
CONCLUSION

What constrains us, is that Nietzsche has transformed being ('ist') into duty ('soil') . . . .
Freud

T H E L O G I C O F O U R A P P R O A C H

We have followed step by step the genesis of the homologies and differences
between Nietzsche and Freud. Throughout and beyond the thematic content,
we can characterize the type of approach that subtends this process. There
appeared from the outset a common posture, an initial matrix differentiating
these two projects.

Who is Nietzsche, in the end, if not a philologist, whose competence enables
him to construct a new and original thing, on condition of leaving the space
instituted by that knowledge? We can see the same gap in Freud, between his
formative period and the event of the discovery of his 'thing'. We find one and
the other in the same situation of constituting a field which had not yet found
its place within institutional space, and of inventing their own discipline. This
assumed atopy marks both thinkers as specimens of a new type, the Selbstdenker.
Here is a professor of philology who became Nietzsche, because of whom a new
project becomes possible, which we call 'psychology', 'critique' or axiology;
there is a physician, a product of the schools of the natural sciences who became
the founder of a field named by a neologism, 'psychoanalysis'.

Their common untimeliness is the measure of their originality, in the radical
sense of an aptitude for giving names to things that have never been named.
From that derives the jealous care with which they defended their property.
'I guard my own house' says Nietzsche; 'the psychoanalyst^zm de se,' proclaims
Freud. Likewise, both exhibit an equal defiance regarding influences, and a con-
cern to refer every consideration to their own great work. From this point of
view, we can declare a common ambivalence toward the philosophical 'thing'.
For Nietzsche as for Freud, the philosopher is the Other, that which one is not
that serves to measure a contrario what one truly is. Moreover, Nietzsche and
Freud come from elsewhere to encounter their own creation, which already
appears to them to be their destiny. But they also encounter in their common
and problematic object a quest for the origin. To what extent can we reconcile
this double quest? Is it a question of the same origin? In examining this question,
in the glimmer of what we have acquired from the preceding inquiry, we can
address it by way of conclusion.

G E N E A L O G Y A N D A R C H A E O L O G Y

In the end, Nietzsche names his project a 'genealogy', a merciless inquiry into
'the origins of moral prejudices', which must lead to the source, the 'valuation of
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184 FREUD AND N I E T Z S C H E

values'. This is also the source that Freud seeks when he looks for the unique
principle of his 'general theory of neurosis'; when he believes he has located it in
the event of primitive seduction, Ur-szene, he claims victory, saying that he now
holds 'a capital revelation, something akin to the discovery of the sources of the
Nile of psychopathology'.

For Nietzsche, as for Freud, it is a question of finding the prehistoric before,
and their respective discourses are organized around this quest, to reveal anew
that by which everything begins for the human species. But, significantly, Freud
resorts to the privileged metaphor of 'archaeology' in order to illustrate this
quest. What leads us to compare these two theorists' origins is the invocation of
the genealogist and the archaeologist.

The one and the other seek a before that can account for the present, which is
valued as an after, and following the ramifications which lead them to the source
by going upstream. But the genealogist conceives of the past as flowing in the
veins of the present, whereas the archaeologist envisions it as a past which sleeps
under the present. The genealogist seeks the origin in order to demonstrate the
sense of filiation, in order to qualify or disqualify it, that is, to evaluate it. The
archaeologist tends to exhume the past in order to explain the present.

Assuredly, what defines the past is to be passed, bygone; however, the
genealogist demonstrates, in a sense, that it has not passed, since he can attest to
its presence in the present. The exhibition of the past serves to show that the
present is by nature the origin. In contrast, the archaeologist resorts to a dead
past, separated from the present by the distance that one seeks to fill. Certainly,
Freud takes care to specify how the psychoanalyst is concerned with a living
past, since it endures in the present and even explains it. But there can be no
archaeological metaphor without reference to a space divided into two distinct
strata - that there is a below (in some way dead) as well as an above (alive in a
proper sense).

For this reason, Freud refers to psychoanalysis as an 'abyssal psychology' or a
'psychology of the depths', institutionalizing in a way a reference to archaeology,
because it is necessary to excavate under the surface in order to discover the
'truth' which lies below, covered over by the present, and finally to extract it.
The past as such must be bygone, so that the present can appear as its debris and
ruins. The genealogist believes more in a diachrony of filiation than in a spatial
dependence; if one digs, one does not dig deep, for the art here is to grasp the
continuity by exploring the surfaces.

By articulating this difference, we must admit that the psychoanalyst is also a
genealogist, and the Nietzschean psychologist is in some small way an
archaeologist. But it is also necessary to establish that these two, respectively,
refer to significantly distinct registers in their dominion. Genealogy consists in
making visible the past in the present, in order to reveal the present as duped.
Archaeology tends to reattach the lost past to the present by re-engendering the
present beginning from the 'true' past. Thus if the voyage runs from one to
the other, it is neither in the same sense nor with the same intention.
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C O N C L U S I O N 185

The genealogist uses the past in order either to dismiss the present from its
pretensions or to establish them; in this sense, both the distance and the dis-
tinction are annulled. The archaeologist aims at a past as such, by regenerating it as
the truth of the present; far from annulling the distance, it is confirmed as the
space of the path, and/or the time of the symptom, all the while filling that space
via a readjustment. In other words, if we look closely, for a genealogist the present
causes the problem, since it is its own dupe. We understand why Nietzsche must
begin with a critique of modernity, since the recourse to the Unzeitmassig appears
as a remedy against the illusion of the present, modernity being the present as an
illusion. For the archaeologist, it is the past that causes the problem, since it is a
question of retrieving and reconstructing it; in the ideal of the cure, the restitution
of the past (in recollection) dissipates the anomalies of the present. Is this not to
say, following the archaeological metaphor in its material aspect, that the present
is only the past, incomplete and mutilated?

So if there is a dupery of the present for Nietzsche and for Freud — that of the
illness - it is for two very different reasons. The present for Nietzsche is only ill
from believing itself distinct from its origin, while for Freud the present is
ill from confusing itself with the past. In correlation, the therapeutic recourse to
the authenticity of the origin for one and the other is borne by two distinct
philosophies of health. For Nietzsche, the recollection of the origin delivers the
present from its own lie, while for Freud the same recollection makes it
impossible to maintain illusions about the past, by restoring it as such. From the
Id-origin, the subject must (re)appear.

This raises the problem of the very reality of the origin. What type of reality
does the origin have, and to what extent does it exist! Paradoxically, this question,
we are told, will necessitate a quest for the origin, to the extent that the origin is
conceived as a fiction, that is to say a sense, or as a real event, that is to say a cause.

The genealogist poses, at the same time as the quest for the origin, its
mythical character; to prove legitimacy is to refer to something that is
unverifiable yet constraining, such as an interpretation of a primitive meaning.
The arbitrariness of this choice suspends the validity of the genealogical quest.
Thus Nietzsche proceeds to a philological definition of the terms 'good' and
'bad', and he works out the consequences of this arbitrary choice by naming it
'Will to Power'.

The archaeologist postulates, by contrast, that there was something that is
capable of being recovered in the end. Freud thus behaves like an archaeologist
when he seeks the reality of an originary scene, and maintains until the end a
'thread of reality' when he comes to suspect its historicity.8 We understand now
how close he comes to achieving that end in speaking of a transmutation relative
to this crisis of reality in the discovery of the reality of the meaning behind
reality. At the other end of this trajectory, Freud integrates more and more fiction
into his conception of the cure. But that must not cause us to lose sight of the fact
that for Freud, meaning remains both cause and interpretation, balanced by an
explanatory ambition; he never gives up the hope of exhuming Rome!
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186 FREUD AND N I E T Z S C H E

Such are the divergent destinies of these two hermeneutics, of which one
(Nietzsche) genealogically makes explicit the arbitrariness of interpretation, up to
the point where it is incarnated in the violence of the great genealogist of Wille
zur Machf, the other (Freud) remains borne by the significant project of recon-
structing the archaeological monument. In that, we can grasp the sense of the
epistemological opposition between two types of object-position, which corres-
pond to two types of conception of the knowledge of meaning.

In the text analysed above, where Freud speaks the longest about Nietzsche,
we can point to a remark made in passing that carries the full weight of the
present discussion. We see in the text a critique of Nietzsche's approach that
allows Freud to situate his own psychoanalytic approach in relation to it.
In actual fact, this critique takes place in three phases, but it furnishes us a
significant site by which to judge Freud's position in relation to Nietzsche, such
as he expresses it himself, which moreover obliges him to abandon momentarily
his diagnostic neutrality. 'What constrains us is the fact that Nietzsche has
transformed "being" (ist) into "duty" (soil), but such a "duty" is a stranger to
science. In that, Nietzsche remained a moralist and thus was unable to free
himself from the theologian.' That, for Freud, constitutes the radical limit of
Nietzsche's psychology, and where he locates his own psychoanalysis. The reser-
vation intervenes at the moment when Freud comes to recognize in Nietzsche
an exceptional, even unique, perspicacity, all the more reason to situate the
divergence between these approaches elsewhere than in the pertinence of their
particular supports, but rather in their approach and method of approaching
human reality.

To suggest that Nietzsche, the son of a priest, remains an incurable
theologian and moralist is to denounce his psychology as an illicit confusion of
Sollen with Sein that makes possible a metabasis of the second to the first — the
effect of which would be to put their attainments, even if 'legitimate' in
themselves, outside science. Opposing this confusion-translation, Freud presses
once more the psychoanalyst's ambition to the status of a scientist. That is my
ultimate difference from Nietzsche, Freud signifies, 'for my part, I reject as
illegitimate any hypostasis between Sein and Sollen.' There is no endo-psychic
projection here, but Sein alone as Fact and as Law.

What is Freud really aiming at in Nietzsche's approach by detaching Sein
from Solleri! How can the 'scientific' approach of psychoanalysis avoid this
detachment and claim the products as 'similitudes and anticipations' in order to
take them up again in the pure sphere of a Sein that never commits the sin of
promoting Solleri?

To be sure, it was a matter of clear judgment, an important key (as indicated by
Freud himself), with which we grasped the points of convergence and divergence
between Nietzsche's and Freud's constructions of objectivity, and recapitulating
the whole preceding inquiry. In formulating this claim not to overdetermine
Sein by Sollen, Freud articulates the requirement of the objectivity of 'natural
science'.1 For whomever claims the rights and obligations of Naturwissenschaft,
as psychoanalysis does, it is no small thing not to confuse value judgements with
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C O N C L U S I O N 187

judgements of reality. Nietzsche's error was thus to inscribe, in his declarations
on 'reality', an evaluation.

F R O M O N E C O P E R N I C A N R E V O L U T I O N T O A N O T H E R

It is remarkable that at the moment when Nietzsche and Freud come to define
their respective projects, they both refer to themselves in terms of a neo-
Copernican revolution. Both cling to Copernicus as the one who consummated
the decentring of 'man'.

'Since Copernicus' writes Nietzsche, 'it seems that man has found himself on
a descending slope - he always rolls further and further away from his point
of departure toward . . . — Where is that? —Towards nothingness?' Or in
more concise terms, 'since Copernicus, man has been rolling away from the
centre towards X'. Likewise, Copernicus is the parabolic figure of the loss of
the origin in Freud. Freud associates the name of Copernicus with 'the ruin
of the narcissistic illusion', that deprives 'man' at once of'the central position of
the earth' and of'the guarantee of his predominant role in the universe', his role
as 'master of the world'.1

Both theorists relate this first wound to a second that Freud implies but
Nietzsche makes explicit. 'Man's tendency to belittle himself, his will to shrink,
is this not, since Copernicus, man's continual progress? Alas! That is what
happened to his faith and his dignity, in his unique value — he has become an
animal.' Freud echoes this declaration. 'The work of Charles Darwin has put
an end to man's pretension ... man has become nothing but an animal; he is
himself descended from a series of animals' which oblige him to humiliate
himself in the contemporary world. It is the same idea as Verkleinerung.1

This is the state in which Nietzsche's transvaluation and Freud's psycho-
analysis approach humanity; the illness is no other than the loss of the origin
and the misrecognition of this loss. Nietzsche names it 'nihilism', Freud,
'neurosis'. Their intervention is consequently paradoxical, in that they aggravate
the ill in order to alleviate the illness.

Thus it is no accident if transvaluation begins by crossing and radicalizing
nihilism, nor if Freud is presented as aggravating disillusionment by announcing
to a stricken humanity (already twice disappointed) that it is not even the master
'of its own soul' such that 'the Ego reaches the limits of its power in its own
house, the soul', that which is named the Unconscious. But at this level, the
differential relation to the origin is registered, which permits us to distinguish
the modality of the loss.

If there is in Nietzsche and Freud a declaration of human decentring, for the
former the eccentricity is evoked as a fall into infinity—nothingness in the
manner of a planet that is ejected from its orbit and abandoned to an endless
drift. For the latter, the loss of the centre, if it is latent, only results in a modest
translation, despite its considerable effects - a displacement which only means a
change of situation. Consequently, for Nietzsche the loss of the centre eectuates
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188 FREUD AND N I E T Z S C H E

the caducity of all centres — this is why the necessary consequence of nihilism
can only be a transvaluation of values, whose radicality is recognized as
containing a critique of all centre-based rationality. What is Will to Power and
its Overman support, if not that which creates, on the foundation of an integral
relativity demonstrated by nihilism, the only point of view that can do without
a centre?

For Freud, by contrast, we note a pedagogy that, having weathered the grief
incurred by its odyssey of a return to the centre, takes leave of this loss in order to
consummate it (by the Unconscious) before inflicting it on humanity as a lesson,
whose morality must be accommodated. Along with a nostalgia for the centre
is assumed the deception of desire, which neurosis conserves. But it is a matter of
returning to the point; we are tempted to represent a cured humanity turning in
proximity to the lost centre and founding its new wisdom on the renunciation
of the centre. Everything proceeds as if humanity was decentred, and never
again to be recentred, but nevertheless remains planted nearby its lost position.

' S E I N ' A N D ' S O L L E N ' : F R O M D R I V E S T O T H E S U B J E C T 1 8

In this sense two images are opposed in striking fashion. In Nietzsche, we see a
new, tenacious mobilization to create in order to pass from the centre; for
Freud, a pacification born of serenity emanates from the revelation of not
having to look for a centre where there is none. Thus there are two distinct
versions of the Copernican revolution. One is axiological, metonymizing Sein
into Sollen; the other upholds Sein, even if to erect it in Sollen, and erecting in
consequence the requirement for a cognizance of ethics.

We understand now the divergence between Nietzsche's and Freud's strate-
gies which furnish the ensemble of the preceding comparison its differential key,
at the same time as the extraordinary convergence by which they both explore
the frontiers of the same terra incognita. But these two theorists of the origin
have prospected, in part, in the same earth, and they have each returned there
with incisive tools without wanting either to seek or to see the same thing. That
is why, to follow them step by step along the landmarks of their prospecting, we
have witnessed the strange scenario of two prospectors who work unceasingly,
one on the heels of the other, locating the same traces, raising analogous
indications, establishing records of discoveries sometimes identical to the letter,
but at the same time reciprocally neglecting the minerals judged precious by the
other and inversely digging veins that the other had left fallow.

But despite the resemblance of the paths, is it not the same route, since
explored with a compass and from heterogeneous categories? Even if the double
exploration has swept across a synchronous field, therein lies one of the ruses of
thought which has established the notion of our time, associating the names of
Nietzsche and Freud in the management of the same theoretical capital.

Our inquiry, borne by the project of evaluating the alliance thus tied between
them, can attest to the vanity of such an accredited eclecticism, given that we
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CONCLUSION 189

have shown, point by point, in the lining of an echo, the suture lines that
inscribe the difference of both context and categories. But also, we have
established the analogy by systematizing the convergence, and thus assigning the
nexus of two revolutions which have affected, each in their own way, the
position of objectivity that determines the stakes for modern thought. Nietzsche
and Freud are like two discourses set up face to face that, despite their different
codes and distinct keys, nevertheless cross the same zones of language and there
determine the forms, each radical in their fashion, of subversion.

In the groundwork we have undertaken of the referents that structure our
theoretical present, by following the thread of an inquiry at once timely and con-
tinuous, we have constantly kept close to the problem, perhaps an impossible
one, with which the theory of the subject must be explained; it is the question
of materiality itself and of the status of the drives and desire as a posture in
materiality. But it is an 'impossible' whose very theory is an instrument of
instruction. Piercing the cleavage between Nietzschean and Freudian theories of
the drives, we can see an antagonism between them over the status of knowledge
and interpretation that actualizes the question of the very being of the drive and
of its mode of inherence to the given, to the point where Sein and Sollen cross.
Thus they sketch the contradictory modality by which a theory of drives can
make a contribution as a non-dialectical theory, and which merits being fully
considered, and understood from the dialectical point of view.

Nietzsche and Freud have in fact invested and marked the field of drives with
distinct instruments and heterogeneous principles. We thus understand the para-
dox that comprises the dialogue between them, since their respective fecundity is
invested by two distinct readings of the same text given to thought, that of the
effects of the materiality of the drives, whose traces Marx has pointed to in his
own way, in the historical dialectic, as we have previously demonstrated.

We do not hope to reconcile the heterogeneous principles of our three
referents, and our trilogy in no way stresses a reconciliatory theoretical teleology.
But to exacerbate the divergence of the principles in order to prevent the
ideological effects of eclecticism, we have disengaged a field of contradictions
which makes possible a rediscovery of what, in reality, demands to be thought
through, outside of ideological confusions, by a methodological approach with
which we have sought to test. Such is the most important task incumbent on
theory, to mobilize the allogenic referents and to test them out elsewhere in order
to progress in our efforts to render intelligible the material aspects and
implications of our most perplexing effects and ruses of logic, those which
radically (re) interrogate the status of the subject.24
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