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CEver since lag Fall when | attended the Conference at Weimar, the study of Psychoanalsis has
hauntd me endlessly andthemore | ddve into it, thefirmer its hold on me becomes.OL

Thiswas how Lou first addressed theinventor of Psychoandysis, from ha hame
in Gttingen, the 27" of September, 1912.
In May of 1936, t was hewho would address her:

OWhat shall I write to you? Once again, what shall | say? Only that | feel that, asin each
of your letters, you don@talk to me enough about yourself.O

Her reply to thiswould never arrive.

A little morethan sx monthslater, Freudlearned she had died peacefully. The
eulogy” hepenne for he in Viennawas truly worthy of its name. Here are the essential
quotes for my argument:

- on he postion & analyst:

This extraordinary woman dedicated her last twenty-five yearsto Psychoanalysis, which
she practiced and to which she made highly significant scientific contributions.

- on hetwo meetingsthat marked her destiny:
Cher intimate friendship with Frederick NietzscheE founded on a deep comprehension of

the philosopher @ pointed viewsE she was both the muse and the attentive mother of the great poet
Rainer Maria Rilke.O

- on wha was known aboutthis Qoo geat alady3 to whom his daughter Anna
was attached as well:

ONho she was as a person remains shrouded in mystery. She was uncommonly modest
and demure. She never spoke of her own poetic and literary work.O

- on wha sherepresented, in which aconception of the self-endosed woman,
withoutardationship to alack tha would cause he to desire, emerges.

! Lou AndrZas-SalomZ, Correspondence avec Sigmund Freud, (Correspondence with S. Freud) NRF, Editions
Gallimard p.11 All letters cited in wha follows are from this work.

2 |bid. p.458

% Letter of 8 May, 1932



CEveryone upon first becoming close to her was deeply struck by the sincerity and harmony of
her being, and realized in awe that all the feminine weaknesses, and perhaps the majority of human
ones aswell, were either unknown to her or had been surmounted by her over the course of her life.O

That (+a) is not it.*

As far aswha Freud maintained pubicly, it was as if thetwo hal not
correspondel for dmog twenty-four years. He did let dip afew wordshowever that
indicated something Bsewhere than this:

CClearly, she knew where to look to find what really mattered in life.O
My task shdl beto allow mysdlf to beguded by tis enigmatic knowledge.

My first sep will beto examinethe tranderence tha emerged a thetime they
encountred oneanother in Vienna

This will enable me to say more pecifically to what extent her encounters with
Nietzscheand Rike were gill present in the tranderence that subsequently developed.

| shal end on what QouchedOFreud © uddenly, discreetly and secretly, when
Lou medeclear a his 75" birthday what he did notknow heknew about her, bt that first
and foranog she was making herd ecifically to him, beyond te fantasm: An enigmatic
hearing because it arose as much from sgnifyi ngness (signifiance) as sgnification, or
meaning.

In Vienna

Lou madea much talked abou entrance onto the psychoanalytic scene shedid not
wait for areply from Freud, whose intelligence Karl Abraham had vaunted to hea. She smply
addressed haself, persondly, to the Master himself, and st thetonein her own words

(53Thestudyof Psychoanalsis hauns me endlessy andthemore | ddve into it, thefirmer its hold onme
becomes.

Thisformulation is highly pertinent because it 9gnifies how psychoandysis begins
with the disappearance of the usud limits between indde and outide. Was she dready avare
of the indtigative-effect it has?

Later shewould say, at atime when Freud was notbeing gpreciated for Hs merits,”’
tha hewent further than even the brilliant thinkers she had dready met, and $ie had known a
few, because they had nd been able to dart from the fault-lineat the root of his work, and
were thusunale to think his concept of deferred action (@pres-coup).

She had such confidencein Freud because he was unique as far as she knew, in
having been able to make the turr® toward the unexpected. She saw tha he had notremained

* This was how Lacan called the object-cause of desire, object (@), for example on May 15, 1973(Seminar
Encore).

® Letter of September 27, 1912

® She came before NegationOwritten in 1925 when Freud distinguished between an insde, acceptable because
it isjudged to be @oodQand an outside created by what is putthere because it is judged to be (had.O

" Letter of July 14,1929

® Reminiscent of the QurnO(QrirageQ) L acan referred to hisin GPropostion of Octobe 9, 19670



mired in the service of reason and its limitations buthad ingead paced reason in the service
of unerthingthe abyss at the center of humanity itself.

As awoman of fifty who knewv athing ortwo aoutlove andits vicissitudes,” this was
something $e had never before seen.

Had she heard this from themouth of Freud himself at the recent Weimar Conference,
as he presented a revision of his case history of Schreber?*°

She was accepted. Shewas to beallowed to atend the Wednesday night meetingsO

Freud® Gaze
Shedecided to pend thewinter of 191213 in Viennain orcer to get acclimated.

Before then she had dways known howto gaugethe gaze of the Celebrities that fell
upon he. She had even gore so far as to dstance herself from those that soughtto Qie he
down.O

Her demand to Freud was for agaze tha would enable her to goeak, buta
misundestanding ensued. Not only did her presence attract his gaze, which is wha she
wanted, buther nonpresence rendaed ha so ormipresent to him that hecould notbut Gixate
on the empty spot where she had been as if captivated byit, 3" as if her presence were ill
emanding fromit through her absence.

When she had had enough of his she resolved to darify what she expected of him.
Did she have an unonsiousintuition that the Gi xationOon the Master was oneroute
whereby hemight ensnare ha? All she knew was she did notwant arelationship that would,
asit were, Ghut her up.O

Having dready explored the emotiond limits of narcissism,** she began to query him
aboutthe free time he accorded her. Shewanted to besure he was notfalling pey to @ny
kind of @nventiond feelingGand, sboveal, (afear tha had overcome her the night before),
shedid notwish for him to view his persond relationswith her Grom any other anged? than
tha of agaze tha recognized her beyond hewalls of the prison of nacissism.

Was she already foreseeing this, withoutthinking it, when at beginning of he say in
Viennaamere three months earlier, she began wha was to become the central focus of ther
correspondence by writingto him about Gublimation,Oin he first long ktter to him dotted
with references to this their common interest?

Had hedready forgoten wha she had audacioudy argued in this regard?

° Lou AndrZas-SaloniZ, Eros Les Editionsde minit.

19" At tha conference Freud ddivered a Gpog-scriptOto the Schreber case originadly published in 1911, in which
he points out tha the sun spokea human languayeto Schreber, which was a power attributed to eagles by the
nauralists of antiquity. We mightimaginetherefore tha Lou heard howimportant afirst moment, based in what
comes fromthe Other, isin order for the Subject of the Unconstiousto come into existence, and that this
knowledgewas pat of wha was hauniingCher.

! November 10,1912

2Well before Freud theorized them in 1915.

13 etter of February 27, 1913



A (also) bdieve thatwhat we call GsublimationOis not a produd of enculturation (either), nor a
straightforward and gradualwithdrawal fromthe sexual in favor of theintellectual [spirituel], but hasingead
always been present in the form of a produdive equilibrium between the twoE GSublimationEO could bea
wordE that serves to emphasze that they both go creatively hand in hand.O

Did heultimately retain from this nothing other than the scrupulousniceties she
induded at the letterOend?

CBut | dare notwrite any more aboutthis now. Thisis alreadytoo long: | will only do so rarely and
briefly, begging your permission to do s0.3*

The Ondestructible,3° the Gexquisitely femining, G° drove he back to the propriety of
tranderential knowledge

O%wut Up and L ook PrettyO’

How did she, this @Dne who undestandspar excellence, 3® know tha men and
women are driven to obey the supaegoic commandment to Ghut up and look pretty?OHow
did sheknowall shehad to do was Ghutit,Oif it were true she was nothing more than what it
seemed like hewas saying shewas: Gx picture as pretty as Christmas,Oin shorta beautiful
thing o behold?

Freud garted down this dl too human road because of the fantasm, meaning kecause
of the power of the OtherOsinhering gaze. She steered him elsewhere, to the mysterious
point of sublimation, a creativeness tha replaces the division béween scopic and invocatory
drives, amoment when the Other is morethan jug an eye that fixates what it sees, because it
has become a gaze that hears what is making itself seen,'® a place where responsbility for
onedwn Peech may be assumed.

It istruly incredibleEe ven as she was expecting Freudto furnish her with some sort
of knowledge through he own urconsiousway of knowing e ended up béng the onewho
preceded him in this domain. Withouteven knowing it she was bang guided by smething
highly originary tha may perhapsonly be glimpsed a theend of analysis, as evinced in
LacanOsjuestion on dine24, 1964:

(How can a subject who hastraversed the fundanental fantasm experience (vivre) thedrive? Thisis
something that goes beyond analysis andwhich has never been dealt with.G°

Everything worked to make their encounter a peiod of fixation for them, butthings
ended up working outotherwise. We might imagineingead that the muse she secretly was for

4| etter of November 9, 1912.

15| etter of January 31, 1915

16| etter of May 9, 1931

7 See thetranderential importance of this commandment in Alain Didier-Weill@ bookLila et la lumisre de
Vermeer, (Deno‘l, 2003)

18 |_etter of 25May, 1916

19 See my text Orhelnvoatory DriveO(La pulsioninvoquang) at www.insstance.asso fr, or in the Annds of the
Conveagenda Conference of Januay 2003,which are dated to be published.

% Jacques Lacan, Les quates conaepts fondanentaux, Seuil, p.246. J. Lacan, Semina X, Paris, Seuil, 1973,p.
273 (trandation modfied dightly).




Freud, heinventor of pgchoanalysis itself, ingpired something in him hewas unable to think
because it was beyond words (isG* own music letO<all it. %

To what extent had NietzscheDsmmobilizing gae of knowledge which she had
turnad away from, already made her aware of this? To wha extent was this impulse
commemorated by RikeOsgjaze, which heard tha which was revealingitself in ha? These are
the questions| shdl turn o next.

Nietzsche@ Ominted viewsO

Freud was right, NietzscheOgyaze was too strong. $iewrote to Paul RZ on Augug
21, 1882, #er she had been qubjected to it for a least 10 hoursaday over the cours of three
weeks, tha:

Cheisnotlookingto ingrudt, butrather to convert. &

Had shein fact come face to face with an intermediary of the superegoic
commandment of the gazing Cther: CBhutup and look prety?ODid she leave him because she
intuited hewas unale to hear ha? After dl, whaOshe usein addressing oneself to a deaf
man!

In 1894, fguring e had taken aufficient distance, she believed tha by hedding light
on Neitzsche, whom she knew paticularly well, she might have dore with this gaze once and
for dl. So she publshed Friedrich Nietzsche In His Works.**

Shewas destined to discover however tha thingswere notso sraightforward. In
respone to Arnold ZweigOsvish, conveyed by Feud, b Q@ivineand pesent a version of
NietzscheOwith her hdp, $heconfessed to Freud on May 20, 1934:

A for onecannotddve into this; | repd theideain terror. | beg youto relay this once andfor all and
asforcefully aspossible to whosoever it might concern.O

She dso admitted thereby tha her distance-taking had failed. It is notunimaginablein
fact that even as late as 1934, he unanstiouscomplicity that had barred her from speaking o
Nietzschein 1882was sill with he. Shewas unmngioudy abetting the preservation of his
too-present presence.

Unconscioudly, she sought to preserve this gaz that ill had her fixed in its sghts
in 1934.

It is quite possible that this immobilizing gaze resurfaced in 1911. Ater dl this was
the year of her encounter with Freud, thedeeth of he mother (sweet MouchkaQ and her
friend Fiedavon BYow, and dso witnessed he brother AlexanderOsubsequent suicide.

2L Tr: The French possessive pronounGaO[ his’her] is ahomonym of theword for theunonstious Gadyid)].
22\Which resonaed in him like an impulse of the drive. More on this bdow in the section on the dance with Lou.
% Correspondence, Friedrich Nietzsche Paul RZe- Lou AndrZas-SalomZ, PUF, Quadrige 2001, p. 158

24 |ou AndrZas-SalonZ, Friedrich Nietzsche ~ travers ses| uwres (Friedrich Nietzschein His Works), Les
Cahiers Rouges; Grasset.



Perhgpsdl this had weakened the bordes enabling her to keep heself away from this eye
which she had unil then kept at a sufficient distance.

The gaze Freud @st upon herole of the Q)oigted views of the philosophe G rightly
saw what was a issue, butfailed to account for LouOsinoonsiouspat in the drama. What
role did this lack of awareness play?

Did it enable Freud o avoid puling kack in turn?Possibly.

Whatever the case may be, the fact that in her unconstiousshe was not GnnccentOin
all this might be what was truly hauntingOher, and since Freud was unale to envisage this
scenaio, hhewas in a postion o appeal to pg/choandysisitself Bthe great tribural of words
Dto accourt for it.

Shewas able to do ® because shedid nd first cometo knowherself through Feud.
Indeed theindispensable gift of tranderence was not something $etook lighty b she had
already dscovered it as a child. Much later, in the 1930s she shared this with the public,
calling it the Gxperience of God.® In fact however, the childhood nemory in question hal
aready come back to ha when he was subjected to the all-seeing gaze of Nietzsche a his
home in 1881, athetime when shefelt compeled to write to he confidant Paul RZe tha:

ONon-bdief hassuddenly laid hold of my heart, or perhapsmy mind [esprit] &’

Later shecame to uncerstand that everything nové is borneinto existence on the
wingsof an impulse whos dlent originsmay belocated in a defect in the knowledge of the
Other. Sheplaced dl her faith in this new arrival Bthe secular spirit.

OThe Experience of GodO

This knowledgeof lack was revealed to her when shewas a child, & a gecific point
in time when God, who $he bdieved knewv everything, was exposed as lacking in his
knowledgeof nanes. More specifically, when shewas seven years old she heard the stunning
news that God did notknow al because he did notknow the names of Mr. and Mrs.
Snowman.O

This hole in the knowledge of the Other was a genuine discovery, the only ore tha
countd, because it was thefirst time it was revealed to he tha she herself might know
something which the Other did not The sheer reality of this opened doorsfor her and slently
spoketo he:

Orheinfantile nature of this loss of God hada postive side, in thatit also led me to delve deeply into
thelife of thereality that surrounde me on all sidesk theresult for me wasthe mog postive thing | have known
in my life: a fundanental sensation of animmeasurable shared destiny with all thatis.G®

5 Perhapsthis same gaze kept Freud himself at a distance from Nietzsche longbefore he met Lou?
#® LouAndrZas-Salom?, I'expZience de Dieu, maVie pp 7-23 }

%" Correspondence, Friedrich Nietzsche- Paul RZe- Lou AndrZas-SalomZ, PUF, Quadrige 2001, p.159
8 | bid p.21-22



This declaration, witten a thetime she was editing her memoirs in the 19300er
thereabous, could ingire an entire research program initself, insofar asit delvesinto the
dissipaion of the bordes separatingindgde and out and aked the emergence of anew
arrival, afluidity that drives ustowards an dsewhere. Exeurt therefore the much-loved
dudism wedged between faith and reasonE

But tha wasin 1931.Thiswas notso dear in 1912. Aquestion aises: To wha extent
did Freud notknowtha he already knew, when hewas accepting her as a correspondent, tha
he was seering he towards a beyond ofthis dudism based on hs own secular mystical
rapportwith the Other, which hewould later have to answer for as a psychoanalyst?®

It was the pod Raineg Maria Rilke who first confirmed the presence of this mystical
rapportfor he.

With Rainer

Sheknew, from bang with Rainer, tha there exists aradical exterior whose slent call
may be heard by areceptor who is attuned to it. LacanOsvork enables usto take this onestep
further in asserting tha she knew there was a Real that speaks before making itself heard to
our ers. Her incessant appeal within theandytic community to anarcissism other than that
of theingitution was Smply he way of saying tis.

Raner wrote to he' of Ghinggurthinkable, especially on Augug 8, 1903%°

QOnly thingsspeak to me. Rodin@ things the ones to be seen in Gothic cathedrals, thingsfrom
Antiquity.O

The answer to his questionstook $gpe in the form of the thingssculpted outof
shgpdess matter by the handsof Rodin. Cther answers, bethey from his friendsor from
books failed to resonae with him, as if they lacked acertain Qe nesais quoid™* able to escape
the bondsof words abresth that eludes our graspET his thing that silently revealed itself to
Raner, andtha Lou drev into heself as well, was tha there is alanguaye before wordsthat
we mug have faith in, because it enables usto transcend mretter.

This time without (hors) words a Qhing<Otime, was omnipresent with Raner. She
received its presence and tranamitted it to its emitter who hdtered it. He would pul them in

% His works on GemininityOand Geminine sexudityOcould easily betaken for essays written in respong to
her. More onthis bdow.

%0 Raing MariaRilke, Lou AndrZas-SalomZ, Correspondece Gallimard NRF 2001p.88.

31 Something close to the artists known as the GPrZcieuses,Owho were only ever interested in the Cart of
convasation.OA discourse tha was not boundby words, but by the secular spirit (Zsprit, wit) instead, surfaced
at thedawn of the 17" Century in thehotel de Rarrbouillet, It was sustained by women, induding Madame de
Rambouillet herself who was oneof the greatest wits of her time. Lou, who maintained a mystical rapport with
Nature, came very close to this propely spiritud or witty impulse she encountered therein, tha which surpasses
words, which sheherself admitted she had trouble with. It isto be assumed shereencountered this in the words
of Freud, withouthis knowingit, save insofar as she madethis clear when sherendeed homegeto him later.
(see b ow on Lou@ thanksto Freud and Freud®@reply).



and pus them away agan. She hdd fast.*® In fact, she dways felt hewas her true love. She
bdieved this love was pat of the breath of the spirit itself, because it was conveyed through
motion. It was a supramely creative time. She gave Freud the gift of this discovery on the
occasion of his 75" birthday:

OTo hewho madehimself the creator of his own Creator andwho thereby, in this act, freed his own
produdive intellectual (spirituele) dynamism, faith congitutes a gift much more essential thananything that
might be granted by prayer.5*

Heresies aboutthe Creator such as these might have, in anather era, landed he ona
bonfire.

Shedared ague that the Creator dd notmake his creature in his own image asif it
were his object, butthat the Spirit or mind (esprit), dynamically through notion, ognsthe
way for thework to atain the subjective status of creator himself.** She reminded Freud of
theinvaluable creative significance of the Qdritte PersonOat work in the witticism (mot
dOsprit), the dynamism of the breath that suddenly unites the Subject and the Other. She
freed the Freudan discovery from all hints of rdigiousess.

Freud sang he prases:.

Orhis is themog beautiful thing you have written that | have ever read, an unoongioustestament to
your supeiority over usall,* ona par with the hdghts you descended fromto bewith ushere. 5°

But hadnOFreud dready unmvered the creative dynamism of this secular spirit in the
creativity of Leonardo daVind, who gpeared in their correspondence on Februay 9, 1919,
when Freud wrote of his text as if it were a genuine work of at in itself: OLeonardo, the only
beautiful thing | ever wrote.C?

Oleonardo, the Only Beautiful Thing | Ever
Wr oteO

Freud began with aquestion that was very persond to him, in Vienna:

OWhat revealed the personality of Leonardo da Vinci to the comprehension of his
contemporaries?

%2 Freud was animated by a similar impulse in theletter just cited from May 1936:OMhat shall | write to you?
Once again, what shall | say to you? Only that| feel that, asin each oneof your letters, you dor(talk to me
enoughaboutyourself.OClearly heheard this.

33 Open Letter to Freud p.8

34 We have left Christian dogma far behind at this point, especially the Holy Trinity of congubgantiality uniting
the Father as Creator, his created Son, who is (HisOWord madeflesh, and theHoly Ghod tha isther effective
conlidainglink.

% Thos of uswho are thinkers, that is.

% Letter of 10duly, 1931



He ended on he question of wha authorizes inventionitself B paternal prohbition. I
was insofar as Leonado was an illegitimate child, unntimidated bythe father in the quest for
the mother, that hefound:

CGthe courageneeded to bethefirst, since the Greeks, to dare ddve into the secrets of Nature, armed
solely with his powers of observation and his own judgnent.

But when hetaugtt thatit was necessary to disdain authority andreject theimitation of the QAndents,O
andwasforever identifying the study of nature asthe source of all truth, hewasmerely reprodudng, according
to themodeof the highest sublimation Man can attain, theattitudehe hadalreadytaken up asa child, which
imposed itself uponhim when hefirst opened his wondrouseyes to theworld.5”

LeonadoOselationship to Nature was very close to the Qundanental sensation of an
immeasurable shared destiny with dl that isOtha Lou felt after her Qexperience of God O

In 1910, Feud saw that Leonardo aticulated the Chighest sublimationG&through agaze
sudained by surprise, and that he consented to the creative valuethis surprise hdd. Why did
he notthen follow Leonardo in his rejection of the Omitation ofthe OAdents,O@and thusthe
fixity of the Greek gaze), orce it was a question of his ddving into theinvention ofhuman
being itself based on he rdationship beween Ananle, Necessity, and Logos

Mog likely because he had troulde gazing upon heworld in away that was different
from the gaze that conveyed the miracle of Greece. Thetroulde is the Greek gaze isfixed and
fixes everything in advance, directed as it is toward its immobile, deaf idols.

And ye, FreudOsittraction © Leonado nmekes it possible demondrate how hewas
torn beéween the superegoic commandment of the objective gaze heinherited fromthe
Greeks, which immobilized him in the silence of their Ghut up and look prety,Oand the
impulse of adrive towardsan ariginary surprise tha resides in the gaze of the child.

To resolve this tendon, the activity of thinking tended to bring him back to the
fixity of the gaze of the QAndients,Othe Greeks, who saw an irredudble oppostion between
Ananle, Necessity, the law of Nature, and Logos the law of the Word tha gradudly turns
what Necessity forces usto encourter into Qeality.&°

In 1910, vha Freud was unale to say yesto receiving was that there existed other
modes of rdating © Necessity than as an impersond condraint handed down from Greek
thought given it was Leonardo himself who was forever prodaiming his love for his; GD
admirable Necessity.O

He did notforget it butcould notsay yesto it. Was it unforgdtable?

The Feminine Part of Human Being

It isodd hat it was jud after Freud hal gven his Leonado geech onthetopic of
limitationswith respect to the demanding laws of Necessity tha Lou, who knev athing or

37 Sigmund Freud, Un souvenir d'enfance de LZonad deVind, [Leonardo da Vind, A Souenir fromhis
Childhood, ldZes Gallimard 1977p.123
3 SigmundFreud, L'avenir d'uneilluson (The Future of an llluson), PUF, p.77



two aboutNecessityOsdationship to Nature, asked him if she could enter the psychoanaytic
scene.

She approached theinventor of pgychoandysis, in Vienna with the solution © his
problem in hand. After speeking to him aboutit on ®veral occasions sheended up gving it
to him as a gift for his 75" birthday, as her way of saying: @ankan Freud &°

Freud was dunbfoundeal. She had enabled him to hear a pat of himself that was
beyond telimits of thoughtand words afeminine part, aveled, inne presence that entered
into existencein anawer to theinfluence of a presence suddenly made present by its colors*
He waxed toward amazement at her discovery, which opened the way for him to enter the
unthinkable field of ggnifyingress (signifiance) itsalf:

QAt first | did not grasp everything you were writing aboutE | am not, despite what
you might say, an artist DI could never @enderGsuch effects of light and coloration, but
merely sketch out the harsh contours.(*

He was s0 upended by the sudden goecter of this part of himself in her that heeven
forgot the importance of his name. She had to ing<t it appear alongsde her own. Wha would
this impulse, beyond neaning, have looked like througha film projector?

It was the emergence of a Scene, the Scene of the Other, a knoting of the scopic
and invocatory drives in which the masculine and the feminine made themselves seen and
heard*? together and parately, lending resonance to wha had aready oacurred in the
tranderence of the winter of 191213in Vienna

CHuman life Bwhat am | saying, Life as such Dis a poetic work of art. Without being
conscious of it ourselves, we live It day in and day out, in bits and pieces, and yet It is, in all its
intangible totality, what weaves our life together and composesit into a poem. We are far, very far
indeed from the old adage Qmake your life a work of artO (from the self-contemplation that may most
surely, and in fact only, be healed through psychoanalysis). No Bwe are not the author of this work of
art that is our life.(®

By 1931, siewas able to nane where life came from. What authorized this new step?

A Mystical Rapport with the Other

Raner died on December 29, 1926and an May 20, 1927 lou shared amystical
experience she had undewent with Freud. As if aware of the difficulties he maintained with
theidea of Nature, which was for him a benevolent Necessity, she began by @oudingOhim
with the mystica qudity of the rappott with the Other that it was for he:

39 Orhanksto Freud OLettre ouverte ™ Freud (Open Letter to Freud).

“0 The contact between these inne and exterior presences, which Lacan dubbel the Gex-timate, Ois evidence that
thelimits separating theinsde and outside had disappeared. Theinvoaatory drive tha Lacan naned and which
Alain Didier-Weill developed more fully, tendstowardsthis beyond of the fantasm.

1 Letter of July 10, 1931.

2 putting it this way clarifies tha wha was at issuewas an invocation Lou respondel to.

“ Lettre ouverte™ Freud (Open Letter to Freud), pp 34-35.

1N



Itis Casif its (Nature®), trees, prairies and clouds were telling me the story of the fate, so
great, so simple and always the same, of seasons past, and as if what is most human in me were
fathomed with respect to themE Right now, it is almost as if Rainer were here, under my trees, living
their autumnE in another sense CoompleteOlike themin straightforward and essential lines, but also
S0 immutably, so truly CcompleteOthat it would be impossible for his, or my, subjectivity to make the
dightest changeto it, and yet in the formit has assumed, it is still completely a figure of inner
impulseE No, decidedly, it isimpossible to expressit clearly.O

What the experience of this human bang, whose presence had absented itself, led he
to discover was notonly that life and deth are notin oppogion, butthat there isabeyond b
the well-known dudism beween thelife and death drives.

RanerOgresence through lis very absence affi rmed this for he, and she had faith in
this usve secular mystical rapportwith the Other.

Freud would notwrite her back urtil sx monthslater. It might beimagined that he
bovved dOV\n before this Qoo geeat alady,3* animated byan inner impulse tha droveher to
dance™ in the presence as in theabsence of words It was something naw for him. He would
have refused to dance with others, butwith he hedid not

The Dancewith Lou

Why did Freud, even as heexalted the gift she gave him for his 75" birthday, nat
quot her in thework hepulished that same year on Geminine sexudity,Oand on
GemininityOin the year tha followed?

Did heforge? Did he hold back in order to avoid havingto view hislong-held
arguments abou femininity in adifferent light? Perhaps To leave thingsat that however
would beto suff outthevital bresth that,*® in his own words animated their exchanges for
twenty-four yesrs.

ItOsn incredible idea.

Theinventor of psychomalysswould uppowdly have unoongioudy choen to
hear the resonance of thisOown music,*’ in the Other that she was for him, because a
presence in her (the feminine part) called forth the same onein him into existence. Wha is so
unbdievableistha in that same peiod he was able to use the meaning of wordsto pace
officia limits around@eminine sexualityOand @GemininityOwithin theingitutiond anadytic
community.

This scenario dces not excludethe movement of Sgnifyi ngress, the tranderence
seeking to knotfixity and meaning together. This the scene where the speaking beng begins
to dance. Thisis LouOslance and the dance with Lou.

%5 Jugt as the dancer® motion is arespons to theimpulse tranamitted to him, beyondwords by the sonomous
vibrationsof themusic, so thehuman being perceives, in aradical exteriority, an impulse tha propds him into
motion, whether heis aware of it or not Dandng is wha accounts for this encounter between the exterior and
interior.

“ A breath invoked in his eulogy for her by thefollowing quote aready referred to above OClearly, sheknew
where to lookto find what really mattered in life.O

*" Thoughsound,music transmits a Real that wordsand their meaning could never grasp BtheReal of
signifyingness.
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Freud danced with her to the end, even onthe false naes, because with her they
soundel right, and in the process psychoanadysis itself was secretly, discreetly reinvented.

But then there is gill Nietzsche, and the question of knowng whether the dance
with Lou might havetipped her destiny in a different direction. Appaently he could not
dance with her, nor siewith hm. Was this pehgos because he was unable to make her hear
herOown music?

Theslence Lou always kept, despite FreudOsepeated entreaties, concerning what
had frozen in her duringthat time in August of 1882 for@er burnel in her, andin Freud, a&in
anyonewho lets himself be affected bythe Redl.

Did the dance with Lou gresuppo® tha her partner had acertain rgppott with the
Real Other, the orne who, undaned fromthe Symbolic and the Imaginary, exceeded meaning
and oould thusbebah the best and worg of things? Such apatner Freud would have been.

Before hea death in GSttingen on Januay 5, 1937 aother heetic was guided, bya
similar series of questions onb the analytic scene na far away Bat Marienbad on dily 31,
1936. He did notyet know hewould be forever raising the same questionsby aticulating
them on the basis of the Borromean knoting of he Red, Symbolic and Imaginary, nor tha
they would lead him to the same holizon d the feminine His name was Jacques Lacan.

Jean Chamoille
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