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The convergence of love and knowledge, which propitiates the transference, is backed by a function that Lacan indicated as his support and which he called "Subject supposed to know". "Whom I suppose the knowledge to, I love", thus he says in his Seminar STILL. Being this love necessary for the installation of transference, the analyst must, nevertheless, decline the position of knowledge and reconduct love towards the knowledge of the unconscious. On the contrary transference may sometimes underline its imaginary aspect, that one in which the subject offers him/herself to be loved and which induces the analyst to be lovely with him/her. This imaginary aspect is involved with the Ego Ideal position that the analyst may assume in transference. If in one of the poles, somebody embodies the Ego Ideal position (leader or hypnotist in Freud), there is mass, not subject in the other pole. Not only anti-analytical, but dangerous is this position: if love is to the analyst in the Ego Ideal position much more than to the knowledge played in transference, the unconscious knowledge, the opposite of love, hate, can easily irrupt in the analytic scene. And not precisely in its most benefic side, the one that contributes to the symbolic separation. A standstill of the analysis, belligerent transferences, interruptions, are its most frequent figures.
Lacan also said: "I love you, but as inexplicably I love in you something more than you, the a object, I mutilate you". Freud had already made clear the intrinsic link between narcissist love and autoeroticism. What is integrative in narcissism places itself on what is partial in autoeroticism. Backing in Freudian tradition, Lacan's phrase denounces the transference time in which the "presence" of the analyst function dominates, in which the real side of transference is emphasized. The object has placed itself on the analyst's side, taken by loving transference. The analyst will have to "play" his/her presence in the interpretations in order to face this difficult transference time.

On one hand or on the other, then, love, indispensable within transference, carries on its difficulties that only the preeminence of the "desire of the analyst" function lets us handle. To think about it as a function, clears up the field from any confusion with particular desires of the analyst him/herself that the concept may recall
[1]. The "desire of (the) analyst" function promotes maximum difference between the place of the Ideal - where the analyst can erroneously place him/herself - and the place to locate the transference object. It is putting into act this function what makes the analysand work, beyond the phantom, with the drive, the object, the "fixierung". And it is by reading the subject's letter that this function takes place.
"Fundamental mechanism of the analytic operation", in this way Lacan names the “desire of (the) analyst” in The Four Concepts. To fulfill this function it is not only required for the analyst to decline the Ideal's place but that he/she makes it exercising the "docta ignorance", to be more alert to the subject's letter than to his/her theoretical knowledge. Analyst's analysis, is then, the condition for this function. 
The transit of an analysis - I would say it this way - is the transit of the a object from the initial place of truth of the symptom's ignored "jouissance"  (hysterical discourse), towards the place of discourse agent in which it locates, if the analyst offers him/herself as void and not as Ideal (analyst's discourse). If the hypnotized one is the analyst. To offer a void so that the a semblance rules, is totally the contrary of offering him/herself as theoretical knowledge or as Ideal. In both cases the subject is void.
The not known knowledge is endured as such in the signifier, in the located signifier, in the letter. That is why Lacan says, in his Seminar STILL, that the knowledge lies in the Other, in the Symbolic order, and it is there where it joins with truth. If, I add and repeat, the one who supports the transference is attached to the subject's letter and thus makes the analytic discourse possible. Discourse in which knowledge is in the place of truth, from where the subject is questioned.
Two propositions are also brought by Lacan concerning the articulation of hate and knowledge: one related to the reading of a text, not the understanding of it, but to make a reading work of it. It is necessary for this, he says, not to maintain the supposition of knowledge in it, an aspect of hate, condition of the reading that leads to truth. 
The other proposition that Lacan takes to locate the place of hate in relation to unconscious knowledge, is provided by religion. Jehovah chose his people. The Jews, nevertheless, introduced hate betraying God. "It was the only way of going off", Lacan says. If obeying the demand is to alienate oneself, identifying oneself with the place the Other prepares for us, to betray it, is betraying the demand, the Other's demand. It is making castration operative
[2].
Hate must take its place in analysis, it must be listened to and analyzed.  Otherwise: instead of operating as an engine, transference operates as resistance. Love and hate are articulated, then, in different way to the knowledge of the unconscious. Lacan called it Love – Hating:: our experience area.
In the Man of the Wolves' second analysis, with Ruth MacBrunswick, hate appears putting the "desire of (the) analyst" to the test.
The gaze object was most important in this case. The subject enjoyed a passive position in which he made himself "be seen" as very intimate to Freud, on the one hand, or as "a psychoanalysis case" on the other hand. Some of the analyst's interventions in the Real affected this position and made him become angry with Freud, whom the transference had not finished to fall with. Anger that, otherwise, had not been able to be played in the previous analysis, due to, among other things, the problems in that transference coming from the affectionate and even paternalist attitude that the subject had grasped in Freud and which the famous annual collect strengthened. Nevertheless this anger brought, a couple of dreams where the paternal character of Freud was questioned.
But the unquestionable analyst's adherence to Freudian word operated as an obstacle in terms of listening to the subject's letter. A letter, which clearly said, however, that the subject no longer appreciated Freud's word, that he did not want to buy "his old music" anymore. Despite this, the analyst's interpretation referred to castration in its imaginary dimension, or she resorted to symbolism. She did not move away from her theoretical knowledge turning a deaf ear to the subject.
In MOMENT DE CONCLURE Lacan places the analyst as a retor, a neologism he forms mistaking rhetoric and rectification. The analyst retorifies. He brings again that analyst's function which he had considered as initial in his THE DIRECTION OF THE CURE...: the subjective rectification, a rectification of the subject's relation with the Real, a function which opened transference, in that Writing, so interpretation could then operate. Being this an essential operation for transference to be installed, it is however along the whole analysis that the subject rectifies his relations with the Real. It is with words that what was made by words is undone, Lacan points out. Rhetoric is again found here: an analysis is always a practice held by words. Beyond some interventions, in the Real, according to case by case that could use no words but are not excluded from the symbolic order of language (cutting a session would be its principal example).
Does the analyst know how to operate? Lacan wonders in MOMENT DE CONCLURE. It is not knowledge, it is rather to self-support in a desire, “the desire of (the) analyst”. "The fact is - Lacan continues in the same Seminar - for the analyst to be able to realize the words gradient for his analysand. Which he unquestionably ignores". It is not knowledge then, what responds for the analytic operation. Although - I say - it is not without knowing. The stress falls on the "desire of (the) analyst" function. It is here from where the analyst operates to propitiate desire. And this is the function that hesitated in Ruth MacBrunswick due to her close support of Freud and his theory in an ideal place.
The analyst reads letters from repetition, letters form "fixierung", letters from the phantasmatic response to the Other's demand. And he also reads letters from desire, which attempt to be recognized: the desire is its interpretation, Lacan reminds us. The retor operates by suggestion. The retor suggests, he does not impose, being this suggestion not supported in what is true or false in the retor's intervention. If there is knowledge in the transference supposed knowledge, it is a supposed knowledge of how "to read otherwise", lire Autrement, which mistakes, in French, with the Other lies. To know how to read on behalf of the subject, breaking the Other's senses in what it is said.
We do not direct our reading to understanding. It is directed to mobilize, to affect, by means of misunderstanding, the Other's senses, which fix "jouissance" in the symptom. What has primarily been processed should be reached, by means of interpretation, with a kind of touching the subject production. To undo with words what has been done with words requires a particular expression, a poiesis that only the “desire of (the) analyst” function propitiates.
When Freud said “free floating attention” on the analyst's side he pointed to take the secondary process command out from listening and therefore from intervention. Or wasn't it Freud who listened to "wägen dem pferd"? Or wasn't it Freud who read: "so many florins, so many rats"?
Thus I understand the free floating attention as an invitation for the analyst to be taken, to be worked as much as by what he listened to of the phantasmatic position as well as from the subject's traces. His intervention should be fed there. This is, as I see it, what makes the analytic listening aware so it may be solved in a reading, among text folds
[3], of the subject's letter. To aim at the subject, this is our ethic, so much in the clinic of neurosis as well as in its different variants.
Hate can be propitiatory in an analysis when promoting the work of the unconscious, which is given to be read. But not going a step beyond Freud (Ruth MacBrunswick), prevents the letter to be read, what hate separates loses effectiveness. 
This is the same as saying that the "desire of (the) analyst" function must be constantly working and promoting the questioning of all those identifications with the ideal which block out, from the analyst's side, putting into practice knowledge in the place of truth.
Ruth MacBrunswick listened to the subject but she essentially listened to Freud. It is because she supported Freud and his paternal complex theory as key to the case, what leaves the Man of the Wolves fixed in the Freudian picture.
 
�[1] Claude Dumézil - as Robert Lévy specifies in his book "An upset desire" - makes a distinction between "desire of the analyst" and "desire of analyst". This last formulation points it out, as I see it, as a function.


�[2] The homophonic pun between: l'être - hair (being - hate) and le trahir (betray) is lost in English. 


�[3] Isidoro Vegh provides this rich conceptual image in his Efba 2003 seminar about the letter.





