THE ANALYST´S PLACE AND CLINICAL STRUCTURES

Guillermo Ferreiro

E-mail: guillermoferreiro@hotmail.com
 
When Jacques Lacan claims, in his “Variants of the Typical Treatment” that “a psychoanalysis, whether typical or not, is the treatment expected from a psychoanalyst” he introduces questions which are basic for the analyst place as regards clinical structures.
Is the analyst place a “successful” or an “impossible” one? And in any case… What status should be given to this logical dilemma, where Lacan makes “successful” an equivalent of a Freudian slip, pure significant relation? How should this “impossible” be placed and what is its relationship with the desire of the analyst? What is the articulation between the Knowledge of the Analyst, the analytical Discourse and the Interpretation? Definitely, there exists a way which leads to these questions, and it is indicated in the article “Variants of the Listening, Variants of the Demand”, by my colleagues, psychoanalysts of the Freudian Psychoanalytic Circle, who highlight the diversions to which the position of the analyst is constantly exposed, when he loses his way and gets into the alienation of ideals and into the moral goals of analysis, in the different logical moments of the treatment. The analyst makes his way there with his fantasmatic, privileging, in his interpretation, the imaginary consistency and the analysis of  the “I”, against the identifications and unconscious ghosts which unfold in the person under analysis’ saying. You might ask… To what extent the place of the analyst questions in a psychoanalysis the analytic ideals: the Autonomous Desire, the belief in Truth, the ideal of human Love, ensuring an ethic of desire for the treatment?
As it is well stated in that article, the purpose of a psychoanalysis is not to fill the symptom with a sense, but to operate from the function of the analyst faced to the repetition, with the misunderstanding or the equivocal, waiting for the moment when “the Real of the symptom bursts, --as Lacan states in the Third—and it is not thirsty any more”.
And it is exactly in the Third where Lacan plays, once again, with the French language and its homophonies “je ‘souis’ I am-follow-enjoy-hear”, insisting on the value of support of the transference and of the alleged subject – knowledge, which fulfills the listening of the analyst, when he performs the reading operation of the unconscious Desire, aiming with the interpretation at releasing it in its potential, from its alienation of the Demand, that is to say from the ghost –so common in the treatment- from the “caprice of the Other.”
The dimension of the Subject of the Unconscious is always alienated in the field of the Other, a field which is structured as a language, a field of the signifier, where the analytic operation will be the pair of scissors which will open the Other, the driving circuits commanded by the Object to, as well as in its imaginary forms as object of the desire in the Ghost, as a surplus of jouissance, or as a cause of desire. The value of truth of object to, as an elaborated nucleus of the jouissance [phallic jouissance (()  and jouissance of the Other], field of the Real, is the authentic dimension of Sexuality, that the contribution of Lacanian theorizing  has revealed to us. And it is this sense the one which should be given to the Freudian “trauma”. Thus the “un-tied” that which “searches to be enrolled, tying itself to the representation” in Beyond the Pleasure Principle. Lacan reformulates it as Tyché and Automatón.
The significant repetition in the psychoanalytic experience brings in its trauma the “inassimilable Real”, “that always impossible meeting with the Real”. That effective presence of the significant in the repetition, is always accompanied by the loss of the object to as a surplus of jouissance, as the attempt of the rediscovery of the object in Freud as movement of the unconscious desire, is nothing but the repetition of a loss.
There is no doubt that each desiring structure has, in a way, as it is revealed in a psychoanalysis, a “quantum of theReal” which has not been taken by the signifier as it is stated in the article Variants of the Listening, Variants of the Demand, giving as result that he who consults cannot, sometimes, go beyond the Preliminary Interviews to establish an Analytic Contract and install himself in a psychoanalysis. But we should make here a few fundamental considerations. We know that the position of the analyst cannot be excepted in any way from exhausting all the resources available, to try and re-establish the status of the demand at play in the consultation, and offer that desiring Subject the analytic device, if it were necessary. Notwithstanding, the depart will depend on the elaboration of the jouissance and castration, that the desire of the analyst assumes. In the analytic experience the authentically traumatic is the veiled nucleus of sexual jouissance that does not stop writing and which gives full validity and updating to the symptoms.
The serious Anorexias –as are mentioned in that article- are usually considered as 
Actual Neurosis, but Lacan called them Mental Anorexias at the beginning of his work, resuming the symptomatology that Freud had already described at the dawn of psychoanalysis, with his first hysterical patients.
But there is another matter which makes the concept of Freudian “Trauma” more enigmatic and which we see taking shape in those serious pathologies that analysts usually call Narcissist Neurosis, following the old Freudian usage. In this respect the formalizations made by Lacan place us in a very hard dilemma, as he claims in The Logic of the Ghost: either in Theory the Name-of-the-Father takes place for the analysts and its Forclusion (Verwerfung) in the Psychoses (Schreber), or the Forclusion of castration (The Wolfman), and we progress in untying those theoretical knots, or we adhere in silence to the concept of the Freudian “objectal libido” defending to death our belief in the existence of a Psychopathology of Narcissism.
The Name-of-the-Father as the main signifier, organizer of the signifier structure of the unconscious; the paternal function; the versions of the father in the Real, Symbolic and Imaginary, is the key dimension which will put at stake the desire of the analyst when in the transference it opposes the repetitive compulsion and the passage to the act (attempts at suicide), as he tells it in the sequence of analysis of a patient, mentioned by another colleague in the article “The Search for Peace between the Word and the Pill”. In this case the place of the analyst comes to meet the unconscious desire and through the analytic operation, achieves a limitation of the jouissance, in which the “agalmatic value of the pill” drops, while the analysands channels towards the artistic creation; a life of acting, pivoted by the dirty trick of a desire through the prehistory of generations (the grandmother on the mother’s side commits suicide in front of her) to which there will have to be added the maternal crazy ghost, that had decided to keep it a secret, hide the letters, the writings in which an absent father expressed his worries and love for his daughter’s destiny.
The Freudian text breaks away from any theory of psychological knowledge,  when it establishes the prehistory of the unconscious desire and its impasses as regards the unfulfilled jouissance through generations (The Man of the rats and his obsessive symptom in front of the payment of the debt).

The knowledge of the unconscious does not belong to the nature of knowledge, as every 

desiring speaking being has no access to the knowledge of sex. 

The question of knowledge for the analyst´s place, consists of “knowing where you have to be in order to support that knowledge about impotence”, which is the one that arises from the real consistency of the symptom. The position of the analyst demands that “it is necessary to interpret it in its knowing”, as all interpretation aims at the relationship that every proposition has with jouissance. The relationship that the speaker has with his body is the whole dimension of jouissance. In relation to jouissance, it is the word that ensures the dimension of truth, which cannot be said as a whole in any way , it can only be “wrongly-said” as the desire of the analyst approaches to the impossible, brief, encounter in “thelanguage” with Castration. Lacan reveals to us, the analysts, that the field of Function and the Field of the word and speech is no other than “thelanguage”. The opacity of that nucleus, called sexual jouissance, is in relation with that register to be explored, Castration, and that is why it is necessary to formulate the Matheme and turn to Logic.
The analytic discourse created by Lacan, by means of the analytic operation in a treatment, makes the appearance of what we call man or woman come to the place of object to, that is to say, the implementation in transference of the ghosts with their imaginary identifications and the corresponding symptoms, where it is impossible, in the structure of the unconscious, to speak about the inscription of sexual polarity.
For the analyst´s place, it is about progressing on the conception of Freudian sexuality with the implementation during the treatment of the analytic discourse, at the same time as it conceives the coding of jouissance that knots ghost and symptom. In order that the decompletion of jouissance starts unveiling the singularity of the Unary Feature, and new sutures and knots of the Real-Symbolic-Imaginary are produced, it is necessary for the analytic function to question the inclusion of sexuality in the animal model of coupling (“anybody with anybody”) which supports the psychys ghost (the encounter of one soul with another soul) and whose most radical consequence is … 
 “speech does not exist”, therefore there is no signifier to perforate the real.
The desire of the analyst has to operate logically in the psychoanalytic experience in order to go through the ghosts that support the existence and completion of the Other. Thus,it counts on the fact that Knowledge (S2) is outside the field of the Other (field of 
the Master Signifier [S1]) as it is made present by the driving circuit when it illuminates the briefness of the “appearance-disappearance of the Subject”. The new –Lacan will say- in reference to the drive, is to see a Subject appearing. And this has to do with the order of object to as hollow, empty, which accounts for the jouissance that goes Beyond the pleasure principle, as it joins the other when it is delineated by the drive. Lacan argues that: the Other is “lack”. That is why he turns to Mathematics and he assists himself with the conceptualization of the One developed by the Set Theory.
The theorizing about the One, formulated by Frege in the XIX century, revolutionizes modern Mathematics and not only does it bring to light the precariousness of the axiomatic, but also fundamentally introduces the measure in relation to lack and absence, at the same time as it considers its existence. The One has therefore a decisive plane which acts in the repetition: it introduces “sameness” –not identity in the sense of equality- establishing the “radical difference”.
Lacan tries to support the sexual weaving from writing. He intends to advance beyond the Freudian phallus-castration axe. There is a blank there and so the phallic function determines a plot and where the Aristotelian logic of the “Whole” (Universal and particular), stumbles and gives in without giving anything more than fantasmatic answers. It is imperative, then, that the desire of the analyst, guided by the analytical discourse, operates on the alienating “either I don’t think” “or I am not” through the logical propositions of negation, conjunction, disjunction and implication, when the function-plot referred to the Existence of the function of exception of the paternal instance ( x),  the negativized phallic function (x) and the Not-Whole (x).
The Lacanian formalization tackles the sexual weaving, better from the heterosexuality than from the Male pole or the Female Pole, the “hetero” (the other).
Lacan warns analysands: “You are not One. Not only you are not One, but unfortunately! you are innumerable each one for himself, until the course of the psychoanalytic experience teaches you that you are totally finite, as regards man… numerable, as regards women.”
 
 
 
