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I’m interested to consider, within this subject, a question which goes around the analytical community: Is there an end of analysis?
The Lacan end of analysis has to do with an analysis led “to its last consequences”. This implies the experience of operations which give place to those things which go beyond the unconscious knowledge of deciphering: that is to say, what makes the subject meet the objects of his instinct, which harbors the cause of the subject’s desire.
This encounter is made possible because of the fall of identifications, which occurs in the process of the transition of the fantasy, and finds the subject in the fundamental point of failure in the Father’s Names (failure on the covering of the Real with the Symbolic)
The analyzed highest anguish; it also proves the analyst that he must keep company during the time he bears his own fall. Subject destitution, un-be (des-ser) which is the effect of the fall of the identification, and the proximity of the objects of his instinct which reveals the inapprehensive nucleus of the unconscious knowledge.
The matter in question is the passage through the object, the object which the subject is for the Other. And finally the emptying of the pleasure, which reveals the very same inexistence of the Other.
Simultaneously, the un-be concerns the consistency of the Supposition Subject of the Knowledge: the analyst falls as a consequence; his existence becomes a “having been”.
It is possible that there are many analyses which do not resist this passage. This creates questions about the existence or inexistence of the end of analysis. However, these questions also return in the testimonies of analysts who have ended up their analysis, and have prepared themselves to inform about it in the transition device.

I have considered some variables which allow us question the reason of this worry about the end of analysis:

The way in which it takes place or not in the analytical community, the experience of the pass. That is to say, what happens with the transmission of testimonies of analytical cures “taken to its last consequences”, according to the elaboration of the transition jury.  That is to say, if the community is permeable to the effects of this experience. 
The superimposition between pass in analysis and the end of analysis, which deprives each instance of its peculiarity, and frequently leads to think up of the end as “receiving an analyst degree”.
The tendency to reduce the analyst’s work to its symbolic dimension: there is an indeclinable desire to get free from the Real by the Symbolic; the existence of the dimension of analysis where the Symbolic reveals its limits is rejected, where the individual is placed in a second place by the passage through the object.
The assumption that a completed analysis could free him from his fantasies.
The difficulty in leading an analysis until the fall of the Supposition Subject of the Knowledge, at the same time in which the analyst must become a support in the subjective destitution of the analyzed.
The necessity in each subject, in his helplessnes ( Hilflosigkeit), to hold the existence of the Other: maybe the anguish of his existence is in the horizon of the question about the end of analysis, since in essence it is defined by him

