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Ajay: 

So you were talking about how you got into therapy and what 
therapy is — how it works and your thoughts about it.

Anouchka: 

I’m always interested in the fantasy of what a therapist is. I suppose 
if you’re going to become a therapist, you’ve probably got your own 
version of that.  I get really fascinated by it, like when you see a 
therapist in a film or on television, say in Charlie and the Chocolate 
Factory or Austin Powers. Those sorts of representations of therapists 
are everywhere, aren’t they? You also have the long, big ones, which 
I don’t know so much about because I mostly hate watching TV, 
but things like The Sopranos, or In Treatment — those more complex 
portrayals.  With this thing of becoming a therapist, it almost seems 
that if you think you could be one  then you probably shouldn’t be. 
It’s like they say about politicians. You should be stopped.  So it’s 
only the slightly reluctant people who get through.  

Before I trained I had loads of fantasies about what would change 
during the training, like what training would mean. It definitely 
hinged on all sorts of really stupid things like clothes — I thought I 
wouldn’t be able to dress the same way once I became a therapist. 
It was the whole nun idea — that once you took your vows that 
would be it, you would give up your clothes and you would dress 
like a kind of posh pilgrim. My friend, who is an analyst, told me I’d 
have to buy an Armani suit. I think I seriously believed that there 
would be a sort of transformation, and I suppose that is like the nun 

thing. At some point I wouldn’t be so caught up with trappings of 
life, or something like that.  There would be something you’d let go 
of in the course of your treatment and your training.  You would 
come out a totally different person, and this different person would 
be more contained and in control of themselves, less captivated by 
idiotic worldly phenomena.

Maybe it isn’t completely untrue, but it definitely isn’t completely 
true either.  I really like comedy depictions of shrinks. Like Frasier. 
Or there’s a brilliant therapist in Smack the Pony. That’s one of my 
favourites — she’s a totally self-absorbed numbskull. But I seem to 
enjoy those portrayals of therapists as people who are pretending to 
be all sorts of things they can’t possibly get away with. They’ve got 
this veneer of calm, and the comedy always hinges on the idea of 
what’s behind the pose.  A therapist is almost necessarily a ridiculous 
person because there’s always going to be that schism between 
who they pretend to be in their work and who they actually are. 
We’re always going to be…I don’t know…basically idiotic.  We’re 
propelled by our drives and pushed around by our unconsciouses.  
But, unlike a proper person, we’re supposedly pretending we’re not. 
At least during sessions.

So that was a really scary part of the training. What was it going 
to be? What was going to happen? Is it really going to happen? Was 
I going to have to pretend it had happened? And how is it going to 
manifest itself? I think that some of the different trainings cultivate 
that kind of fantasy much more than others.  With the Lacanian one, 
they didn’t really cultivate it at all.  After coming to talk to you at 
Mind that day somebody told me about a woman who had been 
in training … Was it even you who told me?  Somebody had been 
doing a psychotherapy training and she was also a jazz singer. Her 
tutor or her supervisor apparently said, ‘You really have to choose. 
You cannot be a jazz singer and a psychotherapist’.  That was such a 
scary story. What does it mean? I hope it’s not true. What does that 
supervisor think a therapist is? And, as I understood it, it wasn’t 
because she was getting too many bookings as a singer. It was more 
to do with her identity as a therapist. Like, ‘Oh my God, what if one 
of your patients saw you singing?!’
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It does seem to be a common idea or fantasy — that there will be 
certain things you won’t be able to do once you become a therapist 
because if people saw you doing them they’d know that you wanted 
things, that you had fantasies, that you were problematic.  So all of that 
stuff would have to stop.  I have a therapist friend who used to flip out 
in the queue for the cinema because he didn’t want his patients to know 
that he went to see all the lame blockbusters. But you can’t deny that 
you’re human. But you also can’t deny that the training does actually 
change you somehow. So there is some truth in the fantasy — there is a 
transformation, there is a role that you have to come to embody.  You 
can’t just be whatever you were before, but the thing you turn into is 
very uncertain and you won’t know when it’s happened.  

  You know about this whole business with ‘the Pass’ and this idea 
that you’d have to say what had happened to you on your training 
in order to qualify.

Ajay: 

Say some more about that.

Anouchka: 
Just that it was an idea of Lacan’s. I think some training organisations 
in the UK use it, don’t they? The Site go in for ‘the Pass’ even though 
they’re not a totally Lacanian organisation.  The idea was that you’d 
give a kind of no-holds-barred account of what had happened in your 
analysis, what had changed for you. You’d talk in front of a panel 
about the subjective effects on you. You’d need to be able to articulate 
all of that, so it’s quite a contentious thing, especially in Lacanian 
analysis. It’s not at all the point to go through your analysis and be 
able to say everything perfectly. You may not necessarily know why 
there were certain effects. Things get triggered for reasons that it can 
be difficult to name. A patient might not know why the fact that their 
analyst said this or that made such a difference to them. They might 
not attribute any importance to it at all. And their analyst might be 
wrong to attribute the importance they attribute to it. When I was in 
my post-training analysis I had what felt like a blinding revelation 

while I was cycling back down the Old Kent Road. I remember it was 
as if all the strands in my life had somehow converged. It was like the 
fulcrum of all my experiences in analysis. But by the time I got home 
I couldn’t remember the specifics of it. Nothing. Come to think of it, 
isn’t that often one of the first signs of madness? I felt super-lucid and 
sane, which is always a bad sign. So, basically, my analysis made me 
much madder, which could be considered both good and bad. 

Anyhow, the idea isn’t to come out the other end in a state of 
perfect mental hygiene, and then explain to everybody else precisely 
how it came about. ‘The Pass’ could never be that, it would always 
be something else.  You’d have to be able to say something quite 
particular about your own subjectivity, your symptoms, and maybe 
about your modes of enjoyment and your identifications.  There’d 
be no right or wrong about it.

Having said that, the thing that would be least likely to be 
considered ‘right’ would be to come out the other side saying, 
‘Everything’s brilliant, I’ve sorted it all out and now I’m totally 
fine’.  Then you’d fail.  But if you had something quite personal to 
say then maybe that would be good. It’s something more like that.  
It’s not an exam where you repeat knowledge back to an examiner, 
but instead you develop your own lexicon and your own form of 
knowledge, and then you’re able to say something about it - which 
doesn’t mean you’re able to kind of give a blow-by-blow account 
and totally theorise it in a watertight way.

I know it might all sound a bit ‘feel the Force’, but I think it’s 
basically good.  It’s exactly like that thing we were talking about 
before, about sense and nonsense, which seems to be at the root of 
psychoanalysis;  the intersection of sense and nonsense and what 
you can do with that.  But it does make it very strange. Like the whole 
question of training and who gets allowed in. I do lots of interviews 
for the CFAR training and it’s really interesting to see what people 
say.  It’s not like being on The Apprentice, where you turn up and you 
say, ‘I’m the best and I can sell anything to anyone. Just watch me 
go!’  If anyone says that they’re pretty much straight out the door. 
Still, sometimes people do. It’s amazing.  Instead we look for the 
kind of hesitant person who admits to having holes in what they 
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know, and to  experiencing doubt. But also someone who doesn’t 
seem to get into a massive, neurotic spiral around that, but who can 
bear uncertainty and hesitation. Those are the ones who tend to do 
well, or at least to get let through or be encouraged to train.

So it’s different to other fields in that way — you’re not expected 
to sell yourself in any direct way, you know, because what would 
you be selling?  You haven’t really got anything to sell, and you kind 
of have to know that.  As a therapist, it’s more that somebody comes 
along wanting to do something with you and you try to let them do 
it, or make it possible for them to do it. And then they go away. It’s 
not that you have a brilliant thing to offer, that you come to them 
with it and try and to reel them in.  

I get really interested in the whole gender thing with 
psychoanalysis. There’s a brilliantly cheesy book about shrinks 
and money. It’s American. All these different people have written 
chapters about making a living as a therapist and how difficult 
it is because, you know, you have to get paid by people who 
are suffering and it can all seem really seedy and horrible.  But 
they were saying in some of the essays that, because women are 
indoctrinated into being selfless and caring, it’s often more difficult 
for us to make a living.  

Maybe the fantasy of what a therapist is changes over time as 
well.   I mean historically. I suppose the Freudians and the very early 
post-Freudians were one thing — they all had different reputations 
and different ways of being and it was all quite wild and new.  
But then there was a kind of battening down after Freud, and all 
this sort of professionalisation and regulation. I suppose it had to 
happen that way.  You also had the idea of the therapist occupying 
this high place; on the one hand they’re a scientist and on the other 
they’re a kind of literary shaman figure. In other words, they’re 
this very weird type of figure that falls between a lot of categories, 
but it seems that in between all those categories you might stumble 
across a very sort of elevated place. There appears to have been 
some idea that all those psychoanalysts in the 1940s were really 
special people who deserved to be paid lots of money and shown 
lots of respect.  Maybe because of all the attacks on Freud in the 

‘70s and ‘80s it’s a very reduced position these days. I really think 
that reduced position suits the profession and it’s a good thing.  If 
you imagine that there are big material rewards to be had from the 
work…I’m not convinced it encourages people to work well, or 
brings in the right sort of people.

There’s this amazing therapist. Have you seen the film called 
Some Kind of Monster, about Metallica?  Have you seen it?

Ajay: 

Yes.

Anouchka:

And they get a therapist to come for $10,000 a week to sit in their 
recording sessions because there are four of them and they’re all … 
no there’s three of them and the producer … and they’re all really 
developing bad relationships with each other. They’re falling apart 
and they can’t keep the work going so they have this guy called Dr 
Phil to come and help them. He’s a very self-important and really 
entitled kind of guy.  When they say they don’t need him anymore 
he argues with them that they do. He’s changed his whole life, like 
he’s moved his whole family to a different city for this $10,000 a 
week job with Metallica, and when it’s over he doesn’t exactly go 
gracefully.  It’s comical because he’s been brought in as this super-
expert.  He’s going to solve everybody’s problems with each other.  
He actually does though. They stop hating each other and start 
hating him instead. But he keeps trying to hang in there. It’s really 
shameful, like I feel really ashamed of being a therapist when I see 
things like that.  The whole business of being modest seems good 
to me. If everybody basically thinks therapists are a bit stupid then 
that’s good, that helps to keep the therapists in their place.

Ajay: 

So do you think a therapist has to have more than one job, or another 
way of making a living?
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Anouchka:

That’s such a good question. I think there are some trainings where 
they explicitly say that to people, that it’s a side line vocation, not a 
job. I always wondered about that because of that question of how 
immersed you are in it and the number of people you see and how 
much the work itself teaches you.  I mean, if you see lots of different 
people experiencing lots of different things then you have a kind of, I 
don’t know, a breadth to your practice that you wouldn’t have if you 
were only seeing three people. So there seem to be real advantages of 
just throwing yourself in and accepting that this is what you do.  The 
more patients you have the less sucked in you are by each case.  You 
know that thing of the trainings where you have to see two patients 
for 18 months each, but you can only be seeing two at any one time. 
Is that right?  I think it’s not like that the Guild [of Psychotherapists]. 
You can be seeing more than two.

Ajay:

You can see more.

Anouchka:

Yes exactly. I think at the Institute [of Psychoanalysis] it’s two and only 
two, and if one of them drops out you’re back to square one — you’ve 
got to start again, so you’re always desperately trying to keep them.

Ajay:

That’s the same in the Guild.

Anouchka:

I suppose it’s the same at CFAR, except at least if you’re seeing 
four rather than two you’ve got double the chances of two of them 
making it through to the end.  It’s hard when there aren’t very many 
people that you’re working with and you have to make them stick. 
You care so much about the individual sessions and the individual 

cases. There’s a real spotlight on what happened with that 
particular person on that particular day. It’s totally different when 
you’re seeing more people and it’s more spread out. If someone 
wants to leave it’s probably better if it doesn’t affect whether or 
not you can qualify, or earn a living. Once you’ve finished your 
training you can let people go much more on their terms, not yours.  
Obviously in the different therapeutic orientations that could be 
understood in lots of different ways. With the Object Relations 
lot, letting people go too easily is really, really frowned on. It can 
almost seem like the whole point in the work is to keep it going, 
to keep the person there and to see more, find out more. If they 
want to leave then obviously that becomes central to the meaning 
of what’s going on, and the subject of their leaving has to be made 
into the main thing.  But people can find that kind of treatment very 
persecutory — I certainly did — and the way it links to economics 
is really problematic.  It’s the Dr Phil thing. If the therapist doesn’t 
want you to leave and you’re paying half that therapist’s mortgage 
then, frankly, what is their insistence on your continuing really to 
do with?

So, yes, I think there’s something about having a really big 
practice, and that being all you do, that’s actually potentially helpful 
both to the patients and to you. Each person won’t take on a kind of 
incredible value for you. Plus you’ll be more likely to have seen people 
go through analogous things sometimes. But, more importantly, you 
won’t get into these kind of sticky, clingy situations. You can offer 
people a greater freedom in the treatment.  If you’re depending on 
them that’s a terrible thing. If there are more of them then you’re 
much less dependent, so it’s a better relation. At least that’s how it 
goes with me.

Ajay:

Is there anyone you wouldn’t see?

Anouchka:

Yes. I’ve had a really bad reaction sometimes to women who are 
hateful towards other women, and rivalrous. I especially can’t bear 
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it when they think a certain man is in love with them, a man with a 
partner, and they ‘know’ that the man’s partner is rubbish that the 
man isn’t really in love with her. They’re totally convinced that the 
man prefers them to the partner. I cannot work with that narrative 
and I know it’s all to do with my Oedipal stuff; it’s all to do with my 
relationship with my sister and my mother.  But it freaks me out so 
much, and I have so little sympathy for the person telling it, that I 
just know it wouldn’t be any good for them if I took them on.  So I 
just refer them to someone else immediately.

Maybe because I work on my own at home there have been some 
male patients sometimes who I’ve felt slightly frightened of, but 
that doesn’t necessarily make me not want to work with them.  I’ve 
sometimes been frightened of people at first, but then it’s proven to 
be absolutely fine. I suppose if I hear too much of an alarm bell at 
the first meeting then I’d refer them to a male analyst.  But it’s the 
hateful, rivalrous woman who is the clearest one to me, the one I just 
know I can’t really go near.  It’s a big failing of mine.  Maybe I should 
think that the sign I’ve actually started to learn something, or that 
I’ve been through a proper transformative process, would be when 
somebody turns up with a thing like that and I’m really interested 
in them; I like it and take them on.  Actually, yes, maybe that could 
even be becoming slightly more likely these days.

There are people who might initially seem a bit boring.  I always 
like that kind of problem. Or people who make you feel a bit sleepy. 
Or ones who don’t seem like your type, or who you would never 
meet in the rest of your life.  I always like it when those people 
turn up, and I just want to work with them and find out what their 
thing is.

But the thing that’s difficult is that if there’s going to be a real 
problem with the person it’s not necessarily going to come to the 
surface in their first, second, third or even fourth session.  I mean, if 
it comes out later you might realise that it was actually flagged up 
right at the beginning — they were totally telling you about it from 
the very start.  I have had a couple of instances with people where, 
once I’ve got into the work with them, I’ve realised that it’s really not 
the right kind of thing for them or for me. I’m not the right person 

for them. Maybe they’re trying to do things with me that just can’t 
go anywhere. When I was newer at the work I was really disturbed 
by that kind of thing. 

I don’t know if you get better at spotting it in the first place, or 
you get better at actually doing the work differently so it never goes 
to the big time, shitty places.  A few things have happened since I’ve 
been doing this work, things that could really make you want to give 
up.  It can go to places that you just don’t ever want to go. I suppose 
there are people who won’t let you be. It can’t just be that there’s 
them and there’s you.  They can’t let it be a …I don’t know…a cool 
transaction.  They have to turn it into something else, something 
really painful and impossible. I guess that’s compelling in itself. Of 
course there are always going to be people who are going to want to 
do that. You can see why it’s an interesting thing to do.  But when it’s 
being done to you can’t live with it. Well, I couldn’t.

Maybe I wasn’t really prepared for all that. I don’t know if people 
have spoken about things like that on your training, but I felt like 
I hadn’t heard too much about it.  Although, with hindsight, I see 
that people actually were trying to warn us. There was some old, 
eminent analyst who spoke about an erotomanic woman who was 
always on his case, sending him love letters and totally assuming he 
loved her back. She’d even book tickets for them to go on holiday 
together. So maybe analysts do talk about it all the time, but until 
it happens to you, you just don’t know how much it’s going to fry 
your head.

Ajay:

Would you describe yourself as a Lacanian and how has Lacanian 
thought influenced how you see your vocation?

Anouchka:

I would call myself a Lacanian. But I do find Lacanians really spooky 
sometimes, or I find that world really weird because of the fact that 
there’s this central figure who people are really kind of in love 
with; they’re mad about that guy. I’ve heard of people in Lacanian 
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supervision being told, ‘All you’re there for is to perpetuate Lacan’s 
teaching. Just remember that!’

I find that side of it pretty revolting. On the training sometimes 
you’d ask a question and the answer would come back. ‘As Lacan 
said, “da da da da”,’ and it wouldn’t be an answer to the question.  
It would be total tautology.  That world does bring out that tendency 
among certain people. It’s horrific because it’s anti-thought and anti-
freedom and I hate it.  But alongside that there’s the whole anti-
normative thing, which I love; the idea that any outcome can be 
entertained, that there’s not a consistent result you’re aiming at with 
every patient. I know it’s not really fair to say it, but in CBT the 
person comes in and they’ve got a problem and you want them to 
go out without the problem.  That’s quite simple and you can see it 
makes sense, at least as an idea.  

But I prefer the Lacanian thing, this idea that there are numerous 
possible outcomes and all of them are valid. It’s just down to what 
the person can make of it. The patient is called on to be quite 
inventive and open-minded … to produce a ‘cure’ of their own. In 
that sense I’d definitely call myself Lacanian.  I suppose I did find 
some of the other schools quite bossy, like I do find the Kleinian/
Object Relations schools pretty bossy and normative sometimes. At 
least that was my experience of it in therapy, both times — I know 
they don’t see themselves that way though. But the idea that there’s 
a proper object relation that’s really, really good and all other forms 
of relating are a bit suspect, a bit lesser — that’s the  stuff I find really 
objectionable. I totally came across that sort of thing in therapy and 
I didn’t like it and I didn’t find it helpful.  So this other thing that, 
you know, could be odd, but as long as you can bear to inhabit that 
oddness then you’re on your way to a cure — I find that brilliant.

I never know how homogenous cultural messages really are. I 
suppose there are some that are right across the board: ‘Success is 
important’, ‘Beauty is important’, ‘Happiness is important and you 
must be cheerful otherwise you’re bad.’  But of course culture is much 
more complex than that and there are lots of other things going on 
that you can tap into that contradict all that, and that’s excellent. 
Therapy has to be as complex as culture, rather than trying to simplify 

something.  But maybe that’s quite difficult to explain to people if 
they come in and say, ‘What’s this going to give me?’ There’s not a 
quick answer. You can’t say, ‘It will make you happier.’ Your answer 
has to be difficult, like the world. But I think the thing that’s amazing 
is that a lot of people not only accept difficult ideas, but can really see 
the point in them. They don’t come to talk to someone because they 
want to be fixed. They don’t just want the lid to go back on so they 
can get on with functioning and fitting in. So you could say that this 
counter-intuitive, paradoxical, difficult stuff is really awful, and why 
would anybody go for it?  But, actually, I think people often really like 
it, and really see how it can be helpful.

Ajay:

What sort of things do people come asking for?

Anouchka:

Usually there will be what the post-Freudians used to call the ‘actual 
neurosis’ or the problem in their life; their partner is behaving a 
certain way, or they’re having an affair, or they can’t do the work 
they want to do, they have to do all this other work that they hate. 
All those sort of life frustrations bring people to therapy. Very often, 
in the beginning, it’s just about trying to process something around 
that.  But I suppose if people have chosen psychoanalytic therapy 
it’s because they don’t just want to be told, ‘Well if that’s the job 
you want, then apply for forty different versions of it and one of 
them is bound to come off’. They want to look at the whole picture. 
They want to see how the things that make them suffer can be linked 
back to their family histories.  They want things to be threaded 
back through their lives. But also, this is the other thing I love about 
Lacanian analysis, there a broader cultural interest. Political even. 
The fact that you’re not just saying, ‘Oh poor you, your mummy did 
this, and now it’s all going badly for you’. You’re definitely prepared 
to take the world into account. Lacan’s Moebius strip idea, or the 
inside/outside thing, is something you have to take seriously. It’s 
not just about an individual and what they turn up with.  It’s about 



20 21

Come in, Go away mindcraft - a series of interviews by Ajay Khandelwal

the intersection between the world and that individual and how 
they manage it, how they play it. Like, the effects of neoliberalism 
on people aren’t a side issue, they’re serious. 

Also, people come with one thing, don’t they, and they outline 
it and it all sounds really, really bad and a perfectly valid reason to 
go into therapy, but then a couple of months later they say, ‘Oh, and 
there’s this other thing. It’s just a stupid thing I thought I should 
mention it now that I’m here.’ And that ‘stupid thing’ is the thing.  It’s 
super fascinating, it goes to the heart of everything. It ties all sorts 
of things together.  But that’s so often the thing that’s presented as 
secondary. ‘By the way, I self-harm/had sex with my brother/am in 
thousands of pounds of debt.’

It’s incredible.  Those are all the sorts of things that those early 
analysts were noticing, without any kind of huge back catalogue of 
cases to refer to.  But, yes, it’s so often true. I think I heard about 
that sort of thing when I was training and just sort of thought, 
‘Yeah, right.’ A lot of those clichés about psychoanalysis turn out 
to be true.

Ajay:

I was just wondering about any sort of technical aspects, your 
thoughts about things like the frame or the length of a session, and 
how you think about those sorts of things. 

Anouchka:

I do a mixture of variable length sessions and fixed-length sessions. 
But I think the thing that’s good about variable length sessions is that 
stuff doesn’t get so lost. You see that happen all the time when you go 
in for the full fifty minutes. When I’m doing the fixed-length thing, 
somebody might say something that seems incredibly interesting 
and important in the middle, and then they go off on a tangent and 
it gets forgotten. I think there is something really good about being 
able to freeze on a certain moment. It’s so boring, the taxi meter 
idea; you’ve got this much money, which buys you this much time, 
and you can use that time as well or as badly as you want. If you 

know what it is in advance then you can be silent for 48 minutes and 
speak for two — that’s your choice. But if you don’t know when the 
therapist is going to end it, then, well, you haven’t got that choice, 
and you deserve that choice because you’re the customer.  All those 
norms around transactions can be quite stultifying. I very much like 
the idea that it doesn’t have to be that way.  But I also see that there’s 
a really big problem if the therapist has all the power to end the 
session whenever they feel like it — although, actually, they don’t 
have all the power because the other person can just leave whenever 
they want to. I much prefer the idea that it’s a volatile transaction 
and it’s not straightforward, not just buying a block of time. Why 
should time be considered the commodity that’s for sale? Surely 
nobody actually thinks that’s the central promise of psychoanalysis: 
‘Here’s a well-delineated piece of time for you’.  It’s something else.  
So just be frank about the fact that it’s something else. Of course 
people argue that the unconscious needs time to reveal itself, but 
why fifty minutes?

But yes, back to that thing of the ‘powerful therapist’, why would 
anybody trust a Lacanian? If you can get £50 for doing two minutes 
of work, rather than 50, then what on earth would induce you to do 
50? But obviously that’s a stupid question. It presumes that analysts 
are villains, and their patients are idiots. It’s not at all relevant to 
real life. Still, I think it probably was a bit of a problem with Lacan. 
Or maybe not a problem, just an ‘interesting’ thing. If you read a 
biography you see that he bought a very nice summerhouse shortly 
after developing the idea of variable length sessions. Perhaps it truly 
was, in part, a cunning way to pack more patients in, and therefore 
to make more money. But those people obviously wanted to see him, 
and thought it was worth it otherwise they wouldn’t have carried 
on. Still, I do understand that it’s a problematic thing and I know 
you can’t just go, ‘Oh, but everything’s problematic in the practice of 
psychoanalysis, so we have to let everything happen, because that’s 
just what therapy is.  It’s so wild and crazy, you know.’

Therapy organisations get really excited about the new forms of 
proposed regulation being just terrible for psychotherapy.  It’s very 
difficult to explain it to people who aren’t involved in the work. It’s 
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hard to see what the problem is unless you’re a practitioner and you 
really, really know the kinds of things that go on. It can look like 
a bunch of therapists just defending the possibility of being crap, 
without the risk of being challenged on it. But, basically, if you 
try to apply certain kinds of regulatory ideas to the practice they 
will always kill the practice, or stop it being psychoanalysis, or 
psychotherapy. The nuances or complexities in the work would be 
weeded out by these lists of rules.

Still, on the one hand you’ve got the threat of inappropriate rules, 
but on the other you’ve got these quite good codes of ethics set up 
by individual organisations. They can be quite open … there’s quite 
a lot of leeway, but there are some things that are always very, very 
clear. Like you definitely don’t have sex with your patients, you 
don’t get involved in business dealings with them, you don’t talk 
about them at dinner parties, all that sort of stuff.  So those things 
seem absolutely fine and we can all live with that form of regulation.  
But these other forms of regulation, like letting the person know 
how you think the treatment is going, always feeding back to them 
about where things might go, always checking that they’re okay and 
that they feel safe — that’s not psychoanalysis anymore. We’re not 
doing our work properly if we’re doing that sort of stuff. Discomfort 
and uncertainty are part of the work — they have to be.  But what 
if you let a session end in a state of discomfort and uncertainty and 
the person goes and kills themselves?  Maybe that is, in part, your 
fault.  So what can we do about that? Certainly not try to get rid 
of all uncertainty for all patients at all times.  That’s obviously not 
the answer. You have to try to exercise tact with people who are 
suffering, but you can’t save everyone from everything. There has 
to be the possibility of a certain amount of confusion and perplexity 
in the work, otherwise you’re just providing an artificial comforter.

I sometimes think about having to explain myself to a judge, to 
explain my profession: ‘Why did you do this? Why are you working 
in that way with that person? What do you think you’re doing?’  I do 
feel that if I went into that sort of system I’d be fucked.  I wouldn’t 
be able to justify it.  You can sort of try and you can kind of hope, 
but there’s nothing very watertight you can say about exactly what 

it is you’re trying to do with people. You can fall back on quite 
sentimental things — that therapy helped you, or you’ve seen how 
therapy helps lots of people.  But it’s not certain that it’s going to help 
any new person who comes in through your door, or anybody who 
asks to be helped. So in a sense you’re always offering something 
that you can’t realistically offer. It’s like marriage. You have to make 
lots of promises you can’t possibly know you’ll keep. 

The good/bad thing in therapy seems very … I don’t know 
… when I start to think about that I feel like my brain is going to 
implode. You have to admit as a practitioner that you’re a bit good 
and a bit bad.  It seems that people, especially trainees (or at least 
you get to hear more about it from them) suffer a lot when they think 
they’ve said the wrong thing, or they’ve done the wrong thing, or 
they’ve been a bad practitioner. The idea of being a terrible therapist 
is so haunting for anybody decent who does the work. They’re going 
to be absolutely terrorised, in some part, by the idea of being bad at 
that work and what that would mean.

Ajay:

Yet people come back.

Anouchka:

Yes, they come back, exactly, but I find that so mysterious sometimes.  
Sometimes I do a session and I really feel like I’ve let the person down, or 
that I’ve been terrible. But very often it won’t be anything in that session 
that will annoy them.  It’ll be absolutely fine, but it’ll be something 
else that you didn’t think much of — they’ll come back another week 
and tell you you did a pretty appalling thing.  But it’s incredible when 
you go on a long holiday and people reappear when you’re back. It 
sometimes seems amazing to me that that happens. I can’t understand 
it.  But I find it very moving that people put their faith in this thing to 
make something different for them, to make something better.

I think the risk of the humblebrag is quite big for people in our 
profession: ‘It’s not me it’s them. It’s not anything I do. There’s nothing 
special about me.’  You have to empty yourself out. You have to not 
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think you’re great. You need to be kind nothingy, but you have to be 
nothingy in the right way. So there’s a risk with all the humble stuff 
that it’s the biggest fucking boast in the world, isn’t it? That’s like with 
the training applicants.  There’s almost a style they adopt. They know 
that the thing to do isn’t to turn up and show off. It’s better to appear 
a bit cowering, weak and doubtful and, yes, we’ll love that. ‘Brilliant, 
you seem flakey enough to be a therapist! Come in!’

Ajay:

What are your thoughts about analysts taking care of themselves?

Anouchka:

Oh yes, I was so interested in what your friend Priya Commander 
said about there being a great deal of concealed poverty among 
analysts.  I thought it was really true and very astute. When I was 
seeing training patients I used to panic about the stripy housing 
benefit envelope arriving during their session and them realising 
what a precarious financial state I was in. I thought they’d leave me 
if they knew. It’s easy to say that you don’t have to present an image 
of perfection, but you don’t want your patients to be worrying 
about you. I’ve never taken a day off work for illness, I just keep 
going if I have a cold, but I do try to look after myself. It’s terrible 
if you’re feeling really sleepy because you haven’t had enough rest. 
If you’re working too hard you might feel that you’re not helping 
people very much. You’re too exhausted to care. You need to eat and 
you need to have slept and you need to be alright, on some level, in 
order to do the work.  But then I do know of people who have lost 
their homes, whose lives have been in absolute disarray, and they 
carry on practising. In those times, perhaps, their practice does a 
lot for them and it kind of keeps them safe.  And they do actually 
manage to be an alright therapist. Better than alright. But I bet if 
their patients knew they were sleeping on friends’ floors and that 
their life was in meltdown they’d be horrified.  At the clinic where I 
used to volunteer people would say to me, ‘Oh you’re alright. You 
get paid to do this.’ I was doing it for free. But it was like, ‘You’re OK 

because you’re in that responsible position, so you it must follow, 
therefore, that everything’s fine for you’. It’s so often not true. Like if 
your marriage breaks down…I mean mine broke down and I didn’t 
miss anybody’s session.  You just keep working, whatever it is. 

In some organisations’ Codes of Ethics there are things about 
turning yourself in if you’re too ill.  Maybe if you’ve got a serious 
illness like cancer, but also if your anxiety levels are too high or 
something like that. You ought to know when you’re unfit to be 
working with other people.  But, say, if you’re having a psychotic 
episode you might not know.  How would you know and who 
would tell you? It’s a frightening thought. So yes, therapists need 
to look after themselves.  But they don’t need to have everything 
sorted.  You sometimes hear about those Fitness to Practice things 
that freak everybody out. It’s another regulatory idea. You have to 
be Fit to Practice, but what does that really mean? It’s a bit 1984. It’s 
like therapists have to have no bad thoughts, they have to have a 
very impeccable relationship with alcohol and they have to only tell 
jokes that could never offend anyone, ever. It seems a lot to ask. The 
people who are able to sustain that appearance aren’t necessarily 
going to be the best therapists.  It is quite interesting, isn’t it, the way 
that a lot of the bad, naughty people, like the Masud Khan or Lacan 
types, are often the ones that patients speak so highly of. People will 
say about them, from a distance, ‘Oh, they were bastards or they had 
affairs, they took money which they shouldn’t have taken’.  But very 
often those are the ones who were absolutely beloved. I don’t know 
if it’s a sort of Rasputin-like charismatic, scary, psychotic effect. But 
maybe even Rasputin was a very good faith healer. 

Yes all that stuff…that’s where it gets really murky, like the way 
proper crazy people can be brilliant for other people. They can be 
incredibly insightful and can say things that really help people. 
I sometimes hear people speak very highly of a shaman that 
they’ve met in Cornwall, for instance.  They might be very good at 
incarnating things for other people, or having an effect on people.  
But perhaps sometimes in a slightly uncontrolled way. It’s the wish 
with psychoanalysts and therapists that they’ll be able to deal with 
all those hard, human things,  but in a controlled and trained way 
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and that will make it safe.  I suppose the safety thing is the whole 
thing isn’t it, how to make it safe, because everybody knows it’s 
fundamentally not safe. Those interpersonal effects are all quite 
unpredictable.  So you have to make it as safe as possible, but you 
can’t make it too safe because then it won’t be itself anymore.

Ajay:

You mentioned your first marriage breaking down.

Anouchka:

It probably shouldn’t have happened in the first place … it wasn’t 
something that made it break down later, it’s just that it was broken 
from the start.  I know it’s really easy to say that afterwards.  But 
actually, yes, in terms of that transformation thing, I suppose I was 
living a sort of compromised life when I went into training. When I 
went into analysis there was a situation which just didn’t feel right 
and I didn’t really know why it didn’t feel right, but it didn’t seem 
possible to resolve it. There were huge differences between my 
husband and me in terms of ideas about how to be, or how to live, or 
whatever.  But just so, so huge that we just couldn’t bridge that gap. 
I’d feel like such a fake if I was living in that marriage and speaking 
to other people about their love problems.  I suppose one day you 
just have to let it break…maybe. He was somebody who just made 
me so angry, and I made him so angry, and I’d never really been in 
an angry situation like that. I haven’t since either. It didn’t feel like 
me, but obviously it was me. I really chose that person, and really 
went into that thing on purpose.  But we brought out such horrible 
feelings in each other, and maybe there’s something compelling about 
that. It was something quite new to me, and unexpected. It would 
erupt into physical fights sometimes. There were a couple of times 
in public that, you know, some sort of violence erupted between us, 
and even a time when the police came over. It was in the street near 
our house. I wasn’t on the training at that stage, that was an earlier 
part of the marriage.  But while it was happening it seemed like an 

alien had taken over my life.  Things were happening in my life that 
I just had no precedent for and had never been around, didn’t know 
about. I couldn’t recognise myself as a person that that stuff would 
happen to. It was unbelievable to me.

There was another quite weird thing going on. We were really, 
really poor. Living on benefits. It was a disaster.  But after the biggest, 
biggest physical fight we’d ever had, the next day I got a £50,000 
book deal,. We were signing on and living on just nothing. It was all 
a total mess.  And then this huge amount of money came in. That’s 
when I went into analysis with a Lacanian properly for the first time. 
That was the start of thinking that something had to be very, very 
different. Psychoanalysis — and especially Lacanian psychoanalysis 
— was the thing I thought would be capable of making it different in 
a good way.  Which, incredibly, turned out to be right.

Leaving my husband would’ve been the obvious choice, but 
I didn’t do it at the time. Instead I chose to go into analysis and 
find out a lot more about it.  Four years after that is when I started 
training. I was still in the marriage.  It had stopped being so violent 
and horrible, but it was still just two people who could not find 
common ground at all. We were thrown together and sharing really 
small spaces. We’d live in these tiny little spaces and couldn’t really 
go out very much because we couldn’t afford it.  It was like being 
stuck in a lift with someone that you just can’t find common ground 
with on pretty much any subject.  It’s so weird. 

I do sort of like those biological theories about attraction. ‘My genes 
made me do it!’ I sometimes think about that.  But I can’t believe that’s 
the whole story.  One really strange thing was that we turned out to be 
related.  We discovered that we were distant cousins, which was just 
incredibly odd.  He came from the other side of the world, so I thought 
I’d found somebody who had nothing to do with me; the most distant 
person, the most different from me.  But that wasn’t the whole story.  
So the whole thing was so weird, like even now I don’t understand it. 
I don’t really know what that compulsion was. There were definitely 
things, like that he looked like my dad in my parent’s wedding photos. 
Same hair and eyelashes. I guess that was the thing.  But it’s really 
freaky that stuff, I think.  Like it’s really, really incomprehensible in a lot 
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of ways.  He also had the same initials as my dad.

Ajay:

Oh.

Anouchka:

Yes, so basically it’s all about my dad. Pretty normal and not at all 
weird, in fact.

Ajay:

Can you say something about becoming a mother?

Anouchka:

Yes.  That happened in the middle of all that stuff with that person. 
It’s such a funny one. I had my daughter a year and a half before 
I started training. So it was when I was quite a new mother that I 
started doing all that. And because of this thing of my mum going off 
when I was one, or less than one, to go on this trip…I’d just milked 
that for my whole life, this business of abandonment that came from 
reading about John Bowlby when I was 17. I’d come across this 
psychology book which talked about the stages of separation, and 
what it would mean for the child. He had this list of the kinds of 
qualities of an abandoned person — someone who was separated 
from their parents when they were a baby. They were things like 
law-breaking — and I was pretty into drugs and shoplifting as a 
teenager. He also said they’d be sort of detached and go into these 
kind of weird states, being very happy and also not very happy 
simultaneously.  But the main bit I really identified with was when 
he said they’d be ‘indiscriminately friendly’. When I read that phrase 
I was just like, fuck, okay, so that’s why I invite tramps around to tea.  
This was like a real problem in my life, that I really was chronically 
friendly.  So I asked my mum, ‘Did you ever go away when I was a 
baby?’ I also found this postcard from her from that trip, and it sort 
of all came together. 

So from then on I had John Bowlby as a weapon against my 
parents: ‘This is why I’m fucked up because…’  So when I had my 
daughter I was like, ‘I’m not going to leave her for a second’.  But 
then I probably did feel quite ambivalent about being a mum. I 
was writing novels at the time, which was good, and I just kind of 
thought that that was going to be my career. I was just going to keep 
on doing it, but then I had a baby and I couldn’t.  Something wasn’t 
the same. It was like my libido was elsewhere, everything changed.  
So I couldn’t earn a living in the same way anymore. I was really 
freaked out.  The gender difference really shocked me as well. I’m 
sure it was heightened by being with this guy who, I don’t know, 
felt very free.  It was weird because he felt free from having to earn 
a living, so it wasn’t that he thought he had to be the breadwinner 
and that’s what would take him out of the house.  He just felt free to 
go and play tennis. But I didn’t feel free at all. We had no money, so 
it was not a situation that could really be sustained.

I was super-attached to my daughter — I super-loved her. I didn’t 
want to let her go, I just loved her.  But at the same time I couldn’t make 
a living, I was totally fucked. I was really unhappy in my marriage 
and I really didn’t know what to do.  So all my ambivalence would 
be taken out on the pram. I had this baby who I loved, but I hated 
the pram. I’d change the pram, like, every other week. I’d be selling 
a pram on eBay, buying a new pram. It was kind of messy. I guess it’s 
a mess for everybody, isn’t it? Becoming a parent just totally spooks 
people out.  But the whole thing of injustice and gender just blew up 
in a way that I hadn’t seen coming. Maybe especially because it was 
so odd — it wasn’t like a traditional man/woman situation because 
I had to be the main breadwinner and the full-on mum, while the 
other person was free to do whatever he liked.  It was something 
that couldn’t ever work.

I remember when my daughter was first born, I was reading Guy 
de Maupassant — this story called ‘The Horla’. It was a really spooky 
story about vampiric kind of stuff, and I read it in the hospital on one 
of those first nights.  Your partner has to go away and then you’re 
there in the hospital with your baby and I was reading about these 
vampire things and she was sucking away at me. I remember it was 
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just the most uncanny thing, the most spooky, creepy thing.  But 
that’s when I first felt I loved her, actually. The more creepy it was, 
the more I thought, wow, this is really good. Maybe motherhood 
was quite surprising in that way. Does it sound really narcissistic 
and shitty? I thought, ‘This is the way I can love motherhood’. 
I sometimes found it difficult to get on with other mums in 
the playgroup because it wasn’t a version of motherhood that 
naturally appealed to me. It was all just talking about the fucking 
builders and loft extensions and housework and stuff. It was yet 
another incomprehension scenario. I couldn’t find myself in it at 
all.

That’s the thing that sends so many people into therapy. When 
the world meets you with incomprehension. It’s a horrible thing, 
and maybe that’s what therapy promises not to do. It was very 
alienating and shocking to become a mother. I’ve often thought 
about the things I didn’t know at the time. I basically didn’t know 
anything. I’d already had my daughter before I started reading lots 
of psychoanalytic stuff. I wonder what it would have been like to be 
a mum who really observes what the baby does. What would it have 
been like to have been more attentive to what the baby wants, what 
it’s trying to do with you, and all the wordless communication? To 
be seeing it and theorising it? I feel like I didn’t have that, that I was 
quite ignorant when I had my daughter, and quite happy that I was 
ignorant. I was just blindly in it, experiencing it. But afterwards I 
thought. ‘Oh that’s so stupid. It’s so interesting to have a baby! I 
could have milked it much more.’

Ajay:

So has analysis, your knowledge of analysis and experience, 
influenced how you were a parent? Or how has it influenced how 
you think about being a parent?

Anouchka:

Yes, I’m sure it has.  I would say that I’m a psychoanalyst in 
contradiction, or contrast, to my own parents. My being a 

psychoanalyst is a sort of comeback to their way of being. So that’s 
weird because, yes, I was always going to be a parent in relation to 
their way of doing it, but then this other set of ideas got factored 
in as well.  I have this idea that being a psychoanalyst doesn’t 
really mean anything when it comes down to the real hard core of 
being.  It doesn’t save you.  It doesn’t give you any magic stuff. I 
just always wanted to be really communicative, really kind, really 
engaged with her, and I did have this idea that I wanted to be 
a really nice mum — really be there for her and for everything 
to be all sweet.  But I also obviously knew that that was kind of 
bullshit — it’s all going to blow up in your face at some point, 
and you have no idea when or why that’s going to be. I do fear 
that she has absorbed some elements of my symptoms, and I find 
that absolutely amazing. I don’t know how that’s got into her 
given that I’ve been so desperately trying to be different from my 
parents…

Also, my parents gave me a lot of material things. When my 
daughter was small I didn’t give…I couldn’t…she didn’t have 
access to that sort of thing. I felt bad because my childhood was 
quite privileged and hers wasn’t. She could have had free school 
meals at one point, but I was too proud to claim them. I felt a bit 
weird about that, about wanting to give her the things I’d had, and 
what that meant about me. Especially because I didn’t like having 
them, apparently. I didn’t appreciate my incredible good fortune. 
I just wanted to disclaim it and get away from it because it made 
me feel so guilty.

Anyhow, I thought it would be great if she was able to say 
the stuff that came into her head. I really wanted to be someone 
who was able to listen to her. But, unfortunately, it turns out 
that that’s not going to happen. That’s not a good idea, it’s just 
not like that — I’m not the person for her to address it to. You 
know, if I’m there saying, ‘Come on speak, speak, speak’, that’s 
just shit.  It’s not a good offer, it just comes across as me being 
persecutory.

It definitely teaches you that you can’t be a better parent than 
your parents; we just can be different.
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Ajay:

You mentioned that she’d like to be a dancer or a journalist when 
she grows up.

Anouchka:

Yes, I know. I do find that uncanny, especially because it has that 
funny quality you see when you’re working with people. The more 
bold the repetition, the more disavowed the link is, or something like 
that. The more it’s exactly the same, the more it’s presented as totally 
insignificant; if you read anything into it that’s because you’re a twit. 
I don’t know how to think about it.  Especially, maybe, because the 
relationship with my mum hasn’t been … she’s been quite distant 
in a way.  She doesn’t live near us, she’s not a particularly idealised 
person for her as far as I can tell.  But something has been transmitted 
and I just don’t know how that came about.

Ajay:

In terms of family life.  If you’re an analyst and you work from home 
and you have a family, what are your thoughts about that?

Anouchka:

It must be really horrible for my daughter. It must be. I wish she 
would say what her thoughts are. Although, having said that, in 
some ways it’s been perfect. I didn’t start working at home with 
people until 2005, and back then it was very few people.  It meant 
that I could always be at home when she got home from school. 
Her Dad and I separated when she was five, so she would be at 
her dad’s a couple of times a week. I would always see patients 
on the days she was at her dad’s. It meant that I could be there for 
her for a really huge part of her growing up.  But now she’s older 
and doesn’t need me so much I work more and more and more, so 
that must have a much bigger effect on her behaviour in the house. 
Just lately I’ve noticed sometimes that she comes in — and all her 
life, you know, pretty much I’ve been a shrink — but she’ll come 

in from school and she’ll start shouting, ‘Hey mum!’, coming up 
the stairs while I’m with a patient. I really don’t know why she’s 
started that in the last few weeks. Or maybe she’s got her Walkman 
on and she’s singing really loudly in the kitchen and the patient’s 
laughing.  I don’t know. Perhaps it has sort of come out that it’s 
actually quite difficult to live with me, and to live with that kind 
of work going on in our space. It’s a bit of a restriction on her; 
she can’t come home after school with six noisy friends. It must 
be really annoying.  So it started off as a kind of perfect solution 
because it meant that I would never abandon her and she’d never 
have to be indiscriminately friendly. But now it means she’s got to 
be quiet all the time, and that’s bad. 

Still, I’ve noticed that Martin’s actually much worse than her, in a 
way. He really stamps around — people are much more aware of his 
presence than hers.  She’s much more attuned I guess.  But there was 
one day when she was really upset about something. She was crying 
in her room really loudly while I was working. It was so upsetting.  
It was the worst thing in the world, the idea that I was privileging 
the patient over her. All I wanted was go to her. It felt monstrous…
horrible…really fucked up.  

I do think I’m in a place with my work at the moment that’s 
probably unsustainable and I will have to change that, or 
accommodate her in different ways. When children grow up you 
always think they’re going to need you less, but actually, no, they 
just need you differently and sometimes it’s really hard to work out 
how until there’s a sort of manifestation of something. You don’t see 
it coming. You don’t know what it’s going to be.

Ajay:

What sort of shifts happen?

Anouchka:

I did find the whole secondary school/friendships/boyfriends 
thing a bit like when you turn a corner and there’s a whole new 
landscape out there that you just didn’t see coming. It’s like a vista 
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of pain, like new forms of pain that she hadn’t known about before. 
Suddenly it’s all there in front of you both. I know I’m just going to 
have to be with her through those painful things and try to help, if 
I can. I so want not to let her down in the face of that stuff. That’s a 
big part of the work we do, isn’t it? Being there with people in the 
face of pain. But her status for me is so different to my patients’.  
Still, if you take the work seriously you can’t exactly be cancelling 
people at the last minute because your daughter has a problem 
with her boyfriend.

You feel like you’re always making the wrong choice, or 
privileging the wrong person. It’s horrible.  But, as we say to make 
ourselves feel better, that’s what it’s all about. You have to get good 
at all that.

Ajay:

So you said you were separated. How did life move on for you?

Anouchka:

When I was with my daughter’s dad I so often thought that we 
were just the most wrong people for each other. I would see other 
people around the place and think I could be with any person in 
this whole world and it would be easier than being with him.  So 
when I got out of the marriage I thought, ‘Oh, this should be really 
easy. I’ll just go out with the first person who asks, and that’ll be 
that.’ So maybe, I don’t know, three months or something after we’d 
separated there was a nice person at a friend’s birthday party and we 
started going out with each other.  Oh God, it was so hard because 
he was a really OK person but it just … there was something not 
there.  There was something missing. It wasn’t really fun. And so that 
was a short relationship, and then I got into another one and it was 
the same again.  It just wasn’t really happening and I thought, ‘Shit, 
you know, however horrible my marriage was at least it was kind 
of dynamic.’ I would find myself with these new people who were 
perfectly decent, but there was something just dead about it. It was 
so unnerving. I would go on a date with somebody and they’d say, 

‘Let’s go and do some karaoke’. I would just never want to do that. 
I’d feel like I was…I don’t know…not in Kansas anymore.  I kept 
having that feeling on dates with people.

Meeting Martin was something else. It was after three years and 
three other relationships.  There was a three month one, then a six 
month one, then a one year one.  It sounds like I was building up 
tolerance, like a mountain climber. I was lucky in that the people 
were nice enough to hang out with, but it all felt totally wrong.

Ajay:

What was your first meeting with Martin like?

Anouchka:

I really liked him. I found him really easy to speak to. There was 
a funny thing: he had a splint on his arm. There was something 
very striking to me about the fact that he had a split on his arm. 
It’s quite a weird thing actually, because my mum’s first boyfriend 
had a missing arm, and then when I lived in Manchester there 
was a one-armed woman. At the time I didn’t know about my 
mum’s first boyfriend.  But there was a woman who used to cycle 
around with a missing arm and I was in love with this woman. I 
was just like, ‘I want to know that woman’.  So it’s quite … I’ve 
never really thought of it until now, but when I saw this splint 
on Martin’s arm something kind of went, ‘Oh!’  It was at a lunch 
with lots of people, but it was a set-up kind of thing for us to meet 
each other. It had been flagged up for about two years before it 
actually happened, but I’d always thought, oh no.  But then it 
did happen and I just found him really easy to talk to — a very 
nice, responsive, lovely, really brilliant person. I don’t know. It 
was partly the way he looked — he had a nice cuddly jumper 
on. His hair was a bit fluffy.  But there was something…I felt like 
I’d known him for longer than I had, and it was weird because 
it turned out later that I knew his first serious girlfriend and I’d 
been in loads of places where he’d been, going back really a long 
way, like 15 years or something.
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So there was something oddly familiar, and then we went on 
our first date and halfway through dinner he said, ‘My dad’s 
an artist’.  My dad’s a writer, and when Martin said, ‘My dad’s 
an artist’ with this slight look of tension in his face, I really feel 
like that’s the moment that I kind of fell in love with him. I’d 
liked him before but when he said, ‘My dad’s an artist’ with this 
slightly fraught look I must have had the idea that we would be 
able to understand each other. So since then I never had that ‘not 
in Kansas’ feeling, although there were things that were really 
difficult at the beginning. He’d asked me on this date, but then it 
gradually transpired that he wasn’t really sure about the whole 
thing of being in a relationship. He had loads of ambivalence 
about it, and he doesn’t let people in very easily. So there was this 
initial burst of interest, and then a lot of back-tracking, and that 
freaked me out quite badly.  But I never got angry with him about 
it — I understand it, I think.  

I was writing a book about love at the time. I was so interested in 
it as a subject that if it was all going a bit wrong then I was interested 
in that.  So I didn’t get on his case. If I was feeling a bit weird then I 
could at least go and read Catullus and write about it, and that really, 
really helped.  Probably if I hadn’t been doing that book at the time I 
would’ve annoyed him by being demanding, I don’t know. Anyhow, 
we got through that first thing. It’s so interesting to meet someone 
who you really can get along with, and you can do it over time. I don’t 
think I’d ever had that before. I’d had really lovely boyfriends and 
girlfriends. They were brilliant, but I couldn’t be with them. I don’t 
think I deserved some of them. I was a terrible girlfriend when I was 
younger — very needy and unfaithful. Such an ugly combination. 
Maybe that was a helpful part of the object relations therapy I did, 
like with my first therapist.  It helped with this idea that there was 
something false about me. I couldn’t make commitments to other 
people. There was something missing from me, like the glue was 
missing, and it somehow all went back to that Bowlby thing.  That was 
my real symptom — that I didn’t know how to make a proper social 
bond. I think I’d always felt sick about it. Like I was saying about 
the psychotic Shaman type thing, you know, I’d meet crazy people in 

pubs and they’d say, ‘You’re a fake!’ and stuff like that. Totally out of 
the blue, but it seemed to me that there was truth in it. It was like a 
theme throughout my life — there was a bit I lacked and I suppose I 
always wanted to learn what it was, or rectify it. Or at least to try and 
think about it and understand it better. Doing analysis was really good, 
having a failed marriage was really good, having some screwed up 
relationships was really good. My daughter was probably the biggest 
thing, though, although I think the rules are slightly different with 
mothers and daughters. The things you learn there don’t necessarily 
translate across to other relationships. It’s definitely a special case.

Obviously, the thing with Martin could fuck up any time. But it’s 
the first time it’s been possible, because of the way he is, to construct 
something with another person that has a bit of weight. It’s pretty 
kind of viable, and it’s a really good friendship as well. He’s just 
… I really like him and it’s eight years later, and I’ve never had 
that before.  There’s always been an element of bad faith in all my 
relationships, which I’m totally prepared to take the blame for.

Ajay:

Are there any similarities between analytic practice and artistic 
practice, or not?

Anouchka:

Yes, I think there are. Strong ones. But I always get really embarrassed 
talking about it.  It’s one of the things I find most excruciating. I first 
read Freud at art school — at Goldsmiths’ — and so it had always 
been a really big part of my thinking about art. It was definitely the 
thing, to talk about Freud and Lacan — but none of the others. We 
were not remotely interested in Klein and Winnicott when we were 
studying critical theory. Also, when I was at Goldsmiths, that whole 
‘relational aesthetics’ thing was brewing in the background. The 
Nicholas Bourriaud book came out a couple of years after I graduated, 
but it was all about the kind of work that was being made while I 
was studying — Christine Hill’s shop, or Rikrit Tiravanija’s cooking. 
You’re not making arty things. It’s not a craft. You’re not showing 
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off your technical skills or whatever. Art was something else. It was 
all about the encounter, about something odd or transformative or 
difficult — a moment of contact. That’s what I understood art was 
about; that’s what’s exciting, and that’s what psychoanalysis is too. 
But I find that really difficult to talk about. Sometimes I’ve been to 
art schools, like Camberwell, to be part of a panel discussion. They’d 
have a couple of artists, and then I’d be there and people would keep 
asking me questions where the subtext was, ‘You’re the sensible 
person who has an overview on all this crazy art stuff. What do you 
think?’ But I don’t feel like a sensible person at all.  I was just like, 
‘I’m not going to be fucking sensible for you. Don’t address me that 
way because that’s not what this is about.’  I can feel really divided 
about occupying the place of the analyst — at least in that context 
— because if I’m meant to be everybody’s mum, it’s not going to 
happen. But it’s hard to get out from under that if that’s what people 
expect you to be. I don’t always handle it well, it just makes me 
cross. It’s probably because I’m quite arrogant and competitive and 
I think that psychoanalysis is a much better artform than the sorts of 
things those guys are talking about. It’s far more radical, and elegant, 
and beautiful. It’s a difficult sort of work that a person might enjoy 
encountering, might get something out of, but it might not be what 
they expected. I always thought that was the really good thing about 
it, although obviously you have to be kind to people and you have to 
be empathic and you have to listen. I didn’t ever want to be the sort 
of silent, terse analyst.  But the ‘odd encounter’ was essential, even if 
it came with, I don’t know, an element of kindness.  Maybe that’s the 
thing about Martin’s work — it can be awkward, but it’s also very 
kind. It has a sort of friendliness about it at the same as being really 
uncompromising. So, yes, I think I can learn a lot about being an 
analyst from him; friendly and uncompromising is good.  There does 
seem to be quite an agreement about those sorts of things with him.  

But he’s in analysis with a quite Winnicottian person and 
occasionally when he talks about it I can be like, ‘Oh God’, you know.  
It’s really good, she really helps him a lot. I totally think his analyst is 
brilliant, and the work he does there… If he hadn’t done it I’m sure we 
wouldn’t be together, so it’s good. But lots of people say his [art]work 

has got a sort of Lacanian thing about it, or Lacanians seem to like 
it because it’s sometimes about language, and it can be quite sort of 
inscrutable. But it’s funny that he does this therapy that’s very much 
the antithesis of what I wanted therapy to be. It sometimes sounds a 
bit…er… sensible. But what do I really know about what goes on in 
his therapy? That’s his business. I’d say he seems to me to be a very 
‘well analysed’ guy — whatever that is. He’s still basically a nutball. 

Ajay:

Is that something that he started after you got together?

Anouchka:

No! He’d been doing it for at least a decade before.  He’s really engaged 
with psychoanalysis and I’m sure that’s why he was interested to 
meet someone who was working in that area.  It was good — he had 
a slight transference to me before I met him, so I started out ahead!

Ajay:

How would you describe transference, what does transference 
mean?

Anouchka: 

I like this idea of it being a sort of dialectical moment. Rather 
than it just being a repetition of somebody’s general mode of 
relating to the Other or whatever — you know, they always do 
this or that, so of course they’re going to do it with you, etc. They 
always hate bossy women, so they’ll find you to be bossy and will 
hate you accordingly. But you know about that other side of it in 
Freud, if you read his introductory lecture on it; he says these big 
manifestations of transference always come at a moment when 
you’re finally really getting into something with the person. Like, 
the person wants to come and see you, and they want to get rid of 
their symptom, but what that means in practice is giving up some 
unconscious satisfaction.  If they’re going to talk about all that stuff 
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to an analyst they’re going to have to give quite a lot away, and 
they’re going to have to give quite a lot up as well. Maybe there’s 
something really horrible going on with them, and they come 
along and want to do the work. They want to do it really well and 
to get better. They like you and you’re nice to them, etc. But when 
it gets deeper into the work, at a point when they might actually 
have to confront some difficult stuff, suddenly that’s when there’s 
an eruption of transference. Suddenly they either just think you’re 
a dick all of a sudden, or they fall in love with you, or they think 
you’re too brilliant to listen to their silly stuff, or whatever it is. Out 
of the blue, there’s a whole fuss about who you are, and who they 
are, and it completely interrupts the work.  I think I see that in my 
practice.  I think that’s something that very often happens.

I like both sides of it — it’s not just a repetition, it’s also this 
other pesky thing that comes along to make a mess of what you’re 
doing together.

Ajay:

What do you think about dreams?

Anouchka:

I find it amazing to work with people’s dreams. I totally buy 
everything that Freud says about it. I think he’s actually right. But 
some people are much better at working with them than others.  
Some people really free associate to the fragments of the dream, and 
from there it opens up, makes it possible for them to say things they 
wouldn’t necessarily have thought of any other way.  I mean it just 
does everything that Freud says it would, and doing that stuff is 
really brilliant for the person.  But some people have no capacity 
for it at all — it just doesn’t go anywhere. So you can’t work with 
dreams with everyone.  But if people have the ability or willingness 
or interest in it I just think it’s fantastic; dream theory is all real!

But the other thing I find great is that it’s not just about 
interpreting dreams. It’s not just that the person turns up like in 
Spellbound and they tell you their dream and you say, ‘Ah!’ and you 

give them the key. Some people don’t really need to do any kind 
of analytic work with the dream. Just having the dream and then 
coming and telling you about it, that is the work. Maybe especially 
with psychotic people, but actually with all sorts of people, having 
the dream is enough.  Having the dream, remembering it, and 
giving it some value, even just as a sort of interesting artefact, 
that’s it. The unconscious stuff has articulated itself, and they have 
put that outside themselves — you’ve listened — and that’s cool 
already. You don’t need to go to work on it because the work is 
done. I absolutely love working with people’s dreams. Especially 
when they say, ‘I had a really boring dream. There’s nothing you 
can possibly say about it.’ Those ones pretty reliably turn out to be 
the most interesting and revealing.

Ajay: 

Do you work face to face or on a couch?

Anouchka: 

Both. It can be funny, the transition from one to the other. You might 
do it quite ceremoniously with some people, quite theatrically, at 
a certain point in the treatment, ‘Would you like to take sessions 
on the couch from now on?’ Other people just go there themselves 
whenever they feel like it. Or they ask nervously if they’re allowed 
to try it. It’s funny that the couch is always there in the room. I’ve 
got one of those really generic, shrinky Le Corbusier couches — 
from eBay.  It’s highly visible. But people might sit in the upright 
chair week after week and then suddenly they go, ‘Why is that 
object in the room? What does it mean? What the fuck is it doing 
there?’ Then they want to try it. They might have questions about 
whether it really is different to speak from there, or not. What 
difference does it make? I suppose I don’t tend to make a big song 
and dance about it. It’s not like, ‘When you’re sitting on the chair, 
we’re having a conversation, but when you’re on the couch then 
you free associate’. As if it’s a totally different deal. Obviously, one 
of the key differences is that people lying on the couch can’t see a 
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response on your face — they’re facing the other way — so what 
they say needn’t be a response-eliciting type of thing. Their speech 
can work according to different logic. The connections don’t need 
to be in relation to you and whatever they think they’re seeing 
in you.  It could be more lateral, or less of an obvious attempt at 
communication.  

I do find it an important distinction — couch or chair — but not 
too much.  Like this whole idea that you don’t put psychotics on 
the couch. Very often people who you might diagnose as psychotic 
choose to go on the couch and are absolutely fine there. It doesn’t 
make them go crazy, or get all paranoid, because they can’t see you.  
So it needn’t be a fraught thing, but it’s definitely a significant thing.  
Do you use both?

Ajay:

Yes, but mainly face to face. I do use the couch from time to time.

Anouchka:

Do you find it very different when people go there?

Ajay:

A bit.  I do find it a bit different, yes I do.  It’s quarter to four now, or 
10 minutes to four, so we should let someone come in.

Anouchka:

Yes.

Ajay:

Thank you.
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