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If when you talk, it is always necessary to place first a no in the sense of having to decide what I am not going to say, in this case the need turns into urgency in order to deal with “The identification in the end of the analysis”. And as the place through which the cut have to pass is not decidable, the decision is exclusively in charge of the desire placed on the speech; i.e., to cut out what you want to say in the peculiar context of this meeting. Consequently, this is a political decision.

In order to be able to articulate the subject of this meeting with those related to the grouping of analysts, I will reintroduce this issue about the political decision later.

For that reason, I am going to start by taking as a vanishing point some thoughts resulting from an aphorism, not by Lacan or Freud as we are accustomed to, but by Pichón Rivière.

Pichón said: “an analysis ends when it becomes endless”.

A first possible reading, hegemonic at the moment, consists in thinking that the analysand, once a point in his/her analysis is reached, becomes a hermeneut of his/her own discourse to the extent that –always according Pichón– he/she believes in the unconscious, and not in the psychoanalysis. He/she knows how to suspect about his/her “manifest discourse” and can produce a metalanguage that for the fashion of the time was called “latent discourse”, and thus he/she can reach a possible truth.
[1]
Said position was not totally alien to the one proposed by Freud as an eligible evidence of the end of the analysis for any person who wanted to be an analyst: to be able to interpret his/her own dreams.

To that purpose, –as you will remember– he proposed a method involving the dream structure, its decomposition into fragments, the associations corresponding to each one of them, leaving in suspense any hurried sense as well as any censorship.

It is obvious that in this conception, a non-explicit idea about the identification is at stake, that idea for which to become an analyst consists in taking up the place of the hermeneut, said place of course having been taken up previously by the teaching analyst.

We said there is a conception about the identification as well as about the analyst’s desire, the interpretation and, consequently, the end of the analysis.

According to this reading, we could say that there would be an end for an analysis, but there would not be an end for the interpretation, which would not find any stop points, neither for it nor for the production of new meanings.

It is interesting for me to make the question we have reached: what would such a stop point be, if it exists?  I leave it raised to see if I can reintroduce it later, also pointing out that the analyst’s desire is here equal to the love for the truth, and that Hermeneutics would be his/her tool.

Another way of dealing with Pichón’s aphorism could start, as Lacan does it, from the questioning of that love for the truth and, therefore, the relation of the knowledge to the truth.

Lacan tells us that the analyst’s desire is in relation to the ignorance. Without developing this issue, I could assert that an analyst must get to know about this ignorance.

Of course, this position by Lacan has strong anchorage points in Freud and leads to a well-differentiated policy in the direction of the cure.

So, I will only say that along the line of what we could call a negative Epistemology, tributary to the negative Theology, Lacan privileges silences, what is not said, what is said between lines, what cannot be represented, the blanks written between the black letters.

In a development for which the modal Logic provides its part, Lacan tells us that in an analysis something stops of not being written.

Through this way, we reach the same question as through the previous way: how such a stop point is reached?

To establish said point, a third path is missing. 

The heading we are called to in this meeting says “The identification in the end of the analysis”. It does not say “the identifications…” This already suggests a direction, presupposes there is a specific identification, different from the identifications.

Moving forward through this way with great jumps we will say, in a Freudian way, that the identifications place the notion of the object in psychoanalysis at stake, as they are the product, they are precisely the fall of what was called: “a fall of the object”. Consequently, we could raise again the question by asking ourselves if the object at stake in the end of the analysis is the same as those objects put at stake at the beginning. 

Some of the ways to name this crucial difficulty for the clinic and for the psychoanalytical theory are the traversing of the fantasme, the fall of the subject-supposed-to-know, the resolution of the transference. 

Let’s see this more thoroughly. If the psychoanalytical listening favors the discourse slips produced by the split of the subject in the dilemma between the knowledge and the truth due to the retroactiveness of the truth effect that the surprise exerts on the previous knowledge. If this listening lets us to think about a coherence in the discourse as tributary to the censorship in the way of the secondary elaboration that gives figurability to the dream. If another way to say this is by asserting that there is no relation between S1 and S2. If everything is like this, Lacan writes that non-relation with a letter.

 The object a, his invention, that although it comes from the Freudian concept about the partial object and the lost object, does not have the same meaning for Lacan. For him, said object would be lost as from the origin and what the repression prevents is a knowledge about said lack of object. 

So, through the repression, the fantasme will be there to guarantee that said lack remains inaccessible.

As you can see, it is not easy for me to abbreviate myself and reach what I would like  to propose.

I will take the shortcut again.

In the analyst’s discourse we find that little letter, the lower case letter of the object a, in the place that Lacan called the agent’s and also the semblance’s.

The analyst, making a semblance from the a, insofar as he/she takes up said place in a contingent way, will allow to establish in the transference said supposition of the knowledge on the object; i.e., that the object will be presumed as inhabited by what is the cause mark in the analysand’s speech: its agalma. It is because he/she is its bearer and does not have another being than said being, that the transference love will mark  the coordinates of an analysis, questioning the nature of that love and, with it, placing the knowledge at stake.

But to make a semblance of it also means to make a semblance of said knowledge. A knowledge that in its supposition implies, on the one hand, the love, but on the other hand, the jouissance.

The analyst’s abstention is an abstention of the jouissance and of the knowledge, so that in this issue the analyst’s desire does not escape from the more general assertion for which love is what lets jouissance access to the desire.

Consequently, the analytical operation that places the supposed love on the side of the analysand calls for the real love on the side of the analyst for the analyst’s desire to be constituted in it. For this to be possible, said desire –through the analyst’s analysis– must be the desire from which the objects of his/her fantasmes fell. Love in the real, we said, that comes from a turn in the discourse which will sometimes allow the analysand to place him/herself in that empty place, to identify him/herself to that empty place. The analyst product of said operation will be the one who will be able to do his/her jouissance with the nuclear of his/her symptom, that sinthome that for him/her will be the psychoanalysis.

To say love in the real obliges to clear up misunderstandings. It is not a case of love for the analysand, which would place the analyst in the erastes’ place. It is not a case of a love demand. It is not a case of the analysand’s good.

It is precisely a case of all those “it is not about that” as a condition of possibility for the quarter turn to be produced. Lacan calls this emergence of love, which is only possible if the place taken up by the object a suffers the necessary emptiness.

It is a privileged moment, where you can verify the effects of the transmission, not of a trait, not of a knowledge, but of a lack. Said lack, resulting from an operation of emptying of the meaning, is offered as a gift and remains available for the identification in that place.

It should be said that said moment does not tally with any chronology and nothing lets us to predict if said moment is going to be unique or multiple, nor when it will happen.

Anyway, whenever it happens, I propose to call them “moments of the end of the analysis”, because if the end of the analysis is something, no ideal capable of being expressed could explain it, and we could not have more than a certain conjecture about it or even some certainty to be read through its effects.

One of those effects is produced in relation to the destiny of the drive. The drive, once it is freed from the objects that fixed it to the fantasme, is empowered to realize the contingency of its object in its path.

The names for this fixation are: ideology, the prejudices in relation to the good, to the common sense; and on the analyst’s side, the emergence of the anxiety, the inhibited silence, the symptoms or the acting-out.

Now, we can come back to the question raised at the beginning, trying to relate the issue about the identification in the end of the analysis to the policy in the psychoanalysis, as what happens in the extension could not be tributary to what happened in the intention.

In other words, the issues of the psychoanalytical institutions talk about what happens in the analysts’ analysis and about the conception of the end of the analysis at stake in them.

Excessively simplifying, I will say that it is not the same to posit an end of the analysis being “the end of the analysis” as –such as I proposed– to think about moments for the end of the analysis, moments of passage happened before the end of the sessions.

If a psychoanalytical institution is not driven to be an professional organization in the unions or corporations fashion, if they are not member bodies of regulation in relation to the guarantees for the practical application of a theory, if they are not tributary to the universitary discourse, its compromise with the transmission is going to be exclusively tributary to the effects produced by the analysis of the analysts being there.

We will only be able to think about the end of the analysis as that implicit purpose because every analysis has a direction and, like the drive, said direction points out an objective.

But if we posit moments for the end of the analysis, it is to explain what is at stake.

There are no devices or rules, nor regulations able to operate respect to the transmission of the psychoanalysis.

For this reason, the destiny of each psychoanalytical institution will basically depend on what will happen outside it, in the analyst’s analysis.

In turn, if something was produced in him/her in the passage from analysand to analyst and, as I said, for him/her the psychoanalysis goes to be his/her sinthome, what happens in the institution constitutes an outside part for that analysis.

Now, is it possible any social link outside the mass effects discovered by Freud and beyond the obscenity that, according to Lacan, constitutes the real of the group?

This is the bet that we, the analysts, are engaged in there, where this can be put to the test.

If the analyst’s desire is of the utmost difference between the I and the a, if this operation happened, its effects should be able to be transmitted.

Those effects that leave the Ego in another place should make possible the development of a desire for the knowledge beyond the love for the knowledge and, consequently, beyond the love for the father.

Of course, such a beyond will not be able to be possible without it, but if it is only with it, the institutions start to consolidate the unarian.

The membership in a group is not the same as the transmission. The former is impertinently exposed to be firmer the more the identification to the leader trait tributary to the desire, and even to the need for the recognition, characterizes it.

And it is not a case of foreclosing any Name of the Father.

If the science forecloses the being of the subject, allowing Freud to equal the schizophrenic discourse to the scientific discourse, this has not prevented to talk about the Galilean science, the Newtonian physics, the Einstein’s Relativity Theory.

It must not be by chance that in the IPA, the ideal of placing the psychoanalysis under the paradigms of the ideal science makes the Names of the Father fall to produce a discourse close to the neurosciences, or to a deceitful eclecticism that makes the One come in through the window.

Reintroducing again, then, the question about a social link not representing a mass and limiting as much as possible the obscenity of the groups, we should considered whether the Name of the Father is what, unlike the leader, keeps our bet in its question insofar as to be able to posit a beyond the Name of the Father.

If it is like that, the identification typical of an end of the analysis would have to be related to the Real identification to the Real Other, to the Real of the Father.

It means that the same operation which lets you say that at the end of the analysis the fantasmatic of the Name must fall, is what would make possible the grouping to continue such a process in the extension, because making of the proper name a common name is what happens with the name of the analyst in the list of the “analysts” in an institution.

Only that, a list where the differences are in the discourse and not in the degrees.

To finish, I would like to read a quote taken from George Bataille in “El culpable” (The Guilty). There he talks about what he calls the “impossible community”, which he defines as a “community with the impossible”: “…Indeed, the friendship discovering how unknown we ourselves are will be like that, and the discovering of our own loneliness tells us that, precisely, we cannot be the only ones experimenting it: the community of those who do not have a community. In this way, we reach the ultimate type of the community experience, after which there will be nothing to say as it must known itself by ignoring itself…”
[2]
 

�[1] I quote Foucault’s review on Heidegger here. The latter says in “Ser y Tiempo” (Being and Time): “…while our pre-ontological understanding of the being and the Desein reveal these phenomena,  they always make it in a non-authentic way. For that reason, it is necessary a comentator/phenomenologist whose interpretation properly will “translates” our everyday intepretation… to obtain a real meaning as opposed to the manifest one”. Faced to this, Foucault will argue in “El origen de la clínica” (The origin of the clinic) that “there is no meaning exceeding the signifier, there is no meaning beyond what is manifestly present in the texts and practices in question. That is, a deep truth waiting to be discovered cannot exist”.


�[2] “La comunidad  inconfesable” (The Unmentionable Community) Maurice Blanchot





