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Introduction Magic Gestures: Stengers, Hypnosis, and the Cultivation of Perplexity


Isn’t it ridiculous that with respect to the phenomenon of hypnosis, whose enigmatic character Freud had always recognised, we are still at the level of invoking Hitler, drugs, or the music hall?
1



Hypnosis Between Science and Magic, which was first published in France in 2002 as L’hypnose entre magie et science, is one of a number of books, articles, prefaces written by Isabelle Stengers on hypnosis. In Anglophone contexts, Stengers is generally known as a philosopher of science whose thinking is exemplified in her two-volume (originally seven) Cosmopolitics and her major study of philosopher Alfred North Whitehead Thinking with Whitehead, both published in English translation relatively recently.2 But these better-known publications follow a number of other books by her, including those on hypnosis, that have not been given as much consideration, and they have even been somewhat overlooked in Anglophone engagements with her work.3 Indeed, while a good deal of her writing since the Cosmopolitics essays has been translated, much of her quite considerable earlier work on hypnosis still exists in the original French only. Aside from the book A Critique of Psychoanalytic Reason,which she cowrote with Léon Chertok (of whom more later) and which was actually one of the first translations of her work into English4 and the present book, Stengers also cowrote Chertok’s (auto)biography, Mémoires d’un hérétique, first published in 1990,5 a much shorter book, also with Chertok, on narcissistic wounds L’hypnose: Blessure narcissique,6 has edited a collection on the importance of hypnosis,7 coauthored a play (with Tobie Nathan and Lucien Hounkpatin) La Damnation de Freud,8 as well as numerous interventions, prefaces, and articles.

For Stengers—and putting aside shifts and transitions in her thinking more generally—hypnosis seems to have been something that is good to think with from quite early on.9 From her first book with the physical chemist Ilya Prigogine—with its allusions to “hypnons” and “sleepwalker” particles10—through repeated invocations of the 1784 episode of the Royal Commissions in France with their condemnation of Mesmerism, her characterization of Whitehead’s God (in Process and Reality) in terms of hypnotic induction, Virgin Mary and the Neutrino’s consideration of experimental hypnosis and the speculative contrast that book proposes between idiots and sleepwalkers, hypnosis and its history raises troubling questions. In the context of intellectual habits predicated on unexamined or overstated ideas of progress and presumptions to judge in particular, this history offers an important resource for thinking creatively about science, non-science, and the ecology of practices more generally.

This introduction aims to situate Hypnosis Between Science and Magic within the broader trajectory of Stengers’s writings, to provide readers of the present book who may be unfamiliar with her work with some points of connection to that now substantial body of writing. It’s neither an “explanation” nor a substitute for the transformative experience that, it is hoped, an encounter with Stengers can provoke.


An Enigma

Roughly one century separates the taking in hand of Anton Mesmer’s animal magnetism by royally appointed scientific commissioners in prerevolutionary Paris from the positivist era that saw the emergence of hypnosis “proper.” Associated, notably, with Freud’s teacher Charcot at the Hopital Saltpetrière, who proposed a “somatic” account of hypnosis as the product of hysteria, as well as with figures such as Liébault and Bernheim (the “Nancy School”), for whom a purely psychological conception of suggestion took precedence, this era—effectively marking the birth of the “psy” disciplines more generally—saw the marginalization of the magnetists, against whom both Charcot and Bernheim, in their different ways, set themselves. Another century separates that period from the specific resurgence of interest in hypnosis in the last decades of the twentieth century with which Isabelle Stengers herself is connected.11 This is not to say that nothing of interest had happened before or between these historical moments, of course, nor that Europe was the only region of the world in which mesmerism, magnetism, “trance,” and healing practices predicated on “influence” were at play. Far from it. In the broader sweep of time, they form part of a proliferating—for some, worryingly uncontrollable—assortment of practices that continue to pose a challenge to modern assumptions about scientific expertise, the link between truth and health, the stable assigning of roles, especially in therapeutic situations, cherished notions such as freewill and so on. In Europe, before Mesmer and his famous “baquet” excited so much attention, it wasn’t intellectual controversy or sneering derision that such practices excited so much as violent repression. Witchcraft, exorcism, faith healing (the Loudun possessions, the persecution of Jansenist priests, and the violent treatment of “convulsionaries” by means of “assistances,”12 for example) are part of this broader historical fabric. So too are the widespread developments of magnetic somnambulism following the extraordinary discoveries of the Marquis de Puységur, after Mesmer, and the marvelous talents put into play by the “rapport” cultivated by magnetizers with their “subjects.” The outflanking of the Marquis de Lafayette and the well-documented growth of spiritualism in the United States, debates about table-turning and clairvoyance, the Society for Psychical Research at Cambridge, Surrealist André Breton’s “new consciousness,” Cold War paranoia around brainwashing, complex relations to others (the history of Vaudou, for example) also belong to these developments. Hypnosis itself occupies an interesting position in this broader history, much of which has been repeatedly marginalized or forgotten.13 Opposed to earlier practices of magnetism, for which it sought to offer more acceptably scientific forms of explanation, hypnosis too is marginalized following both the development and popularization of psychology and especially of psychoanalysis at the end of the nineteenth and start of the twentieth centuries. Experiencing something of a renaissance, in different ways, in the United States both before and after the Second World War, via the work of Clark Hall, Milton Erickson, Laurence Kubie, and others, the strange phenomena associated with hypnosis have been the subject of recurrent legal controversies, most notably concerning multiple personality disorders, and they continue to be subjected to the skeptical demands of experimental-psychological “proof,” as has been the case since the 1920s.14 Magnetists and hypnotists themselves might not have been burned at the stake but their marginalization has nonetheless been strikingly effective, even if for psychotherapy, and psychoanalysis in particular, this has come at the cost of what Isabelle Stengers’s collaborator Léon Chertok could describe in 1998 as a major impasse and a situation of “quasi-total ignorance.”15

For Stengers, addressing hypnosis now and taking seriously the questions that it raises obliges us to slow down, to hesitate, before rushing, armed with, say, the latest findings of neuroscience or the most sophisticated of theories, to dismiss it, explain its singularity away, or otherwise conclude that we now know it “really does exist” (or not). In this respect it challenges habitual judgments about what we “know” and others “believe,” and the narratives of continuous, apparently ineluctable, progress that these judgments feed.16 It can sensitize us to the stupid prerogatives of those that Stengers calls “our guardians,” and the role of Science (with a capital “S” to indicate something that is rather different to the complex ecology of scientific and other practices) in the power that would take others (and it is always “others”) in hand, on the pretext that letting them think for themselves would “open the floodgates” to all manner of demagogues, quacks, and charismatics.17 It challenges the preeminent role that theory assumes in defining what it is that we are dealing with when it comes to “the” psyche, and taking it seriously necessitates a delicate engagement with history and the force it exercises on the kinds of questions that get asked about science, medicine, and knowledge practices more generally. In this respect the specific, heterogeneous ensemble of experiences that might broadly be qualified as hypnosis form, not so much a set of facts in search of a theory, but rather something that Stengers suggests “calls into question the judgement about ‘reality’ that a theory seeks to institute.”18 Needless to say, engaging with it also entails moving away from the rather clichéd images that have percolated throughout Western cultures, over the last, say 150 years, images that do very little to confer on hypnosis the capacity to make us think, and understanding something of how it has both disappointed and deceived those who sought to confer on it an explanatory power.

Well-sedimented distinctions between the human and the animal, conscious and unconscious “states,” self and other, enlightened modern cultures and traditional practices, fact and artefact find themselves troubled by hypnosis. In A Critique of Psychoanalytic Reason, her first book on the topic (cowritten with Léon Chertok), Stengers referred to hypnosis as an “irreducibly bio-psycho-sociological phenomenon,” an “enigma”19 that poses a challenge to the different ways in which scientific research has endeavored to engage with it, whether to stabilize it as an irrepressible trait of the human psyche, to explain (and so dismiss) it as nothing but compliant simulation or, indeed, to refer to it as evidence of the general credulity, passivity, and/or irrationality of human beings. Historically speaking, hypnosis has turned out not to be something one can scientifically define, and one will not find a definition of it in Stengers’s work, at least not one that she subscribes to: definitions accord a stability to the phenomenon defined that in the case of hypnosis, knowledge practices have not successfully achieved for it. It’s not even clear that we can talk about hypnosis as one thing. Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen, one of the relatively small number of philosophers to have taken it seriously in recent years, argues that


hypnosis is but one name amongst many others for designating this elusive “X” that we try to approach. One can also call it “animal magnetism,” “lucid sleep,” or “transference” if one is more of a psychotherapist, “suggestion,” “hysteria” or “modified state of consciousness” if one is more of a psychiatrist or psychologist, “trance” or “ecstasy” if one is an anthropologist, “demonic possession” if one is a theologian. And each one of these names will bring with it not only a different theory but also a different phenomenon, as if the most remarkable property of our “X” was to have none and to vary in concert with the discourse one holds about it.20




Deftly staged by Borch-Jacobsen,21 the slipperiness of this “X” that could be called hypnosis (the name itself, as Stengers reminds us, derives from the Greek “hypnos” for “sleep,” and it dates to 1843 and the work




A Daughter of the Enlightenment








Deterritorializing Philosophy of Science?







Thinking with Prigogine, Chertok, and Others










Nothing to See Here: Mesmer




















The Invention of a Modernist Practice










Curses! A Fearful Tolerance




















Conclusion





Acknowledgments




Notes


	1 Isabelle Stengers, “Black Boxes, or Is Psychoanalysis a Science?” in Power and Invention: Situating Science, trans. Paul Bains (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1997), p. 107.

	2 
Cosmopolitics I and II were translated by Robert Bonono and published by Minnesota University Press in 2011 and 2013 respectively. Thinking with Whitehead: A Wild Creation of Concepts, translated by Michael Chase, was published by Harvard University Press in 2011.

	3 Invoking psychoanalysis in its account of Stengersian humor, an early review of The Invention of Modern Science, for example, completely ignores the importance of hypnosis to her engagement with scientific practices.

	4 
A Critique of Psychoanalytic Reason: Hypnosis as a Scientific Problem from Lavoisier to Lacan was published in 1992. It was preceded by a part translation of La Nouvelle Alliance cowritten with Ilya Prigogine and followed a few years later by A History of Chemistry, trans. Deborah van Dam (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996), cowritten with Bernadette Bensaude-Vincent, Power and Invention: Situating Science, trans. Paul Bains (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1997), The Invention of Modern Science, trans Daniel W. Smith (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 2000).

	5 Léon Chertok, Isabelle Stengers, and Didier Gille, Mémoires d’un hérétique (Paris: La Découverte, 1990).

	6 Léon Chertok and Isabelle Stengers, L’hypnose: Blessure narcissique (Paris: Les Empêcheurs de penser en rond, 1999).

	7 Isabelle Stengers (dir), Importance de l’hypnose (Paris: J. Vrin, 1994).

	8 Tobie Nathan, Isabelle Stengers, and Lucien Hounkpatin, La Damnation de Freud (Paris: Les Empêcheurs de penser en rond, 1997).

	9 Being “good to think with” does not, however, mean that hypnosis offers Stengers the means to interpret everything else. In some respects, it’s the instability of the phenomenon that matters to her, not the definitional stability that would allow it to function as a key to interpret others.

	10 “[A]t equilibrium molecules behave as essentially independent entities; they ignore one another. We would like to call them ‘hypnons,’ ‘sleepwalkers.’ Though each of them may be as complex as we like, they ignore one another. However, non-equilibrium wakes them up and introduces a coherence quite foreign to equilibrium” [Order out of Chaos].

	11 As well as by Chertok, this periodicity has been noted by Adam Crabtree in From Mesmer to Freud: Magnetic Sleep and the Roots of Psychological Healing (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1993). Crabtree associates the resurgence of interest in hypnosis in the 1980s with the high-profile scandals around multiple personalities in the United States.

	12 In their survey of the pre-history of animal magnetism, Jean-Roch Laurence and Campbell Perry note the rather public nature of convulsions and describe “assistances” (of the “small” and “deadly” varieties) as “ritualised acts of violence” Hypnosis Will and Memory: A Psycho-Legal History (New York: Guildford Press, 1988), pp. 39–42.

	13 For a useful recent discussion of some of these developments, see Adam Crabtree “1784: The Marquis de Puységur and the Psychological Turn in the West,” Journal of the History of the Behavioral Sciences 55 (2019): pp. 199–215. Bertrand Méheust’s work, which Stengers engages with here, charts out the extent of the amnesia surrounding magnetic somnambulism and draws out its broader implications vis-à-vis the compromised historiography of psy disciplines. On Vaudou see, for example, Ken Gelder, “Postcolonial Voodoo,” Postcolonial Studies: Culture, Politics, Economy 3, no. 1 (2000): pp. 88–98 for a discussion of some of the literature. On ethnospsychiatry, see below.


	14 Clark Hull’s Hypnosis and Suggestibility (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1933) is a key reference point for the “experimental” tradition. See also PW Sheehan and C. Perry, Methodologies of Hypnosis: A Critical Appraisal of Contemporary Paradigms of Hypnosis (Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1977) and chapter 12> of Laurence and Perry Hypnosis Will and Memory for a review. A more recent set of engagements with hypnosis, from range of positions in psychology can be found in Amanda J. Barnier and Michael R. Nash (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Hypnosis: Theory, Research, and Practice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012).

	15 Léon Chertok, L’Hypnose entre la psychanalyse et la biologie: Le non-savoir des psy, 2nd ed. (Paris: Editions Odile Jacob, 2006), p. 225.

	16 “[T]his ‘we’ does not refer to a concrete group to which one may or may not belong, but to all recipients of the message of modernity. It is a message that, as an ‘order-word’ is instantly applied as soon as we hear, understand, and accept that ‘we’ are not like others, those we define in terms of beliefs we are proud, but possibly also pained, to no longer share” Isabelle Stengers, Cosmopolitics II, trans. Robert Bonnano (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 2013), p. 303

	17 See in reference to this the discussion of stupidity in Isabelle Stengers In Catastrophic Times, trans. Andrew Goffey (Leuphana: OHP, 2015).In a different context, Emily Ogden has highlighted the way that the debunking dismissal of Mesmer in the United States functioned as a mask for the debunker’s own ignorance. See her Credulity: A Cultural History of US Mesmerism (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2018).

	18 Chertok and Stengers, L’Hypnose, p. 3.

	19 Léon Chertok and Isabelle Stengers, A Critique of Psychoanalytic Reason p. 203 .

	20 Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen, “L’efficacité mimétique,” in La suggestion
:
 Hypnose, influence, transe, dir. Daniel Bougnoux(Paris: Les Empêcheurs de penser en rond, 1991), p. 182.

	21 In addition to the essay on mimetic efficacy, see also Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen, The Emotional Tie: Psychoanalysis, Mimesis, Affect (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1993) and The Making of Minds and Madness: From Hysteria to Depression (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009).

	22 In the entry on hypnosis written for the Encyclopaedia Brittanica, Martin Orne and A. Gordon Hammer characterize it as a “special psychological state with certain physiological attributes, resembling sleep only superficially and marked by a functioning of the individual at a level of awareness other than the ordinary conscious state.” It is a state that is “characterized by a degree of increased receptiveness and responsiveness in which inner experiential perceptions are given as much significance as is generally given only to external reality.” There is much in the language here, for example, the conception of a “state” that might, for Stengers, raise significant questions.

	23 Stengers argues that those—like Freud, for a while—who put their trust in the “relation of force” (between hypnotizer and patient) that hypnosis seems to allow to be established, are continually being both deceived by hypnosis (it seduces, tricks, them) and disappointed by it (because it doesn’t provide the guarantee of being something stable enough to provide a scientific reference for their practice). See Isabelle Stengers “The Deceptions of Power: Psychoanalysis and Hypnosis,” trans. Roxanne Lapidus SubStance 19, no 2/3: pp. 81–91.

	24 The idea of obligation is central to Stengers conceptualization of the ecology of practices and is discussed at length in Cosmopolitics. See in particular “The Science Wars” Cosmopolitics I chapter 4.

	25 Stengers, “The Science Wars,” p. 79.

	26 There is a striking proliferation of names at work in the history of hypnosis. Animal magnetism, mesmerism, somnambulism, magnetic sleep, phrenomagnetism, spiritism, spiritualism, pathetism, etherology, electrical biology, electrical psychology, and so on. Names and naming are pragmatically important for Stengers. As well as the present book sees the discussion of naming in Phillipe Pignarre and Isabelle Stengers’s Capitalist Sorcery, trans. Andrew Goffey (London: Palgrave-Macmillan, 2011). One should, however, be wary of concluding from this that hypnosis is “simply” a linguistic phenomenon, as if there were something “simple” about how language works in hypnotic techniques. On this latter point, see the preface by Stengers to Thierry Melchior, Créer le reel: Hypnose et thérapie (Paris: Seuil, 1998).

	27 I’ve used the verb “to oblige” here as it has a precise meaning in Stengers’s work more generally. See her discussion of requirements and obligations in the chapter on “Constraints” in “The Science Wars,” the first book in her Cosmopolitics.


	28 Stengers explores her relationship to Haraway at some length in her recent Making Sense in Common: A Reading of Whitehead in Times of Collapse, trans. Thomas Lamarre (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 2023). Symbiotic relationships are crucial for them both, in different ways, and it is, in part, this marginalization of symbiotic practices that is at play in the history of hypnosis.

	29 Stengers, The Invention of Modern Science, p. 66.

	30 On the issue of inheritance and its link to the posing of problems, see the discussion of the twelfth camel in the introduction to Stengers, Thinking with Whitehead.

	31 Chertok and Stengers, A Critique, p. xxv.

	32 Anamnesis is the focus (and title) of the second chapter of the third book of Cosmopolitics, “Thermodynamics. The Crisis of Physical Reality” (chapter 15 of the first, combined, volume), pp. 180–8. It entails an approach to the history of science that is neither archaeological nor genealogical, in which there is no “disguising” or masking of the decisions that were made not to continue to address the work of losers in the history of discoveries. The contrast is being made here with a Foucauldian approach to the history of knowledge. See the discussion below of the approach adopted by Chertok and Stengers to Mesmer.

	33 Ibid., p. 40.


	34 It is this incontestability that scientists themselves are then happy to exploit, rhetorically transforming proven facts into all-terrain judgments that magically forget crucial differences. Newtonian mechanics might explain the “lift” that makes flight possible, but a physicist would not know how to build an aircraft.

	35 Stengers, The Invention of Modern Science,p. 41.

	36 Ibid., p. 65.

	37 Ibid., p. 66. Translation modified slightly.

	38 See in particular the discussion in We Have Never Been Modern  part 1. Note that for Stengers it is Galileo who constitutes the key historical reference point for the “science vanquishing opinion” binary.

	39 Ibid., chapters 3 and 4 more generally on these issues.

	40 The potentially catastrophic consequences of this split are, of course, now widely evident. Dipesh Chakrabarty offers an interesting reflection on the cultural circle within which historians have turned in his The Climate of History in a Planetary Age, ch.1.

	41 Quoted in Laurie Johnson, “The Romantic and Modern Practice of Animal Magnetism: Friedrich Schlegel’s Protocols of the Magnetic Treatment of Countess Lesniowska,” Women in German Yearbook 23 (2007): pp. 10–33. There is a considerable literature exploring Romanticism—especially but not exclusively German Romanticism—in this connection. But many of these accounts parse their analyzes in terms of a prior privileging of the truth of psychoanalysis.

	42 Joseph Delboeuf was a Belgian philosopher, psychologist, and mathematician who wrote extensively on hypnotism (a term about which he expressed serious doubts). The present book draws on François Duyckaerts’s presentation Joseph Delboeuf philosophe et hypnotiseur (Paris: Les Empêcheurs de penser en rond, 1992) and makes a crucial connection with Bergson’s Time and Freewill. See fn43 chapter 5 below.

	43 In addition to his Principles of Psychology, the reader might refer to the discussion of the divided self in Varieties of Religious Experience and more particularly, his 1896 Lowell Lectures, as reconstructed by Eugene Taylor, William James on Exceptional Mental States: The 1896 Lowell Lectures (New York: Charles Scribner, 1983).

	44 Hume’s discussion of miracles in his An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding relates to the Jansenist Convulsionaries at Saint-Medard.

	45 No doubt in part as a result of the widespread interest in the work of Jacques Lacan.

	46 According to the testimony of Borch-Jacobsen, a project he undertook with Michaud and Nancy to publish translations of Freud’s writings on hypnosis was vetoed by the Freudian “establishment,” Jean Laplanche in particular. See Mémoires d’un hérétique, p. 282.


	47 See in particular François Roustang  . . . Elle ne le lâche plus (Paris: Minuit, 1980), which includes his pointed intervention “Suggestion au long cours.” An article by Roustang on Michel Henry’s work was translated as “A Philosophy for Psychoanalysis?” and included as an introduction to Michel Henry, The Genealogy of Psychoanalysis, trans. Douglas Brick (Standford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1993).

	48 These developments are discussed in chapter 4 of A Critique of Psychoanalytic Reason and in a more biographical register in chapter 29 of the Mémoires d’un hérétique.


	49 Bertrand Méheust has shown to what extent psychology and psychoanalysis have captured the terms on which the history of hypnosis has been discussed (when it is discussed!).

	50 Not all philosophers, of course. For James in particular, we can speak of a much more developed practical engagement.

	51 Humorously, Chertok points out that while it might be easy for experts to dismiss him and his perplexity, that becomes a bit more difficult when a philosopher gets involved. See the discussion of philosophers and how Chertok engaged their interest in Mémoires d’un hérétique chapter 29 “Unexpected allies.”

	52 See Mémoires d’un hérétique,p. 283 on the discussion of how philosophers engaging with hypnosis have been shaped by the divorce of theory and practice in psychoanalysis. On “ideas” see the discussion of Whitehead in the final chapter of the present book and the lengthier discussion in Reactivating Common Sense.


	53 Here I think Stengers offers an interesting way of addressing Deleuze’s characterization of the “plane of immanence” that a philosophy establishes in terms of events and others.

	54 On the philosophy-science relationship more generally, see the discussion of Galileo in Virgin Mary and the Neutrino: Reality in Trouble (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2023), chapter 4 “The Sciences in their Milieus.”

	55 See the conclusion to Ilya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers La Nouvelle alliance op. cit. The discussion referred to here was not included in the original translation of La Nouvelle alliance, but was later translated as “The Reenchantment of the World” appearing in the collection of essays by Stengers, Power and Invention: Situating Science.


	56 A useful collection of articles by Chertok, La relation médecin-patient,prefaced by Stengers, was published by Les Empêcheurs de penser en rond in 2000.

	57 “A Heretic’s Memories.” Written with Stengers and the sociologist Didier Gille (hence the parentheses around “auto”) this book has recently been republished with a new and more historically illuminating title, Une vie de combats. De l’antifascisme à l’hypnose “A Life of Combat. From Antifascism to Hypnosis.”

	58 Not a nation state, lacking any ethnic homogeneity, “Litvakie” as it is rendered in French, Chertok, Stengers, and Gille point out, was a region identified as an entity only by Jewish people, encompassing elements of East Poland, Bielorussia, Lithuania, and Latvia. In their history of the Litvaks, Minczeles, Plasseraud, and Pourchier attribute the emergence of “Litvakie” as a name precisely to Chertok. See Henri Minczeles, Yves Plasseraud, and Suzanne Pourchier, Les Litvaks: L’héritage universel d’un monde juif disparu (Paris: La Découverte, 2008).

	59 See Chapter 1.

	60 Chertok offers a brief review of the history and literature on the use of hypnosis as analgesic in the first chapter of Le non-savoir des psy and also in an article written for L’Evolution psychiatrique, published in 1976 “Douleur et hypnose” (reprinted in Chertok La relation médécin-patient op. cit.). On Esdaile, see Sudip Bhattacharya, The English, Disease, and Medicine in Colonial Bengal, 1617-1847 (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars, 2014).

	61 Didier Gille and Isabelle Stengers, from the preface to Chertok, Le non-savoir des psy, p. 12. The experimental laboratory, from this point of view, then becomes a place not of demonstration but of a controlled “showing,” that is to say, not something that is subject to a procedure necessary for proof (“demonstration”) but rather something that is exhibited as existing beyond the fact/artifact distinction (“showing” translates the French term “monstration” here).

	62 One of the interesting points of contrast between Chertok and Roustang is that the latter seemed rather frightened that without a theory, hypnosis would be destined to “no matter what,” a sort of anything goes situation predicated on a cultural difference between America, which might tolerate this, and Europe. On this point, see the introduction to François Roustang, Qu’est-ce que l’hypnose? (Paris: Minuit, 1994).

	63 The tensions between what they call different “regimes of affectation”—lucidity, perplexity, conviction, mobilization—are explored in the final section of Mémoires d’un hérétique and touched on briefly in The Invention of Modern Science.


	64 “Productions of existence” is a notion that is developed in the later sections of The Invention of Modern Science, and it is indexed on an engagement with the work of Chertok and of the ethnopsychiatrist Tobie Nathan.

	65 Although this is, in some ways, the issue for psychoanalysis. See on this the discussion in François Roustang, Un destin si funeste (Paris: Payot, 1976) chapter 4. It’s an issue that Stengers addresses in a slightly different way in her comments on the production of zombies in her preface to Tobie Nathan, Nous ne sommes pas seuls au monde (Paris: Seuil, 2001).

	66 This question of the manner in which one addresses bodies, or more precisely, those living beings—humans in particular—whose experience integrates “having a body” (the question of whether the body has a more than human signification) is of central importance to the construction of the later Cosmopolitics.



	67 There are plenty of discussions of this episode available. Laurence and Perry offer a useful account in Hypnosis, Will, and Memory, as does Crabtree in From Mesmer to Freud.

	68 Mesmer had written a thesis in 1766, Dissertatio physico-medica de planetarum influx, or Physico-medical dissertation on the influence of the planets. François Roustang offers an interesting discussion of the notion of influence, largely free of the ironic tone references to astrology often entail, in his book of the same name. See Roustang, L’Influence (Paris: Minuit, 1990).

	69 The Musée d’Histoire de la Médécine et de la Pharmacie in Lyon holds what is thought to be the last surviving baquet. See http://phototheque.univ-lyon1.fr/user/edit_fichiers.asp?id=10928.

	70 Chertok and Stengers’s discussion begins by noting the particular, and particularly gendered, concern that Mesmerism raised vis-à-vis contemporaneous mores. A secret report written for King Louis noted the special susceptibility of women to Mesmeric crises and, of course, to the seductive charms of the magnetizer. It was said that the Queen herself was a habituée of Mesmeric practice.

	71 Robert Darnton, Mesmerism and the End of the Enlightenment in France (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1968), p. 10.

	72 Social distinctions were operative in Mesmer’s practice more broadly but the point here is that such distinctions were not considered relevant vis-à-vis the effects of the magnetic fluid.

	73 Inventor of the the “Jussieu system” of plant classification, Antoine Laurent de Jussieu’s dissenting report was published in 1784 under the title Rapport de l’un des commissaires chargés par le roi, de l’examen du magnétisme animal.


	74 The original French title of A Critique of Psychoanalytic Reason was Le Coeur et la raison: L’hypnose en question de Lavoisier à Lacan. This title—the first part of which - referencing Pascal might be translated as “Heart and Mind” (Gregory Bateson on the “algorithms of heart and mind”) but is more appropriately and directly rendered as ”Heart and Reason”—flags up more directly the problematic, conflictual relationship between the rational and the “irrational” that Chertok and Stengers engage with and which is, of course, central to the stuttering history outlined in the present book.

	75 In acting in this way, Chertok and Stengers note, the commissioners were effectively perfect Kantians, exercising the right to submit nature to their questions.

	76 It’s important not to forget Stengers’s original training as a chemist. The role of Lavoisier in the history of chemistry is discussed at length in Bensaude-Vincent and Stengers, A History of Chemistry. Chemistry is an important point of reference in the Cosmpolitics essays as well as a crucial speculative resource in, for example, Virgin Mary and the Neutrino where it provides a basis for thinking politics in the ecology of practices.

	77 
A Critique of Psychoanalytic Reason  p. 11 [translation slightly modified].


	78 Stengers, Virgin Mary and the Neutrino.

	79 And to frame the issue here in terms of “repression” would risk a fairly significant bit of question-begging.

	80 From the point of view of the relationship between science and public opinion, see also Bernadette Bensaude-Vincent’s discussion of this episode in La science contre l’opinion: Histoire d’un divorce (Paris: Les Empêcheurs de penser en rond, 2003).

	81 There are, for example, discussions of Mesmer in Doctors and Healers, Virgin Mary and the Neutrino, In Catastrophic Times.

	82 Stengers, Virgin Mary and the Neutrino, Chapter 7.

	83 “The ruminations of common sense” was the subtitle of the first version of Stengers’s recent book on Whitehead, Making Sense in Common: A Reading of Whitehead in Times of Collapse.


	84 The spectacular quality of the “apparatuses” established first around Mesmer’s baquet and subsequently, Charcot’s hysteria have been highlighted by Raymond Bellour in his book Le corps du cinema: Hypnoses, émotions, animalités (Paris: POL, 2009). Georges Didi-Hubermann’s study of the photographic archive of l’Hopital Saltpetriere, The Invention of Hysteria, trans. Alisa Hartz (Cambridge, MA: MIT, 2004) offers confirmation of the dramatic visibility of hysteria in the hands of Charcot.

	85 Including historiographically—a point made in very different ways by Bertrand Meheust, in the “Préalables” section of Le défi du magnetisme and by Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen and Sani Shamisdani, The Freud Files: An Enquiry into the History of Psychoanalysis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).

	86 The interested reader should refer in particular to the first two chapters of A Critique.


	87 In their discussion of the Freud legend, Borch-Jacobsen and Shamdasani have pointed out that he wasn’t the only figure making this kind of claim at the end of the nineteenth century. However, he was, perhaps, the one who succeeded in making everyone forget the controversies surrounding it. See The Freud Files.

	88 Stengers, Cosmopolitics 
II, p. 285.

	89 On this issue and the problematization it involves, see Stengers, “Black Boxes; or, Is Psychoanalysis a Science?” . On varying the terms on which problems are posed, see The Invention of Modern Science and, in a different vein, Thinking with Whitehead introduction.

	90 In some respects Charcot was continuing a trend that Braid (in the 1840s) and then Liébault (in the 1860s) had begun. However, where Liébault and then Bernheim defended a psychological approach, focusing (with Bernheim specifically) on suggestion, Charcot approached hypnosis as a specifically somatic phenomenon, addressed to the body.


	91 On the troubling history of Anna O, see Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen, Remembering Anna O. A Century of Mystification (London: Routledge, 1996).

	92 The analysis that Chertok and Stengers propose of this episode in A Critique of Psychoanalytic Reason builds on a 1968 essay by Chertok, “La découverte du transfert” reprinted in La relation médecin-patient.

	93 Turning to Freud’s metapsychological discussions of the death drive, as Gilles Deleuze does, for example, to search for a transcendental principle operative in the unconscious would, from this point of view, would seem to beg the question concerning the validity of Freud’s psychology.

	94 Chertok and Stengers, A Critique  [page? 61 in the French].

	95 In “The Deceptions of Power,” Stengers questions the Foucauldian reading of the links between psychoanalysis and power, a reading that makes the connection between analysis and the Christian confessional. For Stengers, by contrast, there is nothing especially hidden about the power that Freud aimed at with psychoanalysis. Rather, through the active rationality that he had aimed at with the invention of the transference, Freud had effectively achieved both control and purification in a manner analogous to the power sought by experimenters.

	96 See in this regard their discussion of Freud on telepathy, Chertok and Stengers, A Critique.

	97 It is actually the countertransference that Stengers explores in “The Curse of Tolerance,” and to be more precise, the countertransference as thematized in the work of Georges Devereux.

	98 The link between modern “facts” and fetishes has been addressed in, for example, Emily Apter and William Pietz, Fetishism as Cultural Discourse (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1993). See also the brief discussion of Apter and Pietz in Bruno Latour, On the Modern Cult of Factish Gods (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2010).

	99 This statement is not intended to be analytically precise. But on chickens, see Tobie Nathan’s first essay in the book he cowrote with Stengers, Doctors and Healers, trans. Stephen Muecke (Cambridge: Polity, 2018).

	100 Stengers, The Curse of Tolerance, p. 310. See in the present book the discussion of Octave Mannoni.

	101 “Perplication”—a term Stengers borrows from Gilles Deleuze—is used in Cosmopolitics to refer to the way in which a limit “strips” questions and distinctions of their previous “tranquil differentiations.” It is a term she associates with the singular risks that the critical questioning of knowledge has for her. “Perplexity,” with which it is synonymous here, is not a generality, it’s not part of the tribunal of judgment. Exceeding a limit is not to be denounced, but rather to entail a transformation of the questions one asks. See Cosmopolitics II “Transition to the Limit,” p. 285.


	102 In this context Stengers in fact refers to Tobie Nathan and to Bruno Latour, her “allies” in the cosmopolitical project. With Latour’s work it is the concept of the “factish” that is central to the Cosmopolitics essays. The essay where Latour introduces this concept, The Modern Cult of the Factish God, is organized, in part, around a discussion of Nathan’s work. The latter provides a brief account of the development of ethnopsychiatry in France in the preface to the second edition of his book La folie des autres: Traité d’ethnopsychiatrie Clinique (Paris: Dunod, 2013).

	103 Lavoisier and chemistry figures large in Stengers account of the joining together of science and technique. See Bensaude-Vincent and Stengers, History of Chemistry, chapter 14.

	104 In his shift away from psychoanalysis to hypnosis, François Roustang proposed an account of influence, arguing for it as an indispensable precondition for human freedom, rather than as the regrettable fettering and/or manipulation of such freedom. See Roustang, Influence.

	105 “The Curse of Tolerance,” in Cosmopolitics II, p. 319. It is worth noting, in passing, that for Stengers Devereux is a near “ally” for her—important for addressing “the moderns,” specifically in the way in which laboratory studies of hypnosis (of the kind that want to know whether it is real or merely an artifact) deprive the practitioner of his/her brain, but not so valuable when it comes to addressing the curse of tolerance. On the former, see the discussion in Virgin Mary and the Neutrino, pp. 51–6.

	106 George Devereux, F
rom Anxiety to Method in the B
ehavioral Sciences
,(Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter Mouton, 1967)p. xix.

	107 Ibid., p. xvi.

	108 See the discussion of Devereux and quantum mechanics in Stengers’s preface to Tobie Nathan Nous ne sommes pas seuls au monde (Paris: Seuil, 2001).

	109 Stengers, Cosmpolitics II, p. 318.

	110 The reference here is to Sigmund Freud, Standard Edition 12 “Recommendations to Physicians Practicing Psychoanalysis,” the importance of which is flagged by Roustang and taken up in the preface to Nathan referred to above.

	111 The analyst’s unconscious is, like that of the “native” he works with, “psychically undifferentiated,” that is not subject to the relativistic effects of culture.

	112 Nathan argues that reading coffee grounds is, in this respect, superior to the Rorschach test, in so far as, unlike the latter, it is not directed toward a hypothetical reality of the patient qua subject but constrains the healer to generate material that is relevant to that specific interaction with the patient. See L’Influence qui guérit, pp. 17–18 and the discussion in Stengers, Cosmopolitics II, p. 326.

	113 Which, incidentally, he explores at some length in chapter 7 of his An Enquiry into Modes of Existence, trans. Catherine Porter (Cambridge, MA; Harvard University Press, 2018).


	114 Stengers, Cosmopolitics II, p. 335.

	115 Ibid.

	116 See the discussion of Lucien Hountpakin’s work on the Yoruba “master of the secret” Cosmopolitics II, p. 327.

	117 Jeanne-Paule Honorine Visnelda, better known as Madame Visnelda, was a healer whose renown was such that her death in 1991 was front page news on the island of Réunion. Her practice is discussed at length by Nathan in the first chapter of L’Influence qui guérit.

	118 On this issue, see in particular Sybille de Pury, Comment on dit dans ta langue: Pratiques ethnopsychiatriques (Paris: Les Empêcheurs de penser en rond, 2005).

	119 As well as offering a depiction of a consultation at the Centre George Devereux in The Modern Cult of the Factish God Latour also draws on Nathan in his account of beings of metamorphosis in his compendious Enquiry into Modes of Existence.


	120 Stengers, preface to Nathan Nous ne sommes pas seuls au monde, p. 44.

	121 Stengers, Cosmopolitics II, p. 447.

	122 See in particular the discussion of François Roustang in Chapter 5 of the present book. Roustang’s work, from Qu’est-ce que l’hypnose? onwards is remarkable for its nuanced addressing of hypnotic practice in precisely these terms.

	123 Isabelle Stengers, preface to Melchior, Créer le reel: Hypnose et thérapie, p. 14.

	124 Isabelle Stengers, Réactiver le sens commun: Lecture de Whitehead en temps de debacle, p. 24.

	125 See specifically “Inheriting from Seattle” chapter 1 of Pignarre and Stengers Capitalist Sorcery.

	126 Stengers, In Catastrophic Times, chapter 15 “Artifices.”





OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
NOSLANY “V 1144V AG Q3L ISNVAL
SUTINILS 11134VSI

[ IV ONV JINTTDS
NIIM119 SISONdAH

BLOOMSBURY





OEBPS/xhtml/toc.xhtml


Contents



		Cover


		Half Title


		Series Page


		Title Page


		Dedication


		Table of Contents


		Introduction: Magic Gestures: Stengers, Hypnosis, and the Cultivation of Perplexity


		1 Wounds


		2 A History that Stutters


		3 Lessons from History


		4 Freud’s Coup de Force


		5 It’s Only an Artifact?


		6 Thinking Therapeutic Techniques?


		Index


		Copyright Page







Page List



		i


		ii


		iii


		v


		vi


		vii


		1


		2


		3


		4


		5


		6


		7


		8


		9


		10


		11


		12


		13


		14


		15


		16


		17


		18


		19


		20


		21


		22


		23


		24


		25


		26


		27


		28


		29


		30


		31


		32


		33


		34


		35


		36


		37


		38


		39


		40


		41


		42


		43


		44


		45


		46


		47


		48


		49


		50


		51


		52


		53


		54


		55


		56


		57


		58


		59


		60


		61


		62


		63


		64


		65


		66


		67


		68


		69


		70


		71


		72


		73


		74


		75


		76


		77


		78


		79


		80


		81


		82


		83


		84


		85


		86


		87


		88


		89


		90


		91


		92


		93


		94


		95


		96


		97


		98


		99


		100


		101


		102


		103


		104


		105


		106


		107


		108


		109


		110


		111


		112


		113


		114


		115


		116


		117


		118


		119


		120


		121


		122


		123


		124


		125


		126


		127


		128


		129


		130


		131


		132


		133


		134


		135


		136


		137


		138


		139


		140


		141


		142


		143


		144


		145


		146


		147


		148


		149


		150


		151


		152


		153


		154


		155


		156


		157


		158


		159


		160


		161


		162


		iv







Guide



		Cover


		Half Title


		Series


		Title Page


		Dedication


		Table of Contents


		Body Contents


		Index


		Copyright Page








OEBPS/images/logo.jpg
LOOMSBURY ACADEMIC

N G SR e S P





