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1-
The variants

With regard to the variants, it is essential to differentiate between the rumor and the experience, if we step from considering that the princeps place of the psychoanalysis transference is the analyses of the analyst. Likely, everyone will have information concerning another analysis with another peculiarity, but theory, more than rumor will arise from this stage by additionally knowing that the problem is framed from its origins. This issue is the one that concludes the paper of J. Lacan “Variants of the cure-type”, a paper that, on the other side, consists itself in a compelled reference for the debate to be built up in our next Convergence meeting.

S. Freud stressed in “Counseling to physicians in the psychoanalytic treatment” that the very technique he acquired himself has proved to be the only adequate one for him, thus, different positions regarding the problem to be solved in the praxis, could be conceived. And, if the “wise ignorance” is the pivot that J. Lacan proposes as support to find the measure of the truth statement, we can therefore appreciate how different positions are available providing that they outstand this common denominator of the knowledgeless.

“The positive fruit of the revelation of the ignorance is the knowledgeless”: this is the phrase from which raises the title I have chosen for this opportunity. It is necessary to remember that the ignorance in discussion should not be comprehended as an absence of knowing but as a passion of being. This passion does not imply the negation of knowing because a not precedes. The Freudian negation is an attribution judgment from which the subject establishes the first dialectics, not measured yet, between the behajung and the ausstossung and from which the analyst places the matter of his being towards the negation by means of the princeps place his word fulfils.

The knowledgeless and the subsequent ignorance are united as pivots in the history of the psychoanalysis, in the consequences derived from the praxis and, therefore, in the conception of the subject linked to a modern history by a social bond different from the one that Dora, the Rat- Man and, even more, “The Fresh Brain Man” utterly experienced.

2-
The masochism

The problem of the masochism, as the essential point which links phantasm to pulsion, establishes the basis that endeavors S. Freud to argue that the neurosis is the negative of the perversion. In the insight of the field of the neurosis phantasm, the masochism dwells, as a demand of impossible unsatisfied prevented desire, that is to say in all cases: negated desire.

The fact of going through the phantasm in terms of the cure by means of the desire interpretation, aims at the elimination of this field of masochistic action. But, if we have reached this point, what is its replacement? : here it lies the matter of the incurable.

Between signifier and truth, the incurable is at stake for an analyzer and, eventually, analyst, that is to say between act and sexual relationship. That is because the signifier is the basis of the analytic act and because it is true that there is sexual relationship although the negation comes first. Reckoning that there is not a sexual relationship is the same as saying that without a relationship to the negation conceived as structure, no rank of truth is feasible. 

This incurable aspect is, firstly, incoherent because it is an obstacle to the comprehension. It is impossible to understand how what results from the signifier and what determines the analytic act, may be related to the body that is the support of the truth, because there is no truth without a body which supports it. 

In every aspect of the cure, an act can be placed. Yet, this act generated in transference, demands no sexual relationship. Somehow and forever, this means that something from the sexual aspect lying in ourselves and wandering freely, has come to an end. It is not a question of untiringly repeating that there is not a sexual relationship as a fundamental argument because, on bearing this, we inevitably meet an undisputable formula. The sexual aspect which lies in ourselves and links us to perversion as a negative to the neurotics, is the key problem of the masochism. What is lost of the sexual relationship in the course of the analysis is the relationship to the masochism, that is why there is lastly an encounter with this problem from the gap which this masochism leaves.

Saying what happens after this encounter is to raise a dilemma as it is addressed in “L’insu” Seminar. The fact that there is no sexual relationship means, in other terms, that in the discourse, the speaking subject has no more than his own election in a dyad: on Lacan’s reckoning, “madness or mental weakness”. It is important to mention that the problem is the imaginary one on which lies this unconscious gap, resulting from the embodiment of subject a.

From madness, we must inevitably pay a compliment in Erasmo’s way: there is the subject that may feel protected in the exception by paying the price of transforming  certainty into the truth and the master discourse into a globalized discourse. From mental weakness, we must undoubtedly meet a critic: we all have it, as J. Lacan emphasized in “The symptom” Seminar, as long as the signifier and its field come to exist in a subject by means of the effect of the imaginary sense which includes us for worshipping a body.

The incurable resulting from the course of the cure, reestablishes the enigma between one and the other, that is to say, between the signifier and the truth or between one and the other, that is, between madness and mental weakness.

In the “From other to the Other” Seminar, in the 4th of May 1969 lesson , that is to say, after the phantasm seminar, J. Lacan continues with the same problem of the masochism. There, he claims that there is an incurable truth: if there is an act, there is no sexual relationship, and it is here when an analyst is differentiated from a masochist. The analyst is not the master of the game, yet,  the masochist is. By not being the master of the game, but considering the letter as master, it is possible to maintain the embodiment of the so called object a.

The masochism collapsing achieved in an analysis as a consequence of going through the phantasm, determines a “positive fruit” as it reveals the incurable letter “which is said”, which the analyst will remain a captive of. The reference is the 19th of February 1974 lesson, “The Names of the Father” Seminar in which J. Lacan brings out this concept of collapsing and appreciates that the positive fruit of the “incurable” aspect is the topology and the theory linked to the Borromean  knot. 
3.
The Letter.

When reading J. Lacan’s lecture called “Lituraterre”, delivered on his 18 Seminar, I learnt it is in the failing knowledge where the psychoanalysis proves to be better.  A failing knowledge is unavoidable as a previous stage to the encounter of every subject with the letter in a sort of marriage, in order to conceal an inherent failure to the letter due to its existence in a collapsing way.  It is not possible to embody the  failing knowledge without this previous issue of the failure of masochism.  This issue becomes the concept of the collapsing of the letter.

As everybody present here will remember, J. Lacan interprets his subjective experience on his postponed trip to Japan, naming it impossible as an expression of what is real.  What does he mean when he refers to what is impossible for the letter in which the psychoanalyst believes?  To my viewpoint, the psychoanalyst believes in object a as a paradigm of the letter.

It could be possible to say Lacan’s observation establishes a link between the ideology and the letter.  The “cold war” is the standard reference to make evident a collapsing of the letter from its origin, as dead, to its extreme of pleasure in a marriage.  The hypothesis I propose here implies to consider that the ideology is built up, therefore, in the collapsing of the letter, a collapsing which finds its restraint in the journey which skirts its extremes.  If the ideology could be considered in an abstract way, it could be said its defence is the protection of the letter defended to death due to its unacceptable collapsing, where the acceptance of another letter is possible if it is the opponent’s.

However, if there is no existence of a proper function of the letter as collapsing, the resulting ideology which would arise, will pass away.  A frame to object a should be found, as a pulsation from one place to the other, and as a paradigm of what should happen with the letter.

The pulsation tour defines object a as a collapsing letter due to the pulsation between the extreme of the letter, which like dead avoids the light and its opponent of assumed indissoluble pleasure.  I consider the transference of the psychoanalysis will be different if it is accepted that object a is a creation over what is ideologically impossible of what is real.

4.
The field of discourse.

To move on the topic, I will refer to chapter 3 of the Seminar “Encore” since an exceptional expression is mentioned there: “the letter results from the discourse”.  There could be no assertion with the letter.  The letter is not enough to be able to determine a place because the letter is a mere fall.  J. Lacan defines the problem here by posing the idea that it is not enough to write with the letter A what is defined as Other.  This is the reason why the writing of the signifier of the barred Other takes more than one letter.  The place is defined by the discourse yet not by the letter.

If the signifier does not refer to any other thing but a discourse, there will be something abusive if we define a place with the letter, as the letter cannot sustain itself but only by  deteriorating because it is the result of a displacement, a movement, a journey.

More than one letter, it seems that at least four, are necessary to make sense.  Apart from the plus of pleasure, it is necessary to refer the letter to the knowledge, the truth and its equal.  The existence of only one plus of pleasure is not enough to sustain a place and the rejection of what is symbolic, that is to say, of the castration, determined by the rejection of the opposition knowledge and truth and its appearance, ends up by leaving out the issues of love.

A signifier can be marked with a letter, for example S1, as long as a place is not desired to be defined.  If the discourse is the result of a signifier, the letter may mark a signifier in the discourse without specifying a place, however.  The circulation comes to be pulsion with the letter as a multiple variable due to its contingency.

Without this pulsional journey, the lapsus commands a sort of eternal erring in the crazy crew ship which sails adrift.  It is thought, at the beginning, that if the lapsus commands, we would wander in life in one sense or the other, when truly the need of at least four letters defines the lapsus by means of this multiple reference of knowledge, the truth, the agent and its equal. The lapsus stops instantly what circulates in the subject excision; it is unacceptable in every subject statement a sort of collapsing for the letter.

The letter collapses. Therefore, to say “Lituraterre” is to accept a collapsing. The reason is the letter.  To state the letter as the cause is not the same as to accept the cause of the letter. If the letter is cause, a collapsing for the letter which sustained the knowledge is accepted.  The subject establishes a relationship to the pleasure which is contingent. The cause of the letter may have ominous effects because it would determine an absolute rigidity to define a field. 

This is not about defining by taxonomy.  To define the letter as cause or to say the cause of the letter is merely to try to show opposite senses.  On the one hand there is the collapsing of the falling letter and on the other hand, a letter which is enough to define a field. 

5- The “sinthome”

The result of the masochism collapsing raises, at the same time, an interminable issue, owing to the fact that its collapsing is caused by another collapsing, the one of the letter. If the analyst turns into the incurable of this truth, the consequence will be that the social bond which he establishes will not be able to defend a letter to death as regards the variants of the cure. It only acquires a last sense, the ignorance which supports him in the knowledgeless.

The “sinthome” is read. The analyst will not be able to trespass the limits of the  knowledgeless if he does not recognize in his knowing the symptom of his ignorance. Thus, for each analyst, this symptom can be traced in the “sinthome” of the  23 Seminar. The fact that the analyst transforms the ignorance into symptom is not any return from the repressed. It is a very peculiar metaphor which accepts the limited scope of S1 since it is also necessary to accept its collapsing.

If the unconscious is the responsible one for the reduction of the symptom, there it lies the encounter with the particular “sinthome” which supports the ignorance of the  knowledgeless. This reduction is the plus of pleasure of S1, reduction that, in the field of the psychoanalysis extension, implies, among other things, the acceptance of the collapsing of a master discourse converted into a capitalist discourse, every time, as a result of the globalization of the market. The “sinthome” lies in the ignorance which every grammar determines in the history of the not any subject imbricated in the personal experiences of his culture.
Is this possible? Or is it possible the fact that there is always a remainder which links the sexual pleasure to death, and this makes it impossible for some people to get rid of the symptom which tends towards the universal of not recognizing any frontier? . Meanwhile, the fact that there are variants for the cure may be accepted since this is unavoidable.  However, providing the analysis takes the analyst to build up not any “sinthome” with the ignorance of the knowledgeless.

 

 

