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PREcIS

under the irreverent banner, ‘omG(s)’, over the past 
year marie-Hélène Brousse has pursued a psychoana-
lytic inquiry into religious discourse. This text, a first 
iteration of the theme, was established from a presenta-
tion titled, “oH mY GoD(s)!: Religions: laughing 
under Control or Nothing Funny Here,” delivered  
on April 22, 2015 at the Culture & Psychoanalysis  
Seminar held at Barnard College. It was a felicitous  
occasion as Brousse originally proposed to the New 
York Freud lacan Analytic Group five years ago to 
develop a series exploring the terrain of contemporary 
culture and lacanian psychoanalysis. 

With precision, Brousse traces distinctions between 
God and religion in relation to comedy and tragedy. 
The effort to decipher the connection between religious 
discourse and contemporary modes of jouissance came 
in the wake of the tragic events in Paris, which began 
with the attack on Charlie Hebdo and would months 
later again traumatise the world in November of 2015. 
Brousse delivered this talk in the midst of buzz in 
u.s. media surrounding the law passed in the state of 
Indiana called the Religious Freedom Restoration Act 
(RFRA). Her text makes clear that in the extended 
moment of social crisis we must carefully re-examine 
questions of secularism, religion, and blasphemy. New 
forms of jouissance related to the superego threaten 
the social bond. In the past year we have witnessed the 
result of identification with the jouissance of the death 
drive, a sublimation through death that propels  
terrorist attacks. 

Brousse concludes her argument with a cunning 
recourse to psychoanalysis, noting that contrary to the 
priest, who exorcises evil from the subject, the psycho-
analyst must exorcise the good old God. If fundamen-
talism seeks to impose fantasmatic ideals via the brute 
force of the superego, the analyst operates around the 
object a exposing holes in the mortifying barriers of 
the master signifiers. Comedy plays with the object a as 
what drives the subject. Thus in blasphemy, we might 
find a vital mode du jouir, perhaps closer to desire, that 
escapes the tomb of good old God as a master signifier 
and religion as the discourse of the master. Yet Brousse 
emphases that as analysts, we are not atheists. A con-
sequence of the analytic exorcism is the extraction of 
belief which reveals the other as semblant but also as 
the material real of the signifier. Thus God exists now 
more powerfully than ever. With the help of a psycho-
analyst we can see fiction on one side and the real of 
jouissance on the other.

Cyrus Saint Amand Poliakoff
New York Freud Lacan Analytic Group
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OH MY GOD(S):  
RELIGIONS,  
LAUGHING UNDER 
cONTROL OR  
NOTHING FUNNY 
HERE

I was in New York a month ago, and I learned a lot in 
the three days I was here. of course, I was already think-
ing about the question of religion after the terrorist at-
tack on Charlie Hebdo, and then maria Cristina Aguirre 
wrote to me with the news that there had been a foiled 
terrorist attack on a Paris church. Fortunately for us, 
unfortunately for him, he shot himself; I don’t know if 
it was in the foot, but he shot himself and was taken to 
the hospital. However, he had the intention of attack-
ing churches. so, it was my idea to speak about religion, 
which I proposed when I was invited to give a paper 
as part of this seminar series, to which I said, “with 
pleasure,” and because I was thinking of how to get a 
response from you; I immediately asked Cyrus if the title 
“oh my God” would be okay. He said, “yes,” and we put 
a little “s” at the end in order to introduce something 
that I had discovered here, which I would describe as the 
presence of some strong yet diverse religious convictions: 
the presence of many different accepted religions, which 
have their own places of worship, churches, etc., and the 

fact that the situation in France is very different. so, 
in a way, that is going to be the focus of my enquiry 
tonight. An enquiry, which starts precisely on these 
points of difference, as we are facing the same problem 
of terrorism in both France and the united states. But 
we are facing it in a very different way, and I think it is 
interesting to work on these differences. They can teach 
us. At least, they taught me.

so, I am not going to speak about the Name-of-the-
Father, and all that. It could have been a very interest-
ing point to develop because lacan, thirty years ago, 
had a premonition of the events that are taking place 
today, and that is interesting, but that is not my point 
in this talk; I will leave that. my point is more specific, 
in a way, it’s more like a detail, a part of a detail.

In France, the dogma, or doxa, since the Third Repub-
lic, that is to say the 19th century, after many, many 
fights between two orientations, religion and secular-
ism, the public, came to a deal. It is our master signifier: 
laicite (secularism), which is not anti-religious at all. 
Rather, it means that everyone, anyone, has the right 
to practice his or her religion, but public space, institu-
tions, streets, etc., are religion free. Thus we have the 
understanding that religion is an individual right. With 
one condition, however, that one can’t practice religion 
in public spaces. It is part of our subjectivity, of course, 
and we practice our beliefs in churches and on our own 
time. For example, the Third Republic decided that 
children would not go to school on Thursday, in order 
to enable each parent to send their children to the 
church they had decided on. so, this was the deal that 
was agreed upon: religion, yes, but not in the public 
space of the Republic. Another example, when I was a 
university teacher at Paris VIII, we had a fight because 
some muslim students wanted a prayer room within 
the university, but this wasn’t a possibility according 
to French law, because it was a public space, which is 
secularized, while their religious practice is uniquely 
subjective.
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For that reason, for example, representatives of the 
state cannot ask you what your religion is. When they 
are making inquiries, when they are registering you, 
they don’t have the right to ask you for that informa-
tion. In the case of immigrants, they also don’t have the 
right to ask, “which religion?” If people disclose, that is 
fine, but we don’t have the right to ask. statistics never 
include religious affiliation. so, let’s say that all the 
efforts of France, since the 18th century, although I’m 
not a specialist on that, are made in order to exclude 
religion in identity. It’s an effort to keep religion out of 
identity politics. of course, I have the idea, and I think 
you will correct me, that it’s somewhat different in the 
united states, where the notion of freedom of speech 
is entangled with freedom of religious practice and 
therefore one’s religious beliefs can be an important part 
of identity, even define identity, and that’s it. Although 
it’s a secularized state, it is not a laic (non-religous) 
society. It’s a religious society, with diversity, with a 
kind of acceptance of whatever religion you pretend to 
invent, even to be the prophet; there are a lot of new 
prophets here, sects, etc. And, in France, for example, 
the law is very strict concerning religious sects. so, the 
situation is really very different. This I knew, so, this is 
not really the point that struck me. There are two points 
that struck me: one, the reaction of sympathy that we 
received from the united states after the terrorist attack 
on Charlie Hebdo. In response to our common concern 
regarding those terrorist attacks, these reactions were 
specific, were different. That was shown by the reac-
tion, for example, of the New York Times. Although they 
wanted to express their support and sympathy towards 
Parisians, they chose not to publish the caricatures. A 
lot of American newspapers published caricatures, but 
the images were intentionally blurred. And, when asked, 
they explained that they felt that those caricatures were 
capable of hurting the feelings of believers. In France 
we respond with freedom of speech and freedom of 
the press. so the debate becomes about where freedom 
stops? Precisely when feelings are hurt.

so, I continued thinking, and I said to myself  “what 
is a caricature?” something that makes you laugh, 
something funny, and Charlie Hebdo was a very funny 
newspaper. The caricatures did not target one religion, 
but all religions, as well as women, politics, everything, 

holidays, whatever. They did not target religion all  
the time either.

I was wondering, is there something about laughing 
in relation to religion that could be investigated from 
a psychoanalytic point of view. What is the relation 
between religion and laughing? I remembered a film 
by Jean-Jacques Annaud based on umberto eco’s 
book, The Name of the Rose. The central conflict in the 
plot was precisely the disappearance of  “Book II” of 
Aristotle’s Poetics on Comedy.

 I re-read The Name of the Rose, and watched the movie, 
and listened to the director, Jean-Jacques Annaud’s 
commentary.  several years (15 or 20) after he had 
made the movie, he said that the film was very well 
received by both critics and the public, a great success, 
in europe and Asia, but a total failure in the united 
states. The critical reception touched him so much 
that he even considered leaving filmmaking to return 
to advertising. He was really discouraged. A few years 
later, the DVD was released, and sold fairly well, but 
the initial reaction was not positive.

What were the arguments of the critics in the united 
states? They didn’t mention the theme, or Aristotle. 
They criticized specific aesthetics and art direction, 
particularly the set design. However, Annaud is very 
exacting, I would even say a maniac, about aesthet-
ics and set design. He wanted the sets to be exactly as 
dirty and as crude as they were in the middle Ages. 
He had a very good advisor, who happened to be one 
of the greatest French historians of the middle Ages. 

Annaud suspected that the real reason why the critics 
were so negative was the theme of the film, rather than 
the set design. so, I was wondering if what we find 
here is a commonality between the reaction of the New 
York Times to the Hebdo caricatures and the failure of 
The Name of the Rose.  And Further, what is the rela-
tionship between religion and comedy? I returned to 
Seminar VII: The Ethics of Psychoanalysis, where lacan 
works precisely with the question of the ethics, in both 
tragedy and comedy, and frequently refers to Aristotle.
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let’s go back to what umberto eco suggests in The 
Name of the Rose. If you have in mind the plot of the 
story then you know that the question is as follows: 
Where is the book? Where is the book on comedy? 
sean Connery, playing William of Baskerville, goes to 
the nunnery to investigate one of the monks, whose 
dead body has been discovered. William looks all over 
the place, when a very old, blind monk, whose name is 
Jorges de Burgos, enters the scene. of course, for any 
european, spain is linked to the Inquisition. It was a 
nightmare for the libertines from the 16th century; 
priests wrote anonymously comparing religious doc-
trines with each other, which was already an interdic-
tion. In France, since the 17th century, spain was 
identified with the Inquisition, and the Inquisition is 
precisely one of the characters of that novel and movie. 

When William of Baskerville meets Jorges de Burgos, 
William of Baskerville has succeeded in making people 
around him laugh, and Jorges de Burgos, blind, says a 
sentence in latin, which condemns laughing. At the 
end of the book, on the last of seven nights, we have 
the complete speech of Jorges de Burgos. He says that 
“to laugh is weakness, corruption and fadeur.” He says 
Comedy is grotesque, baudy, and he continues to claim 
that it is fine if poor and stupid people laugh, but it 
is very important for the intelligentsia, especially the 
monks at that time, to stop laughing because “[l]augh-
ter frees the villain from fear of the devil...the fear of 
death.” If you laugh, you fear less. He adds that laughter 
imposes itself only out of fear. 

I recalled Seminar III: The Psychosis, where lacan 
produces not only the paternal metaphor, but what he 
called “the quilting point.”  What is the example he 
gave for the “le point de capiton”? It’s theater again, a 
play by Racine. In one of the first scenes in the tragedy, 
a man of the Court speaks with the chief priest in order 
to manage, in a very complicated period, to find an 
accord, between the Court and the priests. The priest 
says, “I fear nothing, because I have the fear of God,” 
(“La crainte de Dieu”). That is an example of the quilting 
point, but, it is not only an example, it is the thing itself. 

It’s the Name-of-the-Father in itself, and one of its 
consequences, the superego, and the interdiction as an 
imperative. let’s say that one of the axioms of religion 
on the side of the superego would be as follows: “Don’t 
laugh! There is nothing funny here!”

of course, you see that some of the discussion in 
France, after the attack on Charlie Hebdo, involved the 
accusations that the three terrorists directed towards the 
journal. Their words of accusation followed some funda-
mentalist preachers on the internet, and they decided 
that the journalist and cartoonists had to be killed. In 
order to characterize what Charlie Hebdo was doing, 
they called it blasphemy. The blasphemy in the speech 
of Jorges de Burgos is precisely what opposes the fear of 
God. Not fearing God and laughing about it is in itself, 
regardless of what is said, blasphemy.

The question is why laughter and Comedy are linked 
to the accusation of blasphemy? I am going to work 
with Seminar VII. First, religion is not God. They are 
two different concepts. They are two different realities, 
if we can say that. God is a signifier, a master signi-
fier, a signifier one. Religions are discourses. There are 
plenty of them, there have always been plenty of them, 
discourses vary between countries, and in moments in 
history. They rise and they die as any discourse does. 
I don’t think that there are many worshipers of Zeus, 
although I am thinking of converting myself. A lot of 
the polytheistic religions disappeared. If we say that 
religions are discourses, and consequently if we follow 
lacan, they are modes of the social bond. What is a 
social bond? It is a “mode de jouir”; it’s a mode of jouis-
sance. Religion is a mode of jouissance. In both mean-
ings, it is an enjoyment, and it’s an enjoyment that we 
take from meaning. But, of course, as a discourse, and 
as a social link, it is a sect, a set of practices, of prescrip-
tions, of institutions organized by rituals, and rules. 
This sect, this discourse, applies to a group, who identify 
themselves with that cause and that master signifier. I 
think you would agree that religious discourses belong 
to the category of ‘discourse of the master.’
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monotheisms, which are now more prominent, func-
tion by controlling bodies. Religions are always defining 
themselves as spiritual, dealing with spirituality, but if 
you look at the facts, what they rule first and foremost 
are bodies: what you can eat, what you can’t eat, how 
many times a day you have to wash yourself, or when 
you shouldn’t wash yourself, and in what place, or how 
you fuck, with whom you do it, how you handle the 
dead, how you marry, how you educate your children, 
etc. Religions police the body at every moment in our 
lives. It is true that, for example, Catholicism is less 
involved in the policing of the body. However, what 
happened in France a year and a half ago shows us that 
Catholicism still does this because we had weekly dem-
onstrations against same-sex marriage for a year. If that 
is not introducing oneself into the bedroom, what is? 
We see the control of the body, the control of speech, of 
course, and the control of writing too. This is my point: 
religions are discourses. God is not. God is a signifier. 
All alone, one.

Next point: Freud’s approach to the analysis of religion 
was to link it with obsessional neurosis, because in both 
we find rituals that delimit a central void that organizes 
the symbolic function. lacan’s approach was more 
paradoxical because he examined religion as sublima-
tion, sublimation taken from the model of theater. This 
model enables us to identify the limits or barriers that 
sublimation allows us to overcome, precisely the barriers 
that are maintained by religion, as I will explain. 

since the death of the polytheism of ancient Greece 
and Rome, theater changed. First, it was forbidden, dur-
ing the first century of Christianity, and it was slowly 
reintroduced as vignettes performed near the doors 
of cathedrals. It was only in the 17th century that the 
Jesuit order introduced theater again in their teachings. 
Calvin condemned theater, too. I must say I don’t know 
what position either Judaism or Islam hold towards the-
ater. What I know is that they didn’t produce as such, 
as religions, many plays for theater. so, that is a para-
dox, to not put theater and religion together in order 
to produce new knowledge, which is very interesting. 

Because we do know that theater, in Ancient Greece 
and Rome, had a ceremonial function; it was dealing 
with something that was sacred. For that reason, in 
Seminar VII, lacan makes a link between sublimation 
in religion and theater.

Aristotle said, in a way, that theater allowed us to go 
beyond limits. limits of what? of the reality we are 
living in, which is a reality that is ethically organized 
by the good, the supreme good, or the goods… I 
realize how funny it is because in english if you take 
off an “o” from “good”, you get “god”. It’s funny. You 
cannot do that in French. maybe that’s why you are 
so wonderfully capitalistic, because God is good. They 
are linked together. But anyway, the idea of Aristotle 
is that there is a supreme good, the goods, beauty and 
youth, in a way, youth from the utilitarian philoso-
phy. Those are the barriers defining the territory we 
are living in, which the Ancient Greeks and Romans 
thought that Comedy and Tragedy allowed us to go 
beyond, to surpass. What are the limits that Tragedy 
allows to us to surpass, a surpassing of limits, that at 
the same time appeases these limits? The two limits 
that you need to represent topologically are fear and 
pity! Fear and pity! The heroes of the Greek theater 
show what happens when someone goes beyond fear 
and beyond pity. It is the destiny of oedipus at Colo-
nus, not oedipus the King.  He vanished into nothing-
ness, and begins to die.  

so, the idea of Aristotle that lacan was using was that 
tragedy is used as a ritual of purification. And a ritual 
of purification of the radiance of death always leads to 
religion. The same is true of pain, the pain in life. 

As far as Comedy is concerned, what are the two 
limits that Comedy deals with? It’s shame and pudeur: 
(modesty). shame and modesty! It has nothing to do 
with death and its power; it has to do with flesh and 
satisfaction, with life.  let’s say that my idea is that 
religion presents a mode of jouissance, which is based 
on Tragedy. All monotheisms deal with Tragedy. The 
jouissance in religion, in monotheism, is always tragic: 
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sacrifice, martyrdom, and always linked with death. It’s 
a divinization of all that is left in the field of suffer-
ing. And of course, for that, the Christian religion is 
perfect: the concept of  Christ ‘in itself ’ is  purification, 
catharsis, all the pain and death in human existence. 
let’s say, the operation is to name the pain and suffer-
ing, and to put it into God, giving it a surplus value, in 
a way. so, you disconnect yourself from that pain, the 
limit to your mortal condition, and you join God. That 
was the thinking of the brothers Kouachi and Cou-
libaly, and they expressed it when they attacked Charlie 
Hebdo; they said it. They said that they wanted to die for 
Allah, and, once you die for Allah, it’s paradise forever. 
That’s a reward, but it is not just a reward, in a way it is 
an imaginary reward. The real reward is that they put 
their own suffering of existing, and their existence was 
suffering for many economic and political reasons, they 
put that suffering into the glory of God as a process of 
transformation. And the religious system is a machine 
which first produces extremists as fighters, and once 
they are dead, transforms them into martyrs, in order 
to produce new ones. This system was also used by the 
Christians when they took power, at the moment of the 
fall of the Roman empire.

so, I would say that the discourse of religion is a kind 
sublimatory discourse, oriented towards, because it is a 
sublimation, a sublimatory solution, which transforms 
pain into glory. You put your misery in the other, and 
the other welcomes it, and transforms it into God, into 
saintete, into holiness. And, it is done as a gift. They give 
their lives, and it’s of course linked to another satisfac-
tion, which is love, that satisfaction of showing how 
much they love God, and, in return, how much they are 
loved by God. so, it is a transformation of what there is 
not, or of what does not exist, into a gift. That is what 
a gift is in general. of course, the other element is that 
Tragedy implies transcendence, always.

Comedy: now, lacan says it is not at all centered in 
the same way. It is centered on a hidden signifier, and 
it implies the recognition of the failure of desire. What 
I mean by that is that desire can never be attained 
through an act, which is revealed in Comedy. And, in 
one of his first seminars, Seminar II: The Ego in Freud’s 
Theory and in the Technique of Psychoanalysis, lacan 

makes a witty analysis of one of moliere’s plays: L’Ecole 
des Femmes, The School of Women (The School for Wives).

The main character is a man of forty, which was 
considered an old man in moliere’s time. He already 
has an idea, which happens to be the idea of the hero 
in Houellebecq’s book, Submission. What did they 
want these two men? They wanted a woman, but they 
wanted a “good” woman, that is to say, not a wicked 
one, not a cheating one. They wanted an obedient 
woman, and the character in moliere’s play says that he 
wants her to be totally stupid, because if she is stupid, 
she will not think, and she will not think to cheat. so, 
the desired position of these men is not to be a cuckold 
husband.  He wants a woman, but he doesn’t want to 
be cheated. And, of course, as there is no guarantee in 
love, who knows, especially if you are sixty and the girl 
is sixteen. so, he tries to train a girl. He takes charge of 
her when she is four or five years old, and tries to train 
her to be the stupid girl he desires. It doesn’t work; she 
falls in love with a young boy who gives her words, 
and she says, “oh, you speak so well.”  The pleasure 
of speech! This is the thesis of lacan: in a Comedy, 
the hero says what he doesn’t want, what would be 
for him the worst situation, and he does everything to 
escape from that, to escape to desire. And, at the end, 
says lacan: the hero of the comedy is begging to be 
betrayed: “Just stay!” he says to the girl. “Yes, you can 
see your boy, that’s ok.”

so, what he didn’t want, in the end he is begging for. 
lacan extracts this model, and in Comedy, you can 
see, it always works, always! From the beginning to the 
final moments of the comedy, that’s the way it works. 
so, it is immanence, there is no transcendence there, 
no need for transcendence. It is the same character 
who begged at the end, and who pretended at the 
beginning. No transcendence, just the immanence of 
desire in the spoken chain. 

As lacan says in Seminar VII, what makes us laugh is 
seeing life escape any barrier and especially the barriers 
of the signifier. What makes us laugh, what’s funny, in 
general, is always life, that is to say, desire.
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okay, so we do know now why religion, monotheistic 
religions, reject Comedy. They do not want Comedy 
because they are on the side of the signifier, and its 
mortification. Now, on the side of the superego, not 
uniquely because monotheism deals with the super-
ego in a sublimatory way, there is a penchant, a drive 
beneath it, to the religious function. However, it’s not 
compatible with Comedy, because Comedy is linked to, 
let’s say, to that which in life escapes the signifier.

so, psychoanalysis, what about it? If, as lacan said, if 
the religious process is a way to recuperate, to recover 
the pound of flesh, what is the treatment of the pound 
of flesh in psychoanalysis? of course you do know 
something already, that any analysis begins with a 
Tragedy. Any analysand, who comes to analysis, comes 
out of his own tragedy, what happened to him. so, he 
starts with the oedipal Tragedy, and as lacan says, at 
the end of analysis, it’s a Comedy. It is not always the 
case, but let’s say that it would be the orientation: to be 
able to laugh at what seems to you, when you speak of 
your Daddy, your mommy, and how terrible it was…, 
or your love life, everything that is terrible, or all the 
drama, real drama to live, well, at the end, at the end, 
that’s the way it is.

I was wondering, are psychoanalysts necessarily athe-
ists? Which, of course, in The united states would be a 
supplementary reason for the lack of success of lacani-
an psychoanalysis. No, because lacan said that it is very 
difficult to be an atheist. He said, in the conference, at 
the American university: “un athée viable,” which I can 
translate to “a functioning atheist,” would be someone 
who would not contradict himself all the time, which is 
not the case, because, for example, even atheists, which 
sometimes I have the impression I am, when they are 
struck by something, what do they say?: “oh, my God!” 
When they are fearful, when they despair, when they 
are surprised, even when they are pleased: “oh my God! 
He came!” so, that’s, I suppose, what lacan meant by 
contradicting oneself; if you are an atheist, and if you 
say  “oh, my God” all the time: contradiction!

Thus God exists: the other exists. If God is the other, 
then he exists. As lacan said in Seminar XX: Encore, 
there is only the one Alone. And, maybe you have read 

the year long seminar that eric laurent and Jacques-
Alain miller gave called, There is no Other of the Other, 
which of course is rather tricky. It is a rather tricky 
formula, because they are not the same these two oth-
ers. In There is no Other of the Other, the second other 
is the symbolic other, that is to say, it’s language and 
speech. And what does it mean? It means that there is 
no metalanguage; you live in one language, the natural 
one, and you can’t escape it. There is no other than the 
other we are living in, and living by, and living with, 
and living for. so, God does exist. 

Now, what is the position of the analyst? What do we 
do as analysts in relation to this?

We generally just shut up. When someone speaks about 
his beliefs, we don’t argue, we just shut up, and let that 
kind of free association develop itself as any other. But, 
I find something very funny in Seminar XX. lacan says 
that what we do is to exorcise. What do you generally 
exorcise? The devil! In general, in religion, you exor-
cise the devil or the evil. Well, in psychoanalysis you 
exorcise the good old God. I find it very funny that we 
do to God what God and his servants do all the time 
to that poor old devil. How? How do we do it? As 
lacan says in Seminar XX: Encore and other Seminars, 
psychoanalysts orient the analytic experience, from 
capital o, other, to the small other, up to the point that 
psychoanalysts come to locate themselves in the posi-
tion of the small other. And what is the consequence 
of that exorcism? The consequence is the modification 
or the adjustment of the symbolic other by the use of 
the object of jouissance. While, in religion, it’s just the 
reverse. In religion, you replace the objects a, or you try 
to diminish them in order to promote the capital other. 
The pleasure of the flesh: down, and the power of the 
other: up. Well, it’s just the contrary, except that we 
don’t praise the object but we do know that they com-
mand, that they command the subject. 

let’s say this process has a consequence. It makes clear 
that the capital other, yes, it exists, but as a semblant. 
That doesn’t mean that it is false, that doesn’t mean that 
it doesn’t exist, that means that the only real it has is a 
materiality of language. Therefore, what is the semblant, 
a category that lacan developed in his last period of 
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teaching. The semblant is not an illusion, the semblant 
is real, it is powerful, but it is fiction without belief.  
We can’t say the other does not exist, that God does 
not exist. They do, but they exist in the field of the sym-
bolic, that is, in the place where we live, in the world 
where we live, and they have consequences in the real.  

We don’t need to believe in it for it to be powerful, so 
the extraction that the psychoanalytic exorcism pro-
duces is the extraction of belief, but that makes it, that 
other, even more real. The other, capital o, exists as 
the one signifier. As a signifier, it is real, it is material-
ity, but of course, only with a little soul, in all that, pas 
beaucoup d’ame. And that’s why we can say, therefore, we 
are not atheists, we are just exorcists. ok, that’s what I 
had to say, tonight.

Nevertheless, if I was living in some… let’s not say the 
name. In some parts of the world, I would be dead for 
what I have just said. even for half of what I have just 
said… That’s the question of the power of the signi-
fier. We wouldn’t need to believe in God in order to be 
killed by him.

Text transcribed by Nancy Gillespie, Carolina Rosenstein 
and Cyrus Saint Amand Poliakoff from a presentation 
given by Marie-Hélène Brousse on April 22, 2015 at the 
Culture and Psychoanalysis Seminar held at Barnard  
College. 
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