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Ethics. The name of the text.

Why call a seminar on metapsychology Ethics? Why does Lacan approach the Project, the Thing, Das Ding and the psychic structure as a pathway to the ethical issue? 

Psychoanalysis approaches ethics through the same pathway it approaches the psychic structure and clinical practice, by means of the model that accounts for psychic phenomena.
In Seminar XI, when focusing on the dream ‘Father, don’t you see I’m burning?’ Lacan claims that psychoanalysis makes a difference between the text of the dream and the actual fact that the child is burning, so that no actual reality is presumed in the cause of the dream. Even though the dreamer will assume that his dream is caused by the fire set by the chandelier falling on the corpse, our question aims at what desire is being played out in this text. Or, in any case, why it is organized under this scenario. If the text produced by the dreamer is ‘father, don’t you see I’m burning?’ Isn’t it possible that he is the one talking to his own father, the one demanding that his own father look at his burning? A burning not caused by the flames setting the fire, but by the grief of existence itself, originated in the impotence of a father, now in the place of son, to endure the death of his offspring. Therefore, ‘father, don’t you see I’m burning?’ refers us immediately to ‘Father, why have you abandoned me?’ It is the dreamer’s desire, is his demand to his father, to abandon him not, to put out that fire that is burning him. There is an evident difference between the fire phenomenon and the format of the dream. 
It is the instance of his son’s death (business partner, diurnal residues, idea), which is being taken profit of by his desire to address his father (investment partner, desire). 
The difference that should be established is that existing between the reality that burns because of the fire and that which burns because of grief. Among the perception of what has happened in the outside world and the inner – uncognoscible – world and the consciousness of wakening that formalizes a hypothetical theory on the origin of such painful dream, there is work produced. Psychic work that gives origin to a formation of the unconscious, a compromise formation, i.e., the dream. Between the perception that is irremediably lost– specially in this case, since it is presumed during sleep – and the consciousness of the dream, there is a psychic structure. This structure is illustrated in the scheme below using the model described in Chapter VII of The Interpretation of Dreams.


Pc ------------------ Psychic Structure -------------- Cc





U n c o n s c i o u s 
If Lacan studies metapsychology is because he radically posits that an ethics of psychoanalysis is only possible where there is mediation between pc-cc. The passage from perception to consciousness will always be elaborated by the unconscious, and, consequently, by the desire organized under a phantasmal aesthetic. Between the impossible of the Real (perception) and the Imaginary of the habitual relationship (our consciousness) there is no relationship but that traversed by the unconscious and its laws. The access the subject has into the Real – which the subject thinks can be approached by the consciousness -, is intercepted, distorted
[1], if you will, by the unconscious.
The dreamer, who has been awaked by the dream-triggered anguish, once back in the world stage, organizes a theory on the cause of the dream. If the consciousness reaches a sufficiently – I insist – organized, a closing, theory, then the dreamer will not further question that dream. But if his theory is insufficient, the dream will insist, in search of a reading, an interpretation, as diurnal text, or – why not - as dream. Between the Real of suffering and the theory that the subject provides himself, there is the unconscious; between the enjoyment (jouissance) that the subject experiences and the utterances that of his enjoyment he makes, there is the unconscious. “… the Real is not at first to be known; is the only dam to contain idealism”
[2] The ethics of psychoanalysis is the very impossibility to  traverse directly from one pole to the other of the psychic structure without walking the unconscious’ catwalk. Its ethics consists of the possibility of that journey, of that passing through the psychic structure, of that tangential encounter with the desire dwelling in the unconsciousness. An operation that presumes and implies abandoning those theories (of consciousness) in which its sufferings and pleasures reached homeostasis.
Ethics should not be taken for the abstinence that the tripod of the ideal of happiness, authenticity and independence suppose. If the question is posed in moral terms, analysts would not hesitate in supposing that such ideals do not present any harm to the analysand. However, it is not in that ground that our practice develops, although – by extension – in no few cases these ideals are likely to result from an analysis.  
This is the ethical support for the practice itself. The issue here is defining what concepts, models and wagers support it. If, to put it in a nutshell, we can speak of a direction of the curing process leading the subject towards supporting his or her desire, a question should be made as to what elements we have so that our practice is ‘suitable’ for the implementation of the direction it aims at. Otherwise, why wouldn’t the subject’s will to live according to his or her desire be enough?
Therefore, it is necessary to pose once again the Freudian question, i.e., why aren’t dreams only the answer to perceptive stimuli? Why wouldn’t ‘father, don’t you see I’m burning?’ be simply the answer to the heat felt on the eye pupils due to the fire in the adjoining room?
Trusting in the existence of a psychic structure, and the laws ruling it, the rules of language, is what, in first place, qualifies us, authorizes us, to verify whether our hypothesis is true, and exposes a certain dream to free association.  It is the result of the foregoing that the hypothesis of the existence of the unconscious calls for the patient’s endorsement, who will offer his or her unconscious as the means for the production of associations. 
In following seminars the ethical question of the practice moves towards the question on the ethics of the analyst. The concept of the analyst’s desire foreshadows this movement. But it seems evident that before asking about the place that the analyst should occupy so that a certain direction is possible, it is necessary to ask about the condition of the person, who in this seminar is called –  and not by chance
[3] – the ‘sick person’.
 Lacan’s ethical question does not refer to the ethics of  behaviour of someone in particular, nor to the principles of any human action, nor that of solidarity, or of any ideal that in one way or another will intersect with questions on morals, but, rather, refers to the means of our activity. The question is direct, specific and unique. It is defining whether our practice has any basis. 
From the beginning, the problem of Civilization and its Discontents is posed not as a social problem, nor as a problem that would find its aetiology in an excessive repression. Lacan discards any naturalistic or hedonistic solution. Lacan resumes the Freudian spirit to insist that Discontent (and not being content T.N.) is the effect of a psychic structure that is constituted exscinded by language, whose way to approach perception does not exist but for language, and that the world does not exist, but for what the Other provides. Consciousness – as well as the Freudian Ego – is devoted to demagogy, attempting to satisfy instances of irremediably opposed interests, without reaching an eventual final agreement, in spite of the psychologists of the self’s  best efforts to conceptualize some harmony.
That same excision can be found between the subject and the object of loving choice. Subject and object are interfered by the subject’s psychic structure itself that prevents the subject from the certainty of the satisfaction of the perceived object. Consequently, there is consistency between the ethics of psychoanalysis and the Lacanian proposition ‘there is no sexual relation’. If it is possible to state ‘woman does not exist’, it is in the sense of perceptible object in a world mediatized by the unconscious. The object of the object choice is mediatized by a set of attributes which cannot be perceived in the object, and that are only valid or able to exist through discourse.
The paradox of the structure excision is that, while a point is reached where the subject traverses the impossibility of solving the sexual question in any way, it is, however, far from not presenting a menu in which valuation appears, where there are ‘better and worse’ solutions. Although happiness is not a promise but a horizon that condemns us to impotence, it is not simple to assert that psychoanalysis is not proposed as a watchtower from which to see whether one is closer or farther from it. Is this a limit attributable to the practice itself, or something that might have to be attributed to those of us who direct the analysis?
A double task is posed to us here – to be warned (of the excision), but also warned of the warning (that the end of the analysis will not imply that there will not be renewed efforts on the part of the subject to find shortcuts, presumed seam stitches in the structural excision).
 
“I listen to you”

Lacan posits from the beginning of Seminar VII having hesitated for a moment on the approach of the ethics issue. A hesitation which does not refer to a theoretical question but rather to a personal one. As in Freud, there is no theoretical production but for the psychoanalyst and his transformations. Lacan will also say in Seminar XI that there is no approaching the unconscious without certain fears ‘You always run the risk when stirring things up in this larval zone.  I, myself - believe me - never open it again without great precaution”
[4].
It does have its effects, Lacan’s pinpointing that not only is a cure not a possible promise, but also there is no promise of happiness as a result of the analytic process. It is not by chance that it is spoken of therapy, in the sense of a technique fixing that which is out of order in the psyche. Lacan addresses an audience which is not that aware. His interlocutors are analysts who, while studying with Lacan, had previous training not so different from their contemporaries.  His audience may be called Lacanian in reference to Lacan as an individual, but not in reference to his theory. Likewise, those of Freud’s interlocutors, interested in Freud, were not necessarily Freudian psychoanalysts. It is valid to ask ourselves whether Freud and Lacan’s direct interlocutors reached the dimension of disciples or if they were the necessary instrument for theory to find refuge in the institutional framework and through which it could transmit itself. The interlocutors, in their turn, follow the formulation of a theory that Lacan himself does not fully know, since he is producing it in front of them, and even though the developments are rigorous, hesitations and retroactive theoretical readings were neither simple nor evident for those who were his contemporary analysts.
The Seminar ‘Ethics’ opens with the question on what is being offered in response to the demand from a sick person. Such a question opposes the ‘calculated cynicism’ of certain Lacanism that slips away under the formula ‘we do not propose anything’, ‘we do not promise anything’. Lacanian psychoanalysis  responds to the sick person’s demand with its ethics, which is that of questioning the unconscious, proposing an instrument which in the same act of discovering itself is being produced. It is the unconscious the concept that authorizes the psychoanalyst for the practice. It is from said position that the promise of analysis springs – which is not that of happiness but that of ‘I listen to you’.
Although it might seem unnecessary, it is worth pointing out that in his or her practice, a psychoanalyst is not authorized to use a walkman, a fact that – although it may seem obvious – it is not so for all professional psychologists. Due to a certain specific circumstance, a psychoanalyst might be called to accompany his or her patient to a surgery room as the only way possible to get in. Once the patient is asleep, the analyst will have nothing to do, since there will be nothing to be listened to. The promise to listen precisely responds to the ethics of psychoanalysis; it is trusting in the existence of an unconscious that wants to be listened to and that speaks through compromise formations. The patient takes this promise in its everyday sense (‘I listen to you’ is imaginarily associated with ‘I’m going to pay attention to what you are saying’) although, strictly speaking, the stance refers to ‘I’m going to pay attention to what you say  without meaning to say it and even that is being left without saying’. Therefore, through this particular angle, the Fundamental Rule issue is approached. If the commencement of the analysis is not so without the statement of the Rule, the commencement of the interviews is not so without this promise. When a professional finds himself in such a position that he or she ‘cannot listen’, this same ethics is the one leading to supervision, or to speak about the analysand so that another person may listen in the psychoanalyst’s discourse, and from the psychoanalyst that which he cannot listen that he has listened to. It is consistent with his ethics. It is not a question of a moral issue so that the professional work ‘is well done’. His practice can only be sustained by committing to ‘listening to’.
From the unconscious, as long as it is a concept, stems an ethics whose practice bears the formulation ‘I listen to you’. A considerable difference with the anamnesis whose practice assumes ‘I ask you’, or more precisely: ‘I know which questions to ask’. It would not be the unconscious the one wishing to speak, but ‘I’ who would know what the unconscious has to speak about and what it has to reply.
The Lack(s)
Pointing out the difference between listening to and anamnesis implies thinking an analyst that allows himself not to know, to a lack in knowledge. It might be because of that, that Lacan promptly introduces in the text on Ethics the question of the Lack, and invites us to ‘go deeper in the ‘universe of the lack’. A lack that articulates a tripod: the moral (lack), the (lack) presumed by desire, the (lack) that should be differed from absence .
[5]
Morbidity is not lack itself, because if it were so, it would be lack that we should be cured of, making it disappear or trying to reduce it. It would be an iatrogenic cure, whose obvious and evident risk would be a sharp drop of desire, a dis-libidinization: melancholy as cure. It is logical that, the subject not being cured of the lack, the end of the analytic experience presumes it.
If desire – as long as it is subjective - for Kant is pathognomonic, it is worth noting that it is a ‘pathology that is not even cured with ascetism and that in the obsessive neurosis and in some religious thinking is articulated under the paradox of the desire not to desire’.

The obsessive person delves into this possibility, that of not to lack. In addition, the desire of not desiring will believe it has found other possible answers in the imaginary fiction of satisfying the Ideal of the own Ego, in offering itself like the Other’s ‘ideal Ego’, in satisfying the Ideal of other people’s ego and more broadly speaking, in the ideal of behaviour. 
As regards this ‘correctness madness’, the symptom of always dwelling  on ‘the  correct’ (lo correcto) is heard as a certain alienation that transforms the obsessive person in ‘a correct madman’ (loco recto). Regardless of Kant’s universal maxim, the question doubles its clinical interest when maxims interweave, or when two ‘goods’ oppose as a result of the same conduct. The intention of always universalizing slips towards uniformity, uniformity of desire from which desire slips away.
The concept of law in Kant can be thought as a retroactive way – it is historically prior - to replace the concept of the unconscious. However, it is not possible to imagine an ethics in which one sticks completely to the law. Paradoxically, this sticking to the Law, beyond all good to the subject, a law with no subjectivity, could be a bureaucratic or even a perverse law. A sustained ethics in a law without exceptions is not sustainable, in the same way that it is risky to think that every case is an exception to the rule. 

The 90’s Talibanism enables us to ponder on the effects of an attempt to seriously put into practice the Kantian ethics, regardless of its particular contents: the fact that there is a subject who is only subject to the law, the abolition of the subject of desire and differences, only uniformity remaining – as a result. Talibanism may be seen as a full-fledged religion, which does not compromise with the subject, without the need of clemency nor escalating punishment system: either the law or death. Simultaneously, under the idea of ‘suicide in action’ the law is taken even further: ‘We have as many ready to die as you, to defend life’. If this striking political syntagm enables us to illustrate the position of Muslim fundamentalism at the time of a suicide attack, more striking is finding that ‘maxim’ or ‘principle’ are among the meanings of the term Al Qaeda
[6]. 

 Although presumably it is not the philosopher that serves them as ideological guide, yet it can be considered the Kantian attitude in its extreme pole. If Kant does not appear to us as dreadfully, is because it remains covered beyond the contents that coincide with Western ideals.

If, on one hand a pure-law ethics is impossible to be thought of, it is neither possible to sustain the structure of the law without exceptions, and more extensively, the structure of the State itself, if law is not more than a set of exceptions. Exception would lose its exceptional nature and the exception condition becomes a legality of the case to case, which makes it lose its legal value
[7].

There being an unconscious, there are maxims, but they lose their universal value, since the subject would only be able to assume full responsibility for his or her acts once he or she has already carried them out
[8]. It would be impossible to think of a subject having to act always ‘a priori’ according to its volition since, if the subject has that will, it is only partially, given the gap between "pc-cc". If what dwells in that gap is desire, it is logical that Kant has tagged desire as pathological, since it is left outside that which the Other can legislate forever.
Being an absolute subject to law or an absolute subject to enjoyment are not but possible names of ‘I am’, understood in terms of ‘The logic of the phantom’ as long as both are ways of abolishing the subject of the unconscious. 
In turn, Hegel will provide by means of the cunning of reason the theoretical-philosophical formulation for reason also to win, another name with which desire is aimed at being nullified. Desire re-formulates reason, ‘the reason after Freud’, but does not oppose it. That is why the obsessive person finds other people’s ‘bad faith’ unbearable; Lying knowing that the one lying knows that the one listening to him knows he is lying. The obsessive person formulates the issue of ‘that which is not Kantian in the other’. He ponders on the possibility itself of not making a virtue out of the truth. His suffering doubles, since he considers that his reason matches his good faith. From there arises the misunderstanding occurring between two subjects on account of the same bill: where one assures he is the one that has invited and got two free-tickets, the other one might argue his good will in accompanying the first one.
Given that the subject is lost, that there is always another possible version, that the subject is represented by a signifier for the other, that the subject cannot be fully responsible for his acts, from there arises the logical need that Lacan draws from his ethics regarding the right to lie. Because if a true truth existed -- that demanded of Lacan and appearing in one of his patient’s dreams -- this true truth would be an encounter with the object itself, the lost object, the one that has never been. Not existing ‘That’ object, all the rest is not but with a certain deception, is not but with a certain nuance of replacement. Therefore, there is no possibility of ultimate truth, of a truth without deceptions. In order to say the same thing, one has to say it otherwise,  and saying the same is saying another thing.  Given that what is stated includes the subject of the statement; nobody can tell the same I tell, telling the same I tell: his telling modifies the subject of statement.

The subject does not tell the truth, he tells it halfway, or simply “lies” due to the structure of language itself. The act of telling the truth is not so without the intention carried by the act. Since that intention is left out of what is told, it is a telling that it is more than the fact that transforms that said truth that has been told into ‘not all’. That ‘not all’ of the truth is what could be called the impossibility not to lie.
In some circumstances, telling the ‘truth’ triggers some effects that could make that truth become not one. Saying produces effects; it acts on facts. We could illustrate this with the paradigmatic example of the zeal of telling the truth, which we suppose won’t be believed: ‘to lie, telling the truth’. The problem becomes more complex here, because the truth does not lie only in the one telling it but also in the one listening to, the listener, which takes us back to Freud’s joke: “you tell me you’re going to Cracovia for me to believe you’re going to Lemberg, but you’re going to Cracovia.”

Truth can be vanishingly listened to, but this vanishing produces knowledge subjected to the aphorism: ‘truth cannot be wholly told’. Therefore, truth, in order to be listened to, pays the price of not being it.
The neurotic person may believe that at the end of his or her analytical experience he or she will be truly warned of this structure. It is a paradox, but it is impossible to be fully warned: a lie is also not a whole one. Even the act of lying is not so without the truth that the subject cannot help telling in the substitutive occurrence.
Consequently, there are two cures that the obsessive person proposes in connection to the lack: ‘to act properly’ and ‘reason’; Kant and Hegel: names of the obsessive person’s belief in the sexual relation. However, it is unthinkable that an obsessive has not come across in love or in the structure of power itself the irreconcilable inconsistencies existing between existence and philosophers. If the obsessive person comes to the analyst’s office, it is because these therapeutics have already failed.
The question of the lack enables us to pose the question about what is the condition of possibility of the lack itself, how is it possible for lack to exist. Where the obsessive person finds it obvious that lack can be covered up, the hysteric person is warned that this operation is impossible. It should be noted that she also thinks that lack can be covered up and for that reason takes dissatisfaction upon herself. When the hysteric person attempts to tie things up, under the formula ‘I should content myself’, under the formula ‘I’m not happy but I have a husband’, in that same operation, instead of ‘being cured’, she gets melancholic.
Consequently, lack can be approached from the following questions: What in human condition makes it possible for man to be in (moral) lack? What is said lack that the human subject experiences beyond his needs? This second question - what lack produces lack? - is correlative to the desire as the Other’s desire.
If the obsessive person reaches the analytical experience due to the failure of the Kantian or Hegelian world that the Other mis-provides him; the hysteric  person comes to the analytical experience for that which the Other does not provide, or because that which the Other provides is not.  The ‘mis-provides’ matches with the fact that the instruments the obsessive person has in order to settle his lacks and debts do not satisfy him, since he aims at a perfect closure of this exchange circuit: his particular way to face the impossibility of squaring the circle.
If the obsessive person wants to cover the lack the hysteric person has, the hysteric person wants the obsessive person to work with the lack she creates in him. The hysteric will ponder the lack she produces, the desire she causes. While one wants the lack to be covered, the other one (the hysteric person) seeks the lack to produce something. One wants to cover the other one’s lack, to stop that dissatisfaction movement; the other one seeks her lack to keep the movement going. Where he wants to know what she wants, she wants him not to know it by her saying.
The hysteric person places herself as the obsessive’s  ‘I don’t think’. She causes it. Her work will be to be able to see herself there from the ‘I am not’. She falls in love with what she causes being another subject’s ‘I don’t think’ . Thus, in love, not with what she is, - it is not a sterile narcissism -, but with that which she produces; she does not fall in love with herself, but with the love she arouses; she falls in love – to put it in other words –with the discourse she produces, with the lies she creates. ‘This love is caused by me’, remains in line with the privileged place that the agent has for Lacan, as being the one that prompts to act. This by me places her as the agent of what he will do because of the lack that she generates. Someone discovers in her that which she didn’t know. Yet, certain difference will have to be made to define if her position becomes a dissatisfaction that becomes whining and demand of the other – modulated in the shape of ‘I would have liked to’ – or if said dissatisfaction re-launches towards desire (and the work that accompanies it) under the shape of ‘I feel like’.
Religiosity also has its strategies so that the Other’s lacks are avoided. It is verified in the act of demanding solutions to the very one committing the sufferings. Sufferings will be the way to that subduing, a pathway to learning from the Other’s power, the power to harm. That power that may be exercised on the subject transforms the Other in such a power capable of remedying. A power of the Other that the religion attributes to a personal relationship in which he is in the centre of the Other’s attention, which gives evidence that the same impotence in front of the Other, does not prevent him from narcissistically assuming his quality of being the chosen one. Other people’s wide variety of mishaps, deaths or diseases, catastrophes with much higher costs for others than those borne by him, will be read as proofs he is exposed to, and particularly addressed to him by the Lord. Consequently, they are sacrifices made as proofs of love to him. The love of the Other being for him, allows the obsessive-religious to think the gloomiest fates for the others.
The gap between pc-cc, the right to lie, the case by case, and the lack in its structural value, are four pillars from which the ethics of psychoanalysis has sprung. Psychoanalysis as praxis is sustained on the unconscious and the other scene. In that sense, although not allowing himself in other’s proper names (Freud, Lacan, M. Klein) the analyst is always allowed not in his own name, but in the name of the unconscious. It is risky to think that the analyst allows in his own name, since that would take us to a new “egocracy” or a new voluntarism. It is true that it leads away from the institutional lord, but it takes us closer to a riskier one, the Ego, the very self. The psychoanalytic practice is possible, because it has undergone the experience of the divided subject, and because due to the effect of the instrument specifically created, it is possible for the unconscious to respond.

T.N. (Translator’s Note): Civilization and its Discontent is translated in Spanish as El Malestar en la Cultura. The author makes a play on words, inverting the word Malestar and obtaining Estar Mal, which in English would be something equivalent to Discontent, and Being Discontent, but the inversion of the word in English does not work as in Spanish, thus the need of the note. 
�[1] The term ‘distorted’ might create the ‘distorted’ image that there is a right perception and a distorted one, where there is no more than that which we call distorted. The term ‘subjective’ might be more suitable here, although ‘subjective’ has its own risk: the one of consider psychoanalysis as idealism.


Lacan approaches the dream ‘father, don’t you see I’m burning?’ precisely to point out the narrow catwalk that has to be walked in order to avoid realism and idealism.


�[2] J. Lacan. Seminar XVII. The Other Side of Psychoanalysis, Paidós, p. 201. 


�[3] If I say ‘not by chance’ it is because if the question is about the conditions of the analysis, there would not be yet any instrument, analysand or praxis. The issue is trying to sustain the ethical possibility of the latter.


�[4] J. Lacan. Seminar XI. The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis, Paidós, p. 31.


�[5] While the lacking element presumes homogeneity with the rest of the set – since in that case ‘there is lack of something that there is’ - , absence is heterogeneous ‘there is none of that’. One lacks ‘something’ and there is absence ‘of’. De la Obsesión al Deseo (From Obsession to Desire), footnote on p. 145. 


�[6] ‘The Arabic root of the word al Qaeda, qaf-ayn-dal, means basis, in the sense of field, house or foundation. But it is also used as precept, rule, principle, maxim, formula or method’. Gustavo Sierra, in Clarín newspaper,  11-23-03, p. 18.


�[7] Where the Taliban State, for our social imaginary works as a rule without exceptions, the Argentine State has showed edges of pure exceptionality. It is something to be pondered on, what effects are caused in our everyday life, corruption being not a state of exceptionality but – in many cases – many people’s way to make a living. It is a ruling that establishes not an ‘extra-ordinary’ but an ‘ordinary’ way of transgression to the law. The concept of ‘due obedience’ or police stations with lower budgets than those necessary for their habitual expenses are not but names of the ‘transgression protected by the law’ that goes even further than impunity.


�[8] This reference shall question the cliché that goes ‘suicide as a fulfilled act’, since in suicide there is no subject’s text permitting the a-près-coup. 





