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I’m going to start from a question:   What does Freud notice in order to make the decision to break up with hypnosis, and then give birth to psycho-analysis? There is something he rebels against and that is the tyranny of  suggestion. Suggestion understood as “a conscious representation introduced into the brain of the hypnotized person by an external influence and this has been accepted by him as though it has arisen spontaneously”; that means that the function of judgement is abolished.

In 1889, Freud witnessed the amazing experiments of Bernheim and he lets us know what he experienced on that occasion, a dark animosity against such tyranny of suggestion. He  says that when he heard Bernheim interpellate a patient by saying: “What are you doing? You… you are countersuggesting yourself!!”, he couldn’t help but wonder that that was an injustice and an act of violence. Once again,  he heard Liebault, who was considered a great master in the field of hypnosis in the clinic of Nancy,  say: “If only we had the means to get every subject into the state of somnambulism, the hypnotic therapy would be the most powerful of all.”

In 1922, in his text  “Group Psychology and the analysis of the ego“,  Freud emphasizes that hypnosis has a sinister connotation in itself. What the hypnotizer awakens in the subject is his idea of father. Father represented as an omnipotent and dangerous personality to whom one could relate with a passive, masochistic attitude, giving up your own will. The leader, the group caudillo, he tells us, is even the scared primitive father. Therefore, it is on the hypnotist that falls the omnipotence of the terrible father from the myth of the primitive horde. We can place here the fierce and obscene figure of the maternal archaic superego. The hypnotized person is being reduced to the position of object, submitted in a state of dispossession from his symbolic resources. In Seminar 1 “Freud’s technical writings” Lacan expresses that  “hypnotism tries to make the subject its object, its thing,  making him soft,  like a glove, in order to get from him whatever he wants, driven by the need to dominate and exercise his power.” Lacan also warns us that no suggestion, no matter how well attained it may be, has a total control over the subject, because it is the desire that is resistant. In hypnotism, there is an oracular question that plays an important role, in the sense that there would be some knowledge, as far as the hypnotist is concerned, about the Other’s desire, and a dimension of promise as regards the healing. In this sense, we could say that there would be the illusion of a conjunction of knowledge and power.

It is important to point out that suggestion,  the core of hypnotism, is present in any human bond, since suggestibility is a primary phenomena and it is irreducible of the psychical human life.

In “Group Psychology” Freud says that “the subject that experiences suggestion must possess a conviction not based either on perception or reasoning, but on an erotic bond”. We can say that if identification represents the earliest and most primitive way of the affective link to an object, this is formed in relation with the Other’s demand., and in this aspect, there is subjection as regards an order of suggestion.  The human being is captured by the seduction that the language exercises upon him. Trauma itself is a suggestion, holds N. Ferreyra, it lacks the time to understand.

Lacan, in his seminar V “The formations of the Unconscious”, maintains that “ transference is articulation, second from what in suggestion is imposed pure and simple on the subject., and it is the possibility of a distinct articulation, different from the one in which the subject is involved in the demand.”  I understand that it is the possibility of the unfolding of the word, of giving way to its resonances and capturing another signification.

The criticism to post-freudians with their psychology of the ego, which Lacan explains in “The direction of the cure and the principles of its power”, is related to the position  of ideal in which the one that takes the role of the analyst is placed, offering himself as the model of identification of the analysed ‘s ego as the purpose of the analysis. The analyst’s resistance operating in the field of suggestion, closes the path to the transference with regard to the work of the unknown knowledge: the unconscious.

If Lacan places resistance on the analyst‘s side, it is so, provided that it is placed on the side of the identifications, understanding that what is impossible to listen-read is in connection with the blind spots not analyzed in the analyst’s own analysis. The analyst’s function desire does not tend towards identification but to the exactly opposite sense. The analyst’s countenance represents the supporting place so that the lack of object may be in action.

N.Ferreyra, in his seminar “Transference and Suggestion”, emphasizes that there is suggestion in transference, but the fact that there is suggestion does not mean that there is transference. It is  just in transference that there is the possibility of analyzing what of suggestion is present in the bond.  The analytical discourse is the only one that questions the conditions of the transferencial bond that is created in the nature of the analysis. Another question that Ferreyra remarks is in relation to how the analyst has to establish himself as such,  in the sense of taking a position in which  “something” can be supposed, either as regards the subject or the knowledge. He holds that the clearest way in which the analyst’s resistance is present is by not accepting a supposition, which means the possibility that someone speaks., I add to it that it is also not letting himself be taken by anyone.

With his abandonment of the hypnotic method, and with his phrase:”Say whatever comes up” Freud exposes the subject of  the uncounscious, and there is a bet right there of believing in what is being said.

He puts it this way: “I propose myself to work when my patients are in a normal state, which was an undertaking that, at the beginning, seemed to be completely senseless and without  any probability of success. The problem that aroze was to find out, from the very patient, something that one did not know and the patient himself ignored”.

 

Freud  makes us perceive the act of giving way to what is going on,  opening the door to contingency and letting the unknown in. This is the way he teaches us about Isabel  R’s background, related to the interpretation that is produced there. “Isabel’s pains would appear from time to time with all their old intensity”, he says, “we  had not succeeded in finding out  when and how they had been born. One day, in the middle of a session,  with  the patient, some footsteps were  heard  coming from the room next door followed by a pleasant voice that seemed to be asking something, Isabel got to her feet right there, begging me to put an  end to the session, as she could hear her brother-in-law coming to get her. At  the same time, I noticed that her pains,  so far numb, were suddenly coming to torture her. This scene increased my suspicions and made me not delay any longer the explanation that I considered decisive.”. Freud is in the process of making her realize what was imposing itself as a conclusion, that element against which “all her moral being was rebelling”., that thought that had arisen in her like a ray, in front of her sister’s deathbed. “Now he’s free and can take me”. By having said so, she was aware of what  was on her mind.

Transference, resistance and interpretation, are  concepts inherent to the position of the analyst and depending on how they are conceived,  the consequences that will be read in the direction of each cure will be.

 

 

 

 

 

