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C’est là que je reprendrai mon pas, la prochaine fois, en essayant de vous articuler la prégnance de la fonction du désir de l’analyste.

J. Lacan, April 20th 1964

 

  Drive is placed between desire, that comes from the Other, and jouissance, which is on the side of the Thing. Drive is displacement of jouissance, and it is linked to the other through the demand for love, necessary way to its articulation as desire. 

The analyst’s desire is linked to drive inasmuch as speaking about drive (Trieb), implies starting from a detour of the need and the subversion of all natural instinct. In his Seminar XI, Lacan says: “The function of drive has no other end except to enable us to examine what it is of satisfaction”. At the beginning of the seminar, he deals with the unconscious together with repetition, and then, with transference together with drive. And, at the end of the chapter “Sexuality in the paths of the signifier”, before the two chapters addressed to drive, after pointing out that in the analysts’ contributions to transference it is possible to read the commitment of the desire of the analyst in question, he ends this chapter with a sentence I am interested in underlining: “There I will follow my step, next time, trying to articulate the imposition of the function of the analyst’s desire”.

He says he is going to articulate the imposition of the function of the analyst’s desire from drive, its dismantling and its circuit, which means that this imposition comes from drive. It is about conceiving- Lacan says- “where the point of disjunction and conjunction, of joint and frontier is, which can only be occupied by the analyst’s desire”. That is, of a structural solidarity between drive and the analyst’s desire.

There are debates regarding whether in the pass the question is to sanction an end of analysis or to corroborate the analyst’s desire. The position that is taken in that respect is in agreement with the conception held on drive and satisfaction, since the aim is always a satisfaction, but not all satisfaction implies achieving the end.

Others insist on the irremediable failure of the pass, based on Lacan’s words in 1978 about the untransmissibility of psychoanalysis and its necessary reinvention. But I wonder: if the analysis does not transmit an identification, what it does transmit, is not just what that necessary reinvention imposes? And, on the other hand, it is impossible to doubt that the pass did not fail to question the training analysis and all what it implies, and also that although it is possible to say that there is something impossible to transmit, that impossibility is transmitted, and makes authorization possible as a choice.

In his Seminar X On anxiety, Lacan argues that love lets jouissance agree to desire. Drive as displacement of jouissance, is a condition of interpretation, but no interpretation exists, if there is not anything imposing the function of the analyst’s desire in that displacement. In this way, there is a correlation between the Freudian’s Trieb and the analyst’s desire, since the paradox of drive is that it can achieve its satisfaction without achieving its aim, in which it has a choice.

Drive, as subversion of instinct and detour of need, bears identification inasmuch as its object is not predetermined; it is not possible to identify the object that provides satisfaction. Lacan points out that anybody through identification provides satisfaction for himself or herself and that our intervention as analysts is only justifiable in cases in which the subject takes too much work on that respect, and wants to review his or her choices.

The dismantling of drive appears as making no sense whatsoever, but its assembly, enables to define the tracing of the act that articulates drive with the act of love, with narcissism and with the other that love implies. But if I is other —as said Rimbaud—, the analyst’s desire is imposed as a search for this absolute difference that love disavows.

There is no “mature or genital” love that represents a drive synthesis, and as there is no such a synthesis that authorizes and legitimates this representation, love emerges there, out of place, providing an object that is a different one and the same, deceptive lure that makes absolute difference disappear.

Love related with drive, gives as both Eros and Philia, and they are not the same. Love as philia gives us necrophilia and paidophilia, that is, a perverse version of love that hits the target of the other reduced to the object. On the other hand, Eros, in so far as it articulates the lack of object, gives us erotism, the masquerade and deceit as a dimension where the deceptive truth is played.

Gérard Pommier says that a certain dimension of love is brought into play in the act of the analyst since it enables “subjectivation” of drive. It is not that the analyst loves his patients, but that the delusional dimension of love is brought into play in the interpretation, giving way to that other third time that enables to “subjectivate” drive.

In his Seminar XI, Lacan quotes Spinoza’s transcendent love as unbearable for us. He also quotes Kant, in whom the object of tender love, as a pathologic object, leads to its sacrifice and murder. And then he refers to love and the analyst’s desire, and he says: “The analyst’s desire is not a pure one. It is a desire to achieve the absolute difference that intervenes when the subject, faced with the primordial signifier, comes for the first time in a position to submit himself to it. There, only the signification of a love without limits can arise, since it is outside the limits of law, where only it can live”. What does this love out of the limits of law mean? It is not love for “the forbidden”, but for the absolute difference.

Considering the imposition of the analyst’s desire in transmission, is what it is at stake in the device of the pass. The displacement of jouissance, without the imposition of the analyst’s desire, does not give us the dimension of transference in which interpretation is played.

The analyst’s “love” has to do with the fact that the analyst’s desire is not pure and could not be so. In Television, Lacan refers to the “psy” who have the heroic piety of bearing the world’s misery upon their shoulders, and then he refers to that which in the past was considered a saint, and he says that the saint is not “charitable”, he is “uncharitable”, and he gets himself rid of charity impiously: he discredits himself becoming the rest which enables the subject of the unconscious to take him as cause of desire. The saint does not feel worthy, on the contrary, he simply does what his desire imposes on him. It is not about the jouissance of charity, but about that love outside the limits of law that enables “uncharitableness”.

Sublimation, as satisfaction that does not achieve satisfaction, is inherent in drive. There is no satisfaction of drive, because satisfaction in the strict sense would be that of need or instinct. Speaking about drive implies a real lack, which is translated into a radical dissatisfaction. It is the pathway of desire, and particularly the way of the analyst’s desire as a correlative of that radical dissatisfaction. It is a reason of structure that makes the analyst’s discourse one of the four discourses. It could also be said that there never ceases to be satisfaction of drive —other, not the same as the one supposed to instinct or need—, and that is what leads us to the displacement of jouissance and to the symptom. Thus, it could be said that there is always satisfaction and, at the same time, that there never is. Both questions are at stake in drive, and the analyst’s desire is linked to them since it is not pure.

Besides, as regards to the pass, if we prefer to speak about a corroboration of the analyst’s desire, it is because sanctioning the satisfaction of an achieved aim, is different from corroborating the desire with respect to a radical dissatisfaction that has to do with the impossibility of achieving an aim- which does not mean that something does not end. That is why Lacan speaks about enthusiasm as a condition for an analyst to be such.

It has been a long time since the psychoanalysts have taken the issue of what authorizes them under their own responsibility, without sheltering under other discourses, or under guarantees other than the ones they can elaborate from their own discourse. It is about that- Lacan poses in his Proposition of 9 October 1967…in his first paragraph-  which refers to the School and the possible guarantees it can offer. These guarantees of discourse exist in a way and they are very important. And if we, analysts, do not concern ourselves about them, as a school work, we will see that there are many others ready to claim and impose guarantees from other discourses on us.

Authorization is a problem of discourse, of inscription of what a discourse enables to write, and in this sense, a matter of letters.

The analyst at work is not an author, since abstinence implies that he does not exhibit his very own, nor he sets himself up as an authority. The author is the one who speaks and it is not the analyst, and if he does, he must be able to talk without identifying himself as the author of what he says. That is what it is about in the interpretation, a word whose sender is not identified, or else, a sentence whose enunciation does not allow to be identified. Thus the analyst does not take possession, does not identify and that is his heresy with respect to the rules concerning the professional identification because he disavows them in act.

However, defining an author includes that who is the cause of something or the one who invents it; and the analyst takes part in either things, both in a function of cause and in a certain invention.

Lacan in his Seminar XXIV L’insu…says that the analyst invents a knowledge of truth from the complaint of that who talks to him, he invents a knowledge supposed to the subject. Lacan plays with the terms of the subject supposed to know and inverting its terms he says: knowledge supposed to the subject, with which he defines the writing, that which is written. A knowledge that is written and whose demonstration is imposed as a determined combinatory of letters, that is, the authority as regards interpretation emerges from the logical imposition of that combinatory. That is all his authority: the one that is imposed from what is said.

This imposition of the logical combinatory that is written out of what is said, is inscribed in the discourse of the one who speaks as a change in the subjective position.

If the analyst does not authorize himself of some identification that comes from the Other, “of being or of being named-for”, then, what does it mean to speak about the analyst’s authorization, this authorizing by himself  or of himself? We know that authorizing as an analyst is one thing, but being one is something very different. There is no analyst’s being- there is only sexed being-, there is no other representation of the analyst than the one that is played in transference, thus he can only authorize himself of the rest that bears that which he is not.

The expression “and of some others” is not present in the Proposition… Lacan includes it in his Seminar XXI, when speaking about the sexed being and about that which sexes, his invention, the object a, he uses the same formula as the one for the analyst, and he says: “The sexed being authorizes of himself and of some others” The formula underlines that both have a choice because castration is at work, that is, authorization comes from the object and not from the other taken as an object. That is why in those “some others” it is not about the other of the phantasm.

Lacan adds two important things at once. First, he wonders about the statute of “these others” and he refers to that which writes, to what he wrote, to what is written. On the one hand, he refers to the sexuation quantum formulas, and on the other hand, to the formulas of the four discourses, and to the possible articulation between them. There, he introduces the matter of “the others” and he places it in connection to what is written, to the written and its inscription.

At that moment, Lacan wonders where it is written that which he writes, or else, where it is written that which is written out of the analyst’s discourse. Lacan points to the fact that not without the others, something is written and authorized. It is about the Three of the real, the same that is brought into play in the sophism of the logical time, where three is one, because there is not one without three. It is discourse as a social bond that has to do with the dimension of the act.

The analyst does not put his phantasm into practice with his choice, on the contrary, he offers himself —with restrictions— to the practice of the other’s phantasm when the other chooses, when at the level of the enunciation, he or she says: “you are my analyst”. It is not about the Christian masochism, but about the courtly love, where the Lady is always the one behind the shutters.

In this sense, the statute of the others has to do with that which is inscribed in the social bond that emerges from psychoanalysis as a discourse. And in this point, the question of the guarantee is posed.. But it is not the juridical guarantee that tries to ensure the suture that is implied by the statement “you are my woman” or “you are my man”- and we know it fails- but the guarantee that can be offered by somebody who exposes to the opening meant by “you are my analyst”.

The others have a place at School, in its procedures, in its skills, in its school functioning where something of the guarantee is brought into play. It is not an institutional guarantee, it is a guarantee in act: the one that implies what is said. In this sense, with the term “guarantee”, I refer to that which can be written from the analyst’s discourse, not without “the others”.

Lacan’s question about the statute of “the others” articulates with the question about where his quantum formulas of sexuation and his formulas of the four discourses are written. Because at the same time, Lacan wonders whether it could be true that the analyst or the sexed being would authorize by themselves, if he had not written the quantum formulas of sexuation. That is, without “the written”.

Lacan says that it is necessary for his formulas to be written somewhere; where but in the discourse from which a new group emerges? And a group cannot be invented, indeed, it is possible to invent that which is written, it is possible to invent a knowledge about truth, but a group cannot be invented: a group is real.

Lacan’s bet is that, in the real of the group, it can emerge that which is written or invented under the way of a different functioning. It is Lacan’s bet, and it is a School bet.

According to the formula of the analytic discourse, its agent should bear the semblant of the object a, of the rest, of the rest that causes the residue to come. But this does not mean that the analyst’s desire should be to become a rest, that the analyst should wish to be a rest —that would bring him close to the Christian masochism— but to allow it, to cause that to happen. And this is not the same, but rather, almost the opposite.

After his Seminar “D’un discourse qui ne serait pas du semblant” (Of a discourse that would not be that of the semblant)”, it could be said that there is no discourse except that of the semblant, but it is important to understand that this does not imply that the analyst should not point at a discourse that is not such, that is, that he should not point at writing that which cannot be written, or else, to inscribe that which is impossible to write, because in the analyst’s desire, it is about that: to keep incautious of structure.

 

