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This present work has been developed in title and content in regard to a paragraph, extracted from Jacques Lacan´s Writings, “ Psychoanalysis and its Teaching”, dated 1957: 

“ As result of this discourse rag, and its impossibility of being uttered through the throat, each one of us is in this case doomed, as to trace a dead line, to become oneself´s own living alphabet.”

What might a discourse rag be? Dictionaries define the word “ rag ”  as a noun which means “ a scrap of cloth usually very torn, worn and frayed, in tatters; a wastepiece of very worn out clothing; someone wearing tattered clothes; part of something torn and left hanging”.

Discourse rag is, accordingly,  a piece of discourse which somebody under analysis may recognize as belonging to his/her speech and, thus, makes of it his/her living alphabet as he utters and expresses this same “ speech” under the process of analysis. It is this discourse rag, overused, overspoken, tattered, which is presented as a living alphabet, capable of making sorrow emerge. Therefore, even if under analysis, and as well as the case may be, it undergoes changes and wastage, it may also persist as a discourse rag.

During the unexpressive period when the discourse rag cannot possibly be uttered through the throat, as much as it may be alive, it lives.  But how does it live? It may keep on living, emerging through the throat, not yet as speech to the analyst, but like a cough, or like a vomit, etc, coming out of body orifices, coming out of the skin, coming out of other human organs, sprouting in the so-called psychosomatic phenomenon.

It can be said that such a phenomenon is a piece of resistance against the change from the situation of being a living alphabet to the other situation of turning the unconsciousness into a living letter in the speech to the analyst.

When we are born, a determined discourse welcomes and shelters us, and it is exactly at this discourse that our discourse rags abide.

Undergoing a work of analysis, a discourse rag may or may not eventually happen to speak under analysis, a fact which implies, therefore, in its own speech. Thus, it may recognize itself, as object, thrown into the field of the Other, fulfilling it. It is possible, then, that a breach opens up. A breach in the sense of an opening, in the sense of  “ before ”  and “ after ” ( as far as the logical time of the unconsciousness is concerned ) , in the sense of a sign of its lack in the Other.  And saying that there is a point of passage here would not be an exaggeration: a passage which might be said to be from myth to structure.

Under a situation in which the discourse rag controls the line of existence from birth to death, where all happenings are interchained in such a sequencial way that the existance is lived as destiny, I dare saying that the subject is doomed to trace his/her dead line, to become a living alphabet.

Under the situation in which persistance of speaking, of speaking to the analyst, occurs, a new relationship with knowledge may come out, knowledge  of another sort, that is, knowledge linked to structure. Since knowledge is so linked to structure, it is possible that the questions regarded to its finalization may appear under the process of analysis.

