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From their very mention, variants of the cure, even when they are Lacanian variants, envelop a longing for variants as opposed to a standard mode of treatment, an ideal prototype that would cancel the invention of experience and the surprise of creation.
At the same time, from a less complaisant reading, these variants warn us, by way of reflection, that once again the history of psychoanalysis is the history of its resistances, coming mainly from analysts who ought to devote their endeavours to its development and support.
This Conference offers us the opportunity to propose a response grounded on ethics and logic. We feel encouraged to weave a logic underlying an ethics: the ethics of psychoanalysis, without which its purpose is perverted, its premises are distorted, and its efficacy is cancelled.
There are those to whom the answer comes easily: I do what I do because this is what Lacan used to do. In their beatific complacency -which also boasts of their lineage- are they not disregarding Lacan’s arduous criticism of the analysand’s  identification with the Training Analyst placed in the locus of the Ideal? Are we to put an end to the discussion by resorting to a practice that does not, in any way, impose a univocal reading? Should we ignore the effort that the Master displayed to the point of exhaustion for over thirty years of Seminars? Does the theory that he examined in Freud and in the post-Freudians, the theory to whose formalization he contributed through diverse writings, only hold good for unwary students but not when it comes to examining our own experience?
Looking into his teachings, let us move on, read and emphasize phrases uttered at different times; phrases that venture their consequences.
At some time or other he said that psychoanalysis should focus on sense
[1] rather than on signification
[2]. He was referring to signification in Saussurean terms: that of the sign, of the biunivocal relation between the signifier and the signified.
But his writing entitled "Die Bedeutung des Phallus" (The Signification of the Phallus)
[3] dealt with signification rather than with sense. Of course, signification was no longer equated with the concept of biunivocal; besides, it shunned the ontology that enhances the positive side of being insofar as the Phallus was presented as the signifier for the lack.
In "La Troisième" Lacan also spoke about religion and sense
[4] .
But in the Seminar entitled  "Le sinthôme" he states that it is thanks to l'épissure, to a well-made connection, that the analyst may intervene to obtain some sense, an operation that is, in fact, his task
[5].
In the former case there is a sense whose fall is propitiatory. It might be articulated to the sense of the Other that, according to the Seminar about "The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis", subsumed the subject through the operation of alienation. It is the sense of religion.
In the latter case, the sense restored by the analyst can be read as "good sense" -and this is not equivalent to common sense ( for the fact that it is common makes it ignorant of the singularity of desire) even in its vectorial value: l' hérésie -R.S.I., which contradicts (counter-speaks) the wrong linkage among the orders. 
Thus, Lacan's teachings are no exception to the conclusion that shows us that it is not good for the word to be reduced to only one signification, just as it is not good for the phrase to be reduced to only one sense. Each signification refers to at least one more, and the relation between them will originate a pas-de-sens involving a double sense: non-sense to the Other and a pass-age of sense to the subject.
Lacan also says that he prefers wordless discourse; that in the analyst's discourse his/her place is that of "semblant of a".
However, in "L'envers de la psychanalyse" he reminds us that this is not a given place, but one to be reached
[6].
Moreover, in the Seminar entitled "Moment de conclure" he says that the analyst and the analysand only exchange letters. And the analysand needs to know where he/she tripped up since, after all, the experience of psychoanalysis is related to knowing
[7]; to knowing about that which conditioned the suffering brought about by the analysand's symptoms. We can therefore say that words may be absent, but letters may not. The letters that the Unconscious writes as it speaks are necessary, and this task, carried out by the analysand, takes time until the letters become part of a string. What cannot be done away with either is the message that returns from the Other, inverted in the letters returned to the analysand by the analyst.
Are we expected to support a return to some immanent knowing, to a subject that is transparent regarding the truth inside him, to a pre-Freudian psychology that ignores the radical condition posed by the Unconscious?
We cannot but feel surprised when confronted with a practice that, calling itself psychoanalytic, Lacanian, even, is based on the analyst's absolute silence, a silence that lasts for years grounded on the notion that his /her place is that of  semblant of a and that his only intervention consists in breaking up the session, for saying something would amount to offering some sense. As a correlation, that will be necessarily be read as acting ( let me bring in here Lacan's definition: acting out is transference without analysis).There are those analysands that joyfully utter their cliché: they attend their analyst's seminar because this is the place where they find interpretation, as they feel this is where their analyst speaks to them.
Another variant is supported by a reading of the Seminar "L'insu que sait de l'une-bévue s'aile à mourre", known as "L'une-bévue". They say that in this text the substitution of l'Unbewüsst for l'une-bévue authorizes them -in these very words- to propose homophony as the sole manifestation of the Unconscious. Is this what Lacan says? For at the beginning of his seminar, when he speaks of l'une-bévue, he refers to the Freudian slip, he talks of the joke, of the dream, while he says that he is essentially proposing l'une-bévue to establish a difference with the idea entailed in "absence of consciousness", where the term "unconscious" is due to arrive, and to emphasize that there is no such thing as the endopsychic. L'une-bévue is a way of stressing the value of the Unconscious regarding speech, as something to be found on the surface of speech. In other words, l'une-bévue names equivocation as yet another manner of questioning, one more time, depth psychology 
[8]; of emphasizing the surface of speech in whose folds we are to read the letter -homophony- as one of the forms adopted by equivocation, a rebus of the word, yet not the only possible one. Are we supposed to believe, then, that the equivocation in the "solution" to Irma's dream is not produced by the writing performed by the Unconscious? Let us remember that Lacan underscored this equivocation in its double sense, that where it entered into combination with the syringe and that where it linked to sex and subjectivity, the solution to a problem. Are we to supposed to think that there is no equivocation in the double sliding of enunciation in the statement uttered by Freud's patient -a statement also stressed upon by Lacan- when the patient said that his father was dead but he didn't know it?. Who was the one that did not know? The father? The subject?
Such errors in reading that evolve into errors of the praxis contribute to the latter's loss of prestige and debase its validity even more than does DSM IV or the biologization advocated by the large corporations that manufacture psychiatric drugs.
This recurrence of errors are a tragic -or a comic- repetition of the history of psychoanalysis, where once again the beginning and the end of Lacan's thought are set against each other in an atmosphere where they are seen as mutually exclusive.
The Master said: "I go out of my way to tell you the same things in different ways." Nothing covers up the Real, and when the word is offered as the only possible system or instruction, its function becomes debased and there is a purpose in doing so. It is a matter of finding out the jouissance underlying this.
In the field of experience, its consequence displays the ritual of short sessions. This cannot be equated to the valid recourse of breaking up the session. A short session and a break-up of the session are not equivalent, for the latter is subjected to the law of discourse.
Let us continue. Do Lacan's writings -those of his last period, like some say- have no consequences in the practice of the treatment? The most reduced version of the Borromean knot inscribes the three orders that Lacan called Names-of-the-Father
[9]. He meticulously defined their nominating function as one capable of piercing a hole (trou) in none other than in the jouissance of object a, in the overlap of the three holes, as he wrote. All three holes prove to be equivalent, for every one of them fulfills  both the restrictive condition of not permeating the others and the prescriptive condition that, once one of them has been cut loose, the other two will also come apart, that is, that the analyst intervenes in any one of the three orders. We dot deny, then, the value of the cut/break-up as one of the many interventions in the Real, but we do not discard the value of interpretation, to which Lacan devoted writings and meticulous developments, nor do we disregard interventions of suggestion in the Imaginary when the logic of experience calls for them.
The moments of the treatment engineer the transference with the supposed subject of knowing that is attributed to the analyst until its presence becomes strengthened as the support for the locus of the semblant of a; the traversing of the phantasme... It just stands for the disclosure of the montage supporting the phantasme scene where the analysand is imprisoned, a scene that does not end up finding nothingness but in a different relation to the drive, in an impossible exhaustion of the drive in the Real accompanied by the Other's exhaustion and by the construction of the sinthôme  or the savoir-y-faire avec that points to the limit of the structure when, in the Real, it needs that a device be invented so as to set bounds to a parasitic, disastrous jouissance. A redistribution of jouissance which, in terms of social bonds, requires that the other be called into the best place, the one that remedies the flaw to re-encounter the lack, the reference to a fellow creature that is not the same as a fellow man and that places castration, articulated to jouissance and desire, inside discourse as a social bond, both meeting and failing to meet the other
[10].
Hardly mentioned, the logical steps of the psychoanalytical experience lead the way to a subject that is bewared, one who cannot be likened to any instrumental or existential knowledge but who, as Lacan said in L'Étourdit
[11], experienced the doxa of a truth that cannot speak all its reasons because its chief Bedeutung is not attached to reasons but to jouissance which, as object, sets a boundary on reason.
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