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...”that fierce and obscene figure, called Super ego by the analyst, which has to be considered as a gap opened in the imaginary  by foreclosure  (verwerfung) of the word commands.”

Lacan: Variants of the typical cure.

 

The reasons, that precipitated Ana into the interruption of analysis, that could be thought of as a real going out of scene, that is to say a movement towards action, were the unbearable headaches, preceded by other signs, feared by Ana as the possibility of being considered  a person suffering from panic attacks, well known by her, due to her profession. This situation did not coincide with the dizziness and the fears related to certain spaces; when they ceased or, at least, decreased, headaches appeared. This happened after two years of analysis, approximately.

And it took place, after the appearance of motive restrictions, during that first period; a limitation to the movement of speech, that so to speak, went around sorrow, time after time.

Thus, after dizziness, anxiety, limitations and sorrow, she began a way of no return, going out from analysis and all its work already established and, she walked through corridors and consulting rooms of several medical specializations, that placed Ana near her practicing medical doctor status.

Though, she had have some headaches and other somatic expressions, such as an episode of anorexia in her adolescence, she did not begin analysis because of this, but for other reasons, hesitation and matters concerning her specialization and conflicts, specially related to her emotional and sexual life.

A great part of the analytic work dealt with two events, that happened to interlace in her life. Her marriage and a serious disease of her father, that made everybody fear about his life and that made her greatly dedicate herself to him. Both events coincided in time.

The marriage seemed to be precipitated in all this situation, after a not so long engagement. Marriage that could  be referred to as a compulsory choice because, at that time, she was having a love affair with a colleague, related to her father´s disease.

Hesitation and decision turned out to be a doubt that remained throughout analysis.

Then, a pregnancy, retrospectively considered a wished one but not convenient at that moment, ended in an abortion. The sorrow, for having undergone it, did not cease to return all the time. Many times she was grievously concerned about the matter of maternity. This sorrow increased, when her sister, with whom she had a mirror-like relationship full of ambivalence, adopted a child after many pregnancy failures. On the other hand, this adoption brought her sister (with her husband and son) into the paternal home; event that made Ana openly unleash her hostilities, directing them towards her mother or her sister, in an oscillating way. Ana was concerned about the “motherly” question. At the same time, reproaches and complaints about her husband or, otherwise, about any of the chiefs of the places she worked, increased.

These were the moments that could be productive in the analytic work, as associations emerged, unconscious formations appeared, etc. But this work began to mess up, when headaches appeared. Absences, telephone calls (with anxiety) precipitated her interruption of analysis.

How could this situation be designated? What is the importance of sorrow? From a Freudian viewpoint, could we talk about a form of resistance? What does it resist? I begin this work quoting Lacan in “Variants of the typical cure”, quotation dealing with the Super ego. And I do it because I think that in this particular case, the resistance matter could be treated from this viewpoint. I want to underline the words of this quotation that specifically show what we could call the caducity of words: “a gap opened in the imaginary by foreclosure of the word commands”, said Lacan.

It is appropriate to say that in Ana´s analysis, sorrow appears so as to make words disappear.

From the Seminar of Ethics, another Lacan´s quotation questions: “what do you want to cure the subject of? Undoubtedly - to cure the subject of the illusions that keep him in the way of his wish – is exclusively inherent in our experience, our way, our inspiration.

But, where are we leading to? Because, after all, these illusions are to be abandoned by the subject, even though they do not mean anything respectable. Is the limit of resistance only an individual matter, here?

Does not this quotation make us remember what Freud says  in “The future prospects of psychoanalytic therapy”? Even though, the question made by Lacan could become a matter, specially if we read about the reference to the goods related to wish, and the way these alluring goods are offered to the subject; goods that could be reached following the so called “American way”.

The access to these goods, offered by several laboratories by means of speech and medical practice, will it suit this way?

In Ana´s case, this alluring choice was successful.

Besides, I want to point out that the interruption of the analysis was not a decision; she was swept away by the irrepressible sorrow, that made Ana depend upon the other (embodied in sorrow) which she submitted and devoted herself to, as if it were no other choice.

A matter, that emerged, at a certain moment, was that her body seemed a lodge to her father´s sorrow and pain. Sacrificial question, that revealed certain subjective position in relation to him; but when she interrupted analysis, a closure of this phantasmal movement took place, as if it were frozen, and sorrow became an omnipresent object; object that veiled and blocked all question.

 In this point, I suggest the idea of sorrow as something which resists. What does it resist? Perhaps, it resists the idea of giving it up for lost. As it stands as an absolute presence without fissures.

Here is my question, in Ana´s analysis, could we understand it as the resistance of the Super ego? Would it be that the Super ego do not want to know anything about deficiency, lack or lost? And I think that, in this sense, sorrow would act as a retention.

As regards anxiety,that also deals with the lost, it is expressible; furthermore, it could fall upon the analyst (we should remember the differences established by Freud in “Inhibitions, symptoms and anxiety”). On the other hand, sorrow is completely inexpressible. 

From Laplanches´s book: “Between dream and sorrow”, we could quote: “I feel anxious, I am sorrow”. “Anxiety could sill be expressed, by means of symptoms formations, representations and phantoms, or be brought into action. It turns out to be contagious. Sorrow, on the other hand, is inexpressible”.

I name this “wall” resistance.

So the analysed person plunges into a division and, remains sorrowfully embraced by the Other. Does not it make us think of the cruel subjugation of the Ego submitted to the powerful Super ego? Is not it a joyful servitude, that makes Ana endlessly look for studies, prescriptions and medications, that on the other hand or, better say, precisely for this reason she does not carry out; recreating  a hellish circle, showing the impotence of anybody, except sorrow itself? Could not it be thought of as a resistance to the transference resistance? The presupposition of any thought quickly falls; nothing could handle the  certainty of sorrow.

And quoting Freud in Analysis terminable and interminable: “In state of acute crisis, analysis is less than useless. In this case, the Ego will be concentrated upon the sorrowful objective reality and, will avoid the analysis, that wants to penetrate that surface to reveal the past influences”.

From this quotation, we could analyse these two questions; the first one deals with what defines acute crisis and how it is defined, the second one deals with what is related to the “objective reality”. As regards the first question, a matter, connected to the words at the end of the same quotation, confronts us with  a temporal vector, that turns a situation into a pure actual ( I do not say present), that absolutely presentificates itself and, tears apart any movement or circulation, which could imply any kind of substitution or displacement. I remember that, when Freud deals with the so-called actual neurosis, this actuality allows the distinction of the possibility of psychic working over.

As regards the second question, perhaps, the objective reality allows considering the matter in the sphere of the real. The headache as a pure real, which the symbolic could not bite.

Another quotation from Freud, quotation that could accompany us in this way full of ups and downs: “In the analytic work, the strongest impression of  resistance is that of a force that defends itself from cure, by all means, and clings, at all costs, to disease and suffering; a part of this force has  been successfully individualized as guilt conscious and need for punishment, and has been related to the Ego and the Super ego”.

This need for punishment is not the same as guilt conscious, as the need is unconscious. The deadly power of the Super ego paralyses and mortifies the Ego.

So, which is the difference between this case, that ends in the interruption of analysis, and the NTR?

I do not know if I will be able to answer my own question, but I want to point out certain matters, without putting and end to it. There seems to be a correlation between the NTR logic and the improvement in the process of cure; this happens in advanced moments of analysis.

But, in the related case, there is no such progress, or, at least, not a defined one; thus, it may correspond to an analysis that is  beginning. The reaction (sorrow) and the symptoms, that made her consult, do not have correlation, either. I want to put forward the following hypothesis:  the interruption seems a repetition (meaning effect of the repetition compulsion, expression of the death drive) and brings the traumatic event  of the abortion, into the present, that insists as such, beyond what, by means of words, analysis could delimit. It would be difficult to determine why and when the presence of this sorrow emerges as transference; sorrow which resists and/or shows the resistance to the analytic work.

Freud states, in the first studies in relation to the resistances of Ego, that it increases when it gets near the pathogen nucleus.

If we try to explain the matter in this way, it will not be underlined what, in fact, orders some kind of working of the dynamic of transference, because we want to explain the meaning of something that is essentially meaningless; something that points towards  an action driven by the instinctual quantum, which works without any significant circulation.

The matter set forth deals, once more, with the problem of the obstacles, that emerge in the process of cure, whatever form they adopt, such as resistances (in any of its variants), NTR, and others, that still remain as cause and reason to go forward. In this particular case, the question of sorrow and its implications in the interruption of the analysis, make me want to state matters that concerns me.

Probably, this was an attempt to go out from the closed circuit in which analysis ended.

