains inaccessible to the 
subject because of repression. A fixed meaning that 
determines the subject’s being and his symptoms, at 
work in the subject, but unknown, disguised to him.

As I indicated in my argument of this seminar, 
the conception one has of the subject and of 
the unconscious determine the direction of the 
treatment. The direction of the treatment is always 
determined by that and it is therefore the question 
of its aim, its end, that is at stake. It is therefore 
important to account for and to formalize what is 
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involved in this approach, which is all the same 
Lacan's classical approach—one that he will not 
question until the very end of his teaching. In this 
signifying and logical conception, the symptom 
is the fixation of a meaning. A meaning which, in 
Freudian terms, determines an instinctual fixation, 
or better translated, a fixation of the drive. Freud 
tried to apprehend this in terms of the condition of 
love. The becoming conscious of this meaning, the 
becoming conscious of this mode of fixation, the 
construction-formalization of it, appears to Lacan 
as the means for the resolution of the symptom. 
J.-A. Miller states that we are there, completely, in 
the register of sense. In this logic, what would be at 
stake by means of deciphering is making readable, 
articulated, and conscious this fixed meaning which 
manifests itself in disguise and which constitutes in 
a way the algorithm of the being and the symptoms 
of the subject. The aim is the becoming conscious 
of a fixed meaning of a mode of jouissance, in 
signifying terms in the form of a sentence, a phrase. 
This is what Lacan will call the construction of the 
fundamental fantasy.

This becoming conscious of a meaning is very 
different from the notion of defense against 
the drive. And this becoming conscious, the 
construction of the fantasmatic sentence that 
constitutes the algorithm of the subject's desire, 
remains the direction of the treatment to which 
analysts are still attached today. 

Certainly, in following Freud, and moreover Lacan, 
we can distinguish between interpretation and 
construction. But in the end, the articulation of the 
logic at work, such as we have just deployed, still 
makes the entire treatment, as well as its purpose, a 
vast process of construction. A psychoanalytic cure 
thus consists in the isolation, the working through, 
the construction of this meaning, this signification, 
which fixates the subject’s interpretations and 
choices of jouissance.

Certainly, it is necessary to specify interpretation 
in psychoanalysis. It can never be an indication 

that the meaning that the analysand produces must 
be translated as meaning precisely something else. 
This would only stick the fantasy and ideals of 
the analyst on the analysand. The interpretation 
of dreams, for example, is not a mantic act. The 
interpretation should rather aim to undo the sense 
or meaning that the subject spontaneously gives 
to a formation of the unconscious, because it is 
somehow encrypted, deformed, so that the ego (or 
self) does not recognize the repressed desire that is 
at play in it. Interpretation is therefore not intended 
to fix a meaning but rather to open up, through its 
equivocation, to another possible meaning, which 
remains dependent on the analysand. This is so 
that the stream of meaning that continues to flow 
through and into the analysis may eventually be 
reduced (in the culinary sense of the term) to the 
algorithm that is the basis of the production of the 
meaning of life for this analysand, in so far as he 
is a subject like no other. So, it is out of question 
that the analyst, in the case of neurosis, would 
pass on a construction to his analysand. But the 
process of the cure as such, through the deciphering 
of the unconscious, is nevertheless a process of 
construction: the construction of a meaning and of 
a knowledge about it. Not by accumulation, but by 
reduction of the identifications that cover it.

The analytic cure conceived from the deciphering 
of the unconscious by the linguistic mechanisms 
would have a precise logical course. In the 
beginning, there is an opening to a different 
(other) enigmatic sense that installs the subject 
supposed to know, the condition of any possibility 
of interpretation and deciphering. Then, from 
there, there is a continuation of the long process 
towards construction, the isolation of what Lacan 
calls in his “Proposition of 9 October 1967,” which 
structures the question of the end of the analysis, 
“a final metaphor that would see the emergence of 
a particular meaning conditioning desire.”1 This 
meaning is reduced in what Lacan calls the object 
a. It is the isolation of the subject’s automatism of 
jouissance. 

1. Jacques Lacan, “Proposition of 9 October 1967 on the 
Psychoanalyst of the School,” http://iclo-nls.org/wp-content/
uploads/Pdf/Propositionof9October1967.pdf (available online).
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It is an orientation of the treatment that still has all 
its value. It determines the essence of the Lacanian 
cure. The interpretation of dreams, for example, 
has not become superfluous and cannot be avoided 
or discarded. It would still be necessary to study 
the forms that this takes in today's analyses. This is 
what the next congress of the WAP in Buenos Aires 
will buckle down in 2020.

Let us note—with J.-A. Miller—that Lacan gave 
an inflection to psychoanalysis that reoriented 
it. Freud developed psychoanalysis as a cure, a 
treatment, namely, as a healing method. Certainly, 
a very particular method of healing since it 
proceeds by discovering the truths that are at the 
heart of the symptom. Anglo-Saxon post-Freudians 
have radicalized this dimension. They made of 
psychoanalysis, through the analysis of the ego’s 
defense mechanisms, a technique of readjustment 
to a pseudo-normality, which would be measured 
against a hypothetical “healthy” relation to a 
supposed reality. They made of it if not a medical 
technique, then a technique of reeducation and 
identification with the supposedly healthy part of 
the ego. Lacan will move the Freudian axis and 
change the status of a psychoanalysis. He makes 
of it an experience of truth as such—the healing 
effects appear as side effects, by-products of this 
experience. Moreover, he will prefer to the term 
cure or treatment, that of experience.

For Freud, truth was a means, healing being the aim 
and end. Lacan reverses things.

This course of treatment elaborated by Lacan in 
his earlier work retains all its value as long as 
we put it in light of what he develops in his very 
late teaching. This later teaching remains largely 
unknown, apart from the reading carried out by J.-
A. Miller. As he puts it: “Lacanians have somehow 

entrenched behind the certainty that there was 
an algorithm of psychoanalysis”: a logic of the 
fantasy that accounted for the configuration 
of the automatism of repetition, the repetition 
compulsion. The certainty that the analysand's 
speech, despite its infinite variability, is inhabited 
by an “invariable algorithm (repetition) that must 
lead to the object a.”2

In his latest teaching, Lacan inaugurates a reversal 
of the Lacanian interpretation of psychoanalysis. 
J.-A. Miller points out that he is working on 
an operation that destructures psychoanalysis 
after having structured it in his own way. It is 
a destructuring of psychoanalysis that Lacan 
operates. This operation has major consequences 
and inflects the orientation and the finality of the 
analytic experience. Let’s try, in following it, to pin 
down some elements affected by this operation:

First of all, on the becoming conscious of the 
analytic operation. If the becoming conscious of 
the Lacanian orientation was quite different from 
the relation to consciousness-reality of the post-
Freudians, in his later teaching Lacan takes a 
distance from the whole problem of the “becoming 
conscious.” How does he do that? By “challenging 
the function of attention.” What does that mean? 
He indicates, in his last written text—“Preface to 
the English-Language Edition” of Seminar XI—that 
it suffices to pay attention to the unconscious in 
order to leave the unconscious.3 No truth, therefore, 
comes from paying attention to it. To become 
conscious is to pay attention and paying attention 
does not produce the thing in itself but covers it, let 
us say, with semantics, or even with... lying.

The “Preface to the English-Language Edition” of 
Seminar XI will be used as one of the main texts 
in the preparation for the next NLS Congress that 

2. Jacques-Alain Miller, Tout le monde est fou, 2007-2008, 
L’orientation lacanienne (Annual course delivered within the frame-
work of the Department of Psychoanalysis, University of Paris VIII), 
March 26, 2008. This lesson, under the title “À vau l’eau: De la défense 
au déchiffrage,” edited by Luis Solano, is available in Ten Line News, 
No. 388, March 30, 2008.

3. Jacques Lacan, “Preface to the English-Language Edition,” The Four 
Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis: The Seminar of Jacques 
Lacan, Book XI, trans. Alan Sheridan (New York/ London: Norton, 
1998), vii-ix.
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will take place in Tel Aviv and will have the title 
Urgent!. The text has been published in the special 
issue of The Lacanian Review. 

It is therefore a radical questioning of every 
construction in analysis because Lacan gives the 
unconscious another status. Any construction, 
any working through of sense or meaning of 
a formation of the unconscious is, from this 
perspective, an attempt to cover up, to close or 
shut down, the effect of truth that has arisen, like a 
flash, via the formation of the unconscious. Thus, 
Lacan displaces the place of truth. It is no longer 
the culmination of a construction of knowledge. 
It is to be located in the very effraction of the 
unconscious—at the time of the slip (of the tongue), 
for example. From now on and from this point of 
view, “truth is always a missed act” [acte manqué 
= bungled action/failed act] and does not pertain 
to an elaborated knowledge. Every construction, 
every act of awareness or insight, is a process that 
comes to shut down the truth of the unconscious, to 
enclose it in an explanation, a meaning.

The subject emerges in this dimension from 
surprise, from failure, from the incompatible. 
It is outside of knowledge. The subject is there 
apprehended out of all possible calculation. But 
rather, as that which radically escapes calculation. 
The construction, the giving sense, the explanation 
comes only in a second time, let us say, as a “lie” 
on the emergence of the real of failure. If Lacan 
was able to rethink the relationship of the speaking 
being to the drive from the deciphering of the 
unconscious, we must note—says J.-A. Miller—
that Lacan's teaching is inhabited, despite its great 
consistency, by an oscillation.

One is the moment when signifier and 
satisfaction are correlated by a mechanism, a 
logic, an automatism, which can be deduced and 
consolidated in a knowledge about truth. The 

other moment is to stress on the contrary that 
there is a fracture, a hiatus, an inadequacy. An 
incompatibility between speech and desire, the 
latter always coming in excess, too much or too 
little, never the good one, never the right one, 
never the one that should be. It always produces 
an effraction, a hiatus, without any horizon of 
reconciliation, resorption, or possible adaptation. 
He founds a fundamental incompatibility between 
jouissance and meaning. Lacan specifies—as 
a return to the cherished phrase of the post-
Freudians—that this is what resistance is: the 
inadequacy of the signifier to the real.

I will conclude with what should give us food 
for thought and material to work on, as to what 
would be a direction of the treatment that would 
take into account, consider this resistance, and 
dare to somehow face it. J.-A. Miller indicates that 
the emphasis of psychoanalysis has again shifted. 
Neither a healing technique, nor an experience of 
truth, but an experience of satisfaction. I quote: in 
this perspective, “analysis is less the expectation of 
the emergence of a truth than the expectation of a 
satisfaction, of a satisfaction that is appropriate—
and in a certain way, it is afterwards that obtaining 
this satisfaction gives rise to the elaboration of 
a truth.” “The pass—namely, the procedure that 
Lacan invented to account for an analysis led to its 
end—is the achievement of a satisfaction that can 
be enhanced by a signifying construction where 
the correlation is made between the procurement of 
satisfaction and the course of truth.”4

Miller points out that, there where Freud placed 
construction on the side of the analyst, Lacan on 
the contrary “places construction on the side of the 
analysand.” So, there is no end of analysis, except 
on the condition that the analysand constructs. It 
is not that there is a possible “exit,” an adaptation, 
a typical end, but rather what there is are “more 

4. Jacques-Alain Miller, Tout le monde est fou, 2007-2008, 
L’orientation lacanienne (Annual course delivered within the frame-
work of the Department of Psychoanalysis, University of Paris VIII), 
March 26, 2008. This lesson, under the title “À vau l’eau: De la défense 
au déchiffrage,” edited by Luis Solano, is available in Ten Line News, 
No. 388, March 30, 2008.
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or less satisfying configurations.” At the time of 
what J.-A. Miller calls liquid psychoanalysis (in 
reference to Zygmunt Bauman), no longer that of 
the rigid signifying structure, but that of the flexible 
Borromean knot, the end of analysis depends more 
on a decision of the analysand. Even if it still has a 
logical dimension, the end of analysis depends on a 
decision by the analysand where he can demonstrate 
his ability not to say the cause that determines him, 
since that is impossible, but to allude to it by means 
of a construction that convinces and demonstrates its 
effects.

Translated by Florencia F.C. Shanahan
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