
Precis
This work by Gerard Réquiz is a must read. The essay begins with a summary of the late 
teachings of Lacan.  Then, through a detailed discussion of the dynamics of the entry into 
analysis, Réquiz crystalizes the limitations of working exclusively at the level of the signifier 
without reckoning with the primacy of jouissance. He then frames the analytic act in the 
context of the real, reminding us that there is no “depth” in the unconscious.  Rather, when 
a piece of the real is the nodal point for the direction of the treatment, the form that analytic 
work takes is of going around an edge, or a border. As with the previous two issues of the 
LC Express this work was presented to an international audience on as part of the ongoing 
2011- 2012 video seminar series of the Lacanian Compass in preparation for Clinical Study 
Days 6: The Psychoanalytic Act in the 21st Century.  

Gary S. Marshall, Co-Editor
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In my presentation today I’m going to focus on the question of  entry into analysis and its relationship 
to the analytic act from the effects on the practice of  psychoanalysis introduced by Lacan’s late 
teaching. The references for the practice of  psychoanalysis and the beginning of  an analysis are 
somehow different in the period of  the primacy of  the signifier to that of  today, closer to what we call 
the late teachings of  Lacan.

In order to see this difference I shall take, in the first place, the work of  Lacan for the period of  the 
primacy of  the Other, particularly subjective rectification. Then I will put it in contrast with the last 
period of  Lacan’s work with its emphasis on the symptom, the inexistence of  the Other, the primacy of 
the libidinal and the separation between symptom and semblant. All of  this is in relation to the analytic 
act as we see it today. 

Relating the entry into analysis to the analytic act means practically going through the latest 
development about transference, the use of  interpretation, the question of  causality, the position of  the 
analyst in the treatment, the movement from the concept of  the subject of  the unconscious to that of  
the speaking being (parlêtre) and especially the link between the end of  analysis and the beginning of  it. 
I will only single out some of  the characteristics of  these elements in order to see if  the entry into 
analysis differs today from what it was before and, if  it does, in what way.

Before getting into these developments, I would like to say some words about what we call Lacan’s late 
teachings. Miller places the beginning of  it approximately around Seminar XIX, …Ou pire, from 
1971-72. This period begins with the famous statement: jouissance comes first, not the signifier, not the 
Other. 

The late teachings, based on that premise, produced epistemic changes and clinical changes as well as 
political ones. When the Other takes second place, so to speak, one consequence is that the firmest of  
concepts that have served as reference points are no longer defined as before, they change constantly. 
We have the impression that the Name-of-the-Father, the desire of  the analyst, the crossing of  the 
fantasy, the unconscious, no longer have the same consistency than before; as a consequence our points 
of  reference for clinical work suffer from these changes.

The central point of  reference shifts to the clinic of  the knots. One of  its effects is to leave aside the 
taxing formulas. In addition, we move away from the idea of  a path in relation to the analytic 
experience. The idea of  sequence is substituted by encounter and event, as Miller has often pointed out 
in his courses.

With the logic of  knots, synchrony and events take the lead.  As a result, an evolutionary orientation is 
no longer adequate for practice. It is now a question of  edges, cuts, and a turning around the real. All 
this has implications for the entry into analysis.

The Lacanian orientation is radically distinct from other psychoanalytic perspectives with regard to the 
entry into analysis: it is not left in the hands of  the Other, of  the knowledge and evaluation of  the 
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discourse of  the university. There is no standard or prior “know how” that serves as the point of  
reference. Contrary to what occurs in other institutions where selection is based on an ideal, we 
Lacanians have no standard criterion of  analyzability in order to judge an analysand’s ego capacity to 
undertake an analysis. It is not a question of  capacity, intelligence or ego fitness.   

There is a very solid reason for rejecting these non-analytic criteria for entering analysis which can be 
put in this way: in the clinic oriented by the real there is no previous knowledge that might tell us what 
effect the encounter with an analyst will have upon the jouissance of  a subject. This is precisely what 
allows us to link the entry into analysis with the analytic act. Consequently, there is no doubt that the 
result of  this encounter depends on the position of  the analyst with regard to what the subject says. 

On the other hand, if  our perspective suspends the knowledge of  the Other, the decision to enter 
analysis remains with the subject himself. If  he does it, we say that he has taken a step that has the 
nature of  an act, a first act. Lacan in Seminar XV, The psychoanalytic act of  1967-68, affirms that an act is 
an event whose agent is always a subject. But, for this event to be an analytic act there must be proof  
that it is so. This means that the demand is not automatically an entry. Lacan states that the act is 
within reach of  every demand of  analysis. In a real entry into analysis the position of  the subject with 
respect to his speaking is rather new.  

Only an act allows us to pass from something that is always the same, or produces the same result, to 
something different, to another thing that is generally what the subject both fears and desires at the 
same time. It is a matter of  an action, but not any action. To understand it better we can distinguish act 
from movement. One might pass one’s own life moving until exhaustion to avoid the act that might give 
a different meaning to life. The act certainly brings into existence what did not exist previously.

In the first videoconference of  this series, Jean Pierre Klotz reminded us of  Miller’s recent formulation 
about the act. He noted that Miller places the act on the side of  existence not on the side of  being. This 
distinction is quite pertinent to our theme because on the side of  being, the only consistency the subject 
has is jouissance. Jouissance is present in repetition, in the passage to the act, and in acting out. These 
forms of  action preserve the order of  the same, and for this reason are totally different from the 
meaningful act. 

The theme of  entry into analysis received quite some attention in the Freudian field during the eighties. 
Later the work was centered more on the separation of  sinthome and semblant, the end of  analysis, 
and the pass. It is important to mention this at this moment because the latest developments about the 
end of  analysis and the pass precisely raise again the question of  the entry into analysis.

In the sixties, Lacan emphasized the relationship of  the subject to the signifier and the lack of  the 
Other, particularly with the desire of  the Other. By that period the question was to see when the 
subject, who wanted analysis, began to subjectivize his speaking. The framework of  Lacan at that 
moment was the structure of  the fantasy, although Miller in his seminar of  May 25, 2011, recently 
added to this framework a previous element: the formations of  the unconscious. He commented that 
Lacan effectively placed the work of  the session at that time around the formations of  the unconscious.
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In the sixties subjectivization has a subjective implication. It is a subjective implication indeed, which 
indicates a clearance.  It means that the visit to the analyst does not presuppose per se an entry into 
analysis. Lacan spoke at that time of  subjective rectification to characterize this subjective implication.

In the context of  that period, subjective rectification tried effectively to rectify the relationship of  the 
subject with what Lacan at that time called the real, although the real was not yet formalized. This 
rectification has to be understood with respect to the Other and to reality. 

The condition of  analysand

Many years later, at the Geneva Conference of  1975, Lacan criticizes once more the term analyzed, written 
in English, that brings to mind, as he says, “been-analyzed,” which poses the subject as a passive entity 
in the dispositive.  Already in 1967, in the October proposition, he had substituted it for the word 
analysand to indicate that the condition that fit with analysis had changed. We have for a long time 
already, used term analysand and so its status is no longer questioned. I mention it to indicate that what 
is most important in each analysis is the path to the condition of   the analysand and this, certainly, 
means being active but in a more up-to-date meaning which we might express today from the late 
teaching in the following manner: a subject active before the cause that divides him. We might say that 
it is how the famous “say everything that comes to your mind” acquires now all its value for the clinic 
oriented by the real.

The central point of  this perspective is causality. I would like to introduce at this point the difference 
between cause and determinism that seems to me relevant for the question of  entry into analysis. Lacan 
establishes the primacy of  the cause in play in each analysis and not the determinism of  the 
unconscious as stated and upheld by Freud in his work. 

We may say that determinism corresponds to the transferential unconscious whereas causality is on the 
side of  the unconscious as the real. The transferential unconscious belongs to the universe of  meaning, 
of  senses. From the deterministic perspective, the analytic session remains on the side of  meanings, 
senses, meanings of  meaning, endless speculations. This difference between Freud and Lacan 
profoundly influences the daily practice of  psychoanalysis and distinguishes the Lacanian orientation 
from any other analytical orientation, particularly on the use of  interpretation. 

The use of  complaints at the beginning of  analysis

The position the subject adopts in face of  his complaint is what must be observed even more than a 
complaint in itself.  It is a key point for deciding if  there is an analysis in process or not.  Then, we 
speak of  an act or of  steps in that direction when the jouissance that supports the complaint becomes 
questioned instead of  recovered. 

It is important to have this in mind because it is not enough that the subject brings in formations of  the 
unconscious. Lacan is very precise in this point: dreams, Freudian slips of  the tongue, effects of  
division, all these manifestations of  the psyche could be some kind of  pitfall.  Sometimes we see in 
controls (supervision) with youngsters that are starting out as analysts, a frequent error because they lay 
down subjects on the couch when they bring formations of  the unconscious, believing that it is a sign of 
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an entry into analysis. The manifestations of  the unconscious might appear with no transference and 
fool the analyst.   

What we have at the beginning is a subject who talks from the “I” although he may be suffering the 
effects of  a subjective division. The question again is what the analyst does with it. Lacan states that the 
task is to find the subject behind that “I.” For this to occur it is necessary to orient the transference with 
a heterogeneous element with respect to the imaginary dualism, to direct the sayings of  the subject 
towards the symbolic. This is what led Lacan to the invention of  the subject supposed to know.   

When this path is not taken, what occurs is what we see in psychotherapies: a dualism appears as an 
imaginary solution. We know that if  the analyst allows this solution it won’t result in an entry into 
analysis. It is well known that the subject invites us to get into the imaginary and to restore the lost 
equilibrium. He again wants to equate his symptom with reality by means of  rationality.  The unwary 
analyst may be tricked by this fantasy and fall into the trap of  the pulsional satisfaction hidden behind 
this demand.

Therefore one of  the functions of  the preliminary interview is to make clear that an analysis is neither a 
conversation nor an interchange of  opinions. Neither is it the encounter between the unconscious of  
two different individuals that vibrate in unison, which is, precisely the idea behind therapeutic empathy 
and the concept of  countertransference. 

Admission ticket

But what is clear in Lacan, right from the beginning of  his work, is the tight link between the end of  
analysis and the entry into it. In his October proposition of  1967, Lacan speaks of  the admission ticket as 
he calls it in that text, and states that the exit is inscribed in the admission ticket. This means that first it 
is necessary to enter in the right way.  The end of  analysis, which Lacan at the time of  the October 
proposition formulated as subjective destitution of  the analyst, is already inscribed in the “admission 
ticket.”   

Years later, he says in Television that he encourages no one to clarify his unconscious.  He says “no one 
whose desire has not been decided.”   The problem is how to know when there is effectively a desire 
decided, or determined, to begin analysis. The subject can state his demand firmly and later realize that 
his desire is not committed to analysis.

Of  course, one must listen carefully in the preliminary interviews to distinguish the case of  those 
subjects where the desire lies hidden under the form of  an impotence, of  an “I can’t” with which the 
subject seals the acts of  his life, or of  flight before the anguish that suddenly appears when the desire of 
the Other is revealed but where, nevertheless, we sense the presence of  a desire.

In any case, these were the terms by which the question of  entry into analysis was formulated by Lacan 
in the sixties. 
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The transference at the beginning?

The universal paradigm in psychoanalysis is that transference must be installed before any 
interpretation on the part of  the analyst. This model has been widely accepted. In the October proposition 
Lacan states it explicitly: “transference is at the beginning of  analysis.”

However, in the light of  the later Lacan and the resulting effects on the clinic, we may ask ourselves if  
this model continues to hold. The distinction between the transferential unconscious and the real 
unconscious seems to indicate that it can be modified.  Miller argued that “the subject supposed to 
know would be the name of  the transferential unconscious.”

We usually find transference from the beginning in the demand.  However, the question is: Which form 
transference must take for the purpose of  analysis? This brings up some questions including the 
libidinal dimension of  the experience, as Miller calls it.  From the beginning the analyst is already 
included in the libidinous economy.  We know this from Freud. Thus, we no longer think in terms of  
the supposition of  knowledge first and the libidinal ingredient after because both are present 
simultaneously; it means that the supposition of  knowledge has a foot in the libidinal

This may be obvious today but it is also a curious point because we see that the beginning of  Freud 
coincides with the latest Lacan. In fact, Freud connected pulsional satisfaction with the symptom and, 
although his idea was that the analyst had to decipher the unconscious thoughts, he also found that it 
was necessary to act on the libidinal from the beginning of  analysis to reveal the repressed truth 
associated with the satisfaction of  the drive. 

For the analytic tradition, supported by Freud’s metapsychology from 1914, the unconscious content of  
infantile neurosis could only be modified if  it was updated in the here and now in the person of  the 
analyst. Then, of  course the analyst had to wait for the transferential manifestations in order to 
interpret.

This point requires more development, but what I can say now in accordance with Lacan’s last 
teaching is that we do not necessarily have to wait for this form of  transference to interpret. Isn't that 
true that an early interpretation from the analyst might provoke transference?

The entry into analysis: the analyst’s perspective

At the beginning of  the conference in Geneva, Lacan formulates a question to the analyst: “What do 
you do in there?” And he adds, “This is the question I have had since the beginning.” Everything 
depends on “giving the right form to the demand of  analysis.”   

If  the demand does not take the form required and the analyst endorses the entrance in analysis, he 
will make a false step. Lacan leaves no doubt on the matter. He says explicitly that: "In analysis the 
person who truly comes to formulate a request for analysis is the one who does the work--on condition 
that you haven't put him on the couch straightaway, in which case you've ruined it.  It is essential that 
this request has really taken shape before you get him to lie down." Lacan does not mention the 
possibility of  repair, something very difficult, as any analyst can attest from his own experience. 
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Moreover, the analyst cannot occupy the place of  the Other for the subject. If  he does it, he prevents or 
impedes the act; and for one simple reason, there is an opposition between the Other and the act. 
Being the Other is equivalent of  interpreting from the Name-of-the-Father, which is also equivalent to 
giving existence to the Other with all its might.   

This point is paramount to the beginning of  analysis because subjects usually want us to be the Other, 
they ask for the norm or the knowledge, which is something normal and implicit in the supposition of  
knowledge in transference. 

On the part of  the analyst it is required not to place himself  in subjective opposition to the singularity 
of  the subject, that is to say, in opposition to his jouissance.

Interpretation from the start

How does interpretation enter into these initial moments? To reply briefly, it has to be at the service of  
a supposition of  knowledge that directs the subject to the real unconscious as early as possible. This 
means that interpretation is not about meanings.  It does not fall on the S2.  If  it is done what occurs is 
a change of  one S2 for another, such as when the analyst gives knowledge or a clarification to the 
subject. Interpretation with the S2 is already done by the unconscious. Therefore, as Miller points out 
quite clearly, what would be the purpose of  doubling it?

We have precise references in Lacan on the use of  proper interpretation on the perspective of  the real 
unconscious, particularly in his text L’entourdit, 1972, which is different to what we find in The direction 
of  the treatment and the principles of  its power, 1958, a text closer to the autonomy of  the signifier and to 
the quest for the hidden senses in the symptom. By the time of  L’etourdit, Lacan has already proven the 
limited effects of  semblants on jouissance.

Along the same line of  thought regarding the use of  interpretation, Miller, in his text Six paradigms of  
jouissance, notes that “what make people come to the next session is not a complex elaboration of  
meaning and the solution of  an enigma, but words inasmuch as they are a mode of  satisfaction of  the 
body”

The conclusion we may derive from all this is that the use of  interpretation is justified from the 
beginning.  It is even necessary. In what other way can the analyst direct the sayings of  the subject 
towards the libidinal cause that originates them?

The cause 

On arrival a subject usually demands knowledge about the cause of  his suffering, but has the idea that 
the cause is objective or objectified. Psychotherapies as a rule follow this path of  objectification and 
clarification of  the cause. On the other hand, it is quite common to receive subjects that have the 
intention of  solving their suffering but without risking the jouissance that sustains it. When this occurs 
we can always ask ourselves if  there really was an entry into analysis

One of  the fundamental functions of  the preliminary interview is to see if  the subject is willing to put 
his or her complaint at the service of  the analysis. In other words, to what extend the subject allows 
placing the jouissance of  his symptom on the side of  the cause of  his analysis? 



8

When the complaint passes to the position of  the cause of  desire, the history built with certainty, events, 
rationalizations, etc., takes the form of  an a-history. That is to say, a history commanded by the object 
a, which is different than the known history and does not have an objective cause. The a-history does 
not require a previous questioning because it does not exist before being told in analysis. In its 
construction under transference lies the power that reveals to the subject that any fiction serves to 
envelop the real. In this process the subject is always going around an edge.

Going around an edge, a border, a piece of  the real is the nodal point in the Lacanian orientation 
regarding the direction of  the treatment. Psychoanalysis is not at the service of  any final essence; there 
is no depth to seek in the unconscious. Depth is an illusion of  the semblant. It is instead a question of  
edges, surfaces, letters, writing, and ciphers. Lacan’s effort, as frequently stressed by Miller in his 
courses, is to place analytic practice on the side of  these elements.
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