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1. A first statement that should be  –is it?– obvious: the Lacan event within the psychoanalytic discipline is not, nor can it be, without consequences in the order designated in such discipline as “the direction of the cure”. In that respect, if we adopt the teachings of the French psychoanalyst, the well-known “setting” enthroned by the other psychoanalysis will not hold on its parameters, whose coordinates vainly attempt to throttle a real. Now, if it is in this context –standard cure (cura-tipo)–where one might posit variances, how should we tackle them? In this realm, should practicing analysts apply and adopt the “model” derived from the manifest clinical behavior of the individual Jacques Lacan as it has been portrayed in a variety of testimonies (which are generally tendentially reliable and valid)? And if that were not the case, how should we get our bearings without producing aberrations (desvaríos) often bordering on hysteric pantomime, infatuation, sheer suggestion, or even iatrogenia, pure and simple?
a.
Let us start by adopting a starting point based on one of those aphorisms-proposals typical of Lacan’s, not devoid of mordacity, wise irony, and, in short, of the questioning of the most common “rational” –or rationalizing?– expectations. I am referring to the boutade
[2] that reads: “Do as I do, do not imitate me”. By means of this apparent dilemma, of this strange paradox, Lacan sets, in my view, one of the most substantial pillars of his teachings that might be explained as follows: “Detach yourselves from the imaginary identification with my person –with its unavoidable, aggression-generating and competitive flip-side -, but do with me as I myself have done with the teachings derived and deducible from Freud’s work”.
As you can see, we are very far from the assertions of certain analysts who claim to subscribe to the teachings of the author of the Écrits – “I do this because Lacan did it” –, assertions that conceal behind the shield of verisimilitude an attempt to avoid wagering for the processing that might generate a Lacanian clinical practice. Yet, what would a Lacanian clinical practice be? The enactment by each practicing analyst who aspires to articulate with the teachings whose elucidation has summoned us here. Indeed: “ … one may very well dispense with the Name-of-the-Father, as long as one makes use of it” (Seminar 23). And to make use of it does not entail to become anybody’s clonic mimesis.
b.
As I see it, the long-term program condensed in the paradox stated above imbricates with another conceptual code through which Lacan attempts to convey himself as analyst, endeavoring to avoid – in that process, and to further his goal – the imaginary fascination in the face of superficial verbose (palabrera) exposition.
What is this about? I am referring to what Lacan designated in Seminar 19 (“… ou pire”) as fundamental demand and which is uttered as follows: “I demand that you refuse what I offer you, because it is not that”. Let us explain this utterance in the following terms: “If you accept what I seem to be offering you acritically, you are wrong, you are confused, because by taking shelter in the manifest content offered to you, you silence your locus, thereby not giving free rein to your aperturizing 
[3] query regarding the Other’s demand. That is why you must know that the demand is a demand for something else and, therefore, refuse to take what I offer you”. Indeed, the demand is for something else, a latency through which we endeavor to go towards the fundamental, towards the fundament. As a consequence, the fundamental demand aims at not taking leave of one’s senses in the face of the incoercible and enveloping flood of words, in the face of the seductive image, in the face of the false stability of the consecrated.
c.
On the other hand, this reference to singularity is also connected to Lacan’s portrayal of the defining “base” of psychoanalytic clinical practice. Such base refers to “[…] what is said in a psychoanalysis” (Apertura de la Sección Clínica, 1977).
[4] This statement constitutes a lucid and precise punctuation, for once we exclude both affectivism and the level of the allegedly a-verbal, as well as the visive observation of manifest behavior, from our operative field, we are not left just with the “objective” sayings of the analysant. The mentioned portrayal includes also the subjective involvement that can be detected in the analyst from his verbalizations. This circumstance, however, does not cast us towards the consideration of an intersubjective “dialogue,” nor does it authorize the highlighting or underscoring of the dubious and clichéd notion-wildcard of “discourse” (I will go back to this concept later). Finally, such circumstance does not appeal to hasty generalizations according to their supposed all-encompassing appropriateness, for it points to “a psychoanalysis,” and not to “each and every” psychoanalysis, nor to “all” the psychoanalyses (conceived homogenously). This, in the first place.
Yet in addition, I believe that we might also read in Lacan’s definition a passage that may be detected in the clinical practice of “a psychoanalysis,” namely, the passage that, in the definition in question, oscillates from the initial “is” (se) to the final “a.” 
[5] Indeed, at the beginning of the cure, impersonality, the (imaginary) “realism” derived from the “facts” of a collective nature, the chronological account –in short, the empty speech– predominate, indicated jointly by the “is” (se).  Now, if the unraveling of this cure takes place efficiently, the “is” (se) in question will gradually and non-linearly (i.e., with expected comings and goings) leave its place to the singularity marked by the “a.”
Briefly, I will seek to recount some of the defining parameters of my psychoanalytic clinical practice. I will describe how the latter changed since my beginnings in the bosom of the 1960s Argentine Kleinianism, and its crucial redesign in terms of the furrow (surco) left by Lacan’s teachings due to my incessant study and processing of such teachings at the end of that decade. In an attempt to clarify this clinical practice, I will then focus critically on certain counterpositive milestones from which such practice moves away. In this way, the defining features on which the integrative affirmations of my proposal are based will take shape.
On the other hand, in view of this intention, at least two remarks seem necessary. Firstly, that Lacan’s teachings did not fall on a “virgin” analyst. Secondly, that what I will comment upon is –as it is the case, all differences aside, with Lacan’s processing of Freud’s teachings– the detachable articulation of the reading of Lacan when compared with the data emerging from my psychoanalytic clinical practice. Indeed, a reader is neither a colleague nor a disciple. That is why the ideas that follow are –at their own level –as Lacanian as Lacan’s endeavor was Freudian.
2. Neither setting, then, nor “contract,” as Kleinians maintained in the above-mentioned decade. Such was the way to designate the signing of an imaginary agreement based on an explicit Ego series (serie yoica) of mutual rights and obligations existing between analyst and analysant, which had to be strictly abided by both parties. Evidently, the referent of such a contract was the setting, because what mattered was the verification of how, and how much, would the analysant deviate from the compliance with the contract. Through such a stratagem the patient would attempt to “attack the setting.” And to think that it is a structural effect… The setting would, therefore, serve as a stagnated real, which confronts us with one of the sides of the Ideal (qua unattainable).  That is why the “non attack to the setting” will always already be –obviously– impossible to fulfill. Indeed, yet that does not mean that such obligation loses its role of inductor of the analysant’s transgressive jouissance and of the subsequent corresponding (barely covert) punishment, conveyed through interpretation. That is why the setting dooms the analysant to a silent fixation with a masochistic jouissance – it was called “guilt, depression, and reparation” –, hence giving rise to the realization – also jouissante – of the lashing stroke characteristic of the analyst’s fantasme.
Well, in my clinical practice I am not ruled by the setting but by the montage. As we might recall, Lacan brings up this concept initially in order to depict the drive, for the terms that comprise it –since their elucidation by Freud– do not bear among them, a priori, a compulsory linkage. What predominates in the montage, therefore, is the heterogeneous, the unpredictable, the unheard-of juncture, the inventive-invented, for the montage constitutes a non-foreseeable and non-homogenous bind. I propose then– returning to a punctuation set forth some years ago– to apply to my clinical practice the notion of psychoanalytic montage.
a.
Now, could we presuppose that this inventive, that this fruitful lack of foresight would be played by the analyst by giving the analysants appointments, or even receiving them without an appointment, and leaving them in the waiting room awaiting the analyst’s unfathomable, sudden call to start the session? In this sense, it is argued that in order for this course of action to be effective, it is decisive that the analysant not be summoned according to a possible anticipation on his part. Consequently, for instance, the analyst must forego to abide by the conventional and civil “first come, first served” –let us recall that there must be a good number of people in the waiting room for this artifice to be functionally “effective”– because in psychoanalysis, it is argued, we are ruled by a different legality. Now, does this behavior frustrate the demand? Does it entail the analyst’s removing himself from the locus of the easily accessible object? Does it de-ritualize the cure? Does it give free rein (dar cauce efectivo) to the analyst’s desire? Does it contribute to the extrication from the time characteristic of the Imaginary-specular, i.e., of anticipation? Or does the analyst aspire, by means of this recourse, to induce the analysant to articulate with castration, thus fighting his narcissistic parade? Or does the analyst thereby favor the –real– encounter, to the detriment of the pacifying, narcotizing appointment?
In my view, this course of action on the part of the analyst entails the reemergence of the prestigious and oracular infatuation of the medical discourse, if not of the jouissante arbitrariness of the omnipotent Master, inductor of a jealousy that may be inscribed in the Oedipal myth. Such Master, on the other hand, may legitimize his dictum, which establishes “turns” due to the fact that, because such dictum “comes out” of him, is said by him, is inherently and unarguably fair and “therapeutic” (in the sense of curative).
Of course, in obvious terms, we might say that the analyst uses the analysant’s time at whim. Certainly, we can reiterate, in this context, the psittacotic argument whose articulation claims to answer the question raised earlier. What argument is this? The crystallized and empty sintagm that reads as follows: In psychoanalysis we think and act according to a different time, i.e., the logical, not the chronological time. Yet, how do we call the time of the “do with me what you want”? Does the hackneyed “logical time” account for the hysteriform whim of the analyst qua idealized vehicle for the Other’s jouissance? Aberrations (desvaríos), indeed.
b.
Will it also be a welcome variant to reduce so much the duration of the sessions that there will be no room left even for the analysis of dreams? Must the presence of the analyst be removed to such an extent in order to avoid, as it is argued, the primacy of the imaginary? Yes – it is usually claimed that what is expressed by the dream may also appear through other “channels.” Yes? No, because the vertigo generated in the subjective position by a certain dream or a certain nightmare – especially in those patients who “had never dreamed” so far – shows how analysis undergoes a fertile inflection due to the fact that the analysant, shaken, “is” that dream, is “caught” by that dream, whose conundrum he wants to unravel, regardless of the usual flights towards the bearing of testimony about the already-mentioned “reality of facts” that overwhelm his associative thread. And the event occurs: he who “never dreamed” sets aside his former reference to the “news” because the dreams start to happen to him as if en masse, recasting the analysant’s task from a different perspective, from a different level. In this way, when analysts endorse the above-mentioned expressionist and “cutting” theory, the gagging and clotting of the dislocating subjective involvement called “dream” will entail the carrying out of another aberration (desvarío) derived from the extreme brevity of the sessions.
c.
Is the silence typical of cataleptic rigidity the best antidote the analyst may resort to in order to maintain the neutrality required for the accomplishment of our work? Well! How should we understand then – and this is just a princeps example – Lacan’s enticement to come out of such neutrality conceptualized in The Subversion of the Subject… as “calculated vacillation”? Certainly, but in order to do so the analyst must carry out a double-loop task (trabajo en doble vuelta) that allows for the differentiation of neutrality from abstinence, which strives to obtain the maximum possible difference. That is why often, in order to maintain his abstinence, the analyst must calculate in an approximate way – with castration – how to get out, and peremptorily, from his neutrality. This move on his part will not take place, to be sure, without transferential storms. Such storms will obviously tense to the maximum the practicing analyst’s possibility to overcome them by succeeding in preventing the analysant’s hostile and destituting passage à l’acte. An inveterate and incorrigible silence that aims to maintain neutrality and thus perform no suggestion? Another aberration (desvarío).
d.
Would the analyst’s offer to the analysant to pay as much as he wants for his analysis, regulating such a variable ad libitum be an appropriate behavior – so to speak – to establish money as signifier, and not as sign? Do we fight in this way the time is money
[6] issue? Yet, how can we renounce to such an extent to the determining phallic-libidinal factor viscously stuck to money and, very particularly, to its transfer? Do we not know already that the less one gives the more one asks, the more one vindicates, the more one querulously accuses the Other – generally feeling, for that reason, dissatisfied, resentful, and bitter because “life betrayed him”?
[7] Indeed, if we give free rein to the “pay what you want whenever you want, and you may even cancel our scheduled session one-sidedly or not show up unexpectedly, without having to offer a financial compensation for what you did,” we intervert (intervertir) in an onerous way the defining aspects of the symbolic debt. Why? Because we petrify the analysant in the locus of life’s creditor, since the world is in debt with him. Of course, in this way, he does not pay for the maintenance of his desire, thus counteracting and, why not, canceling the incidental efficiency of the Names-of-the-Father. Certainly, to this end, non-money – devoting oneself not to have it through the unconscious repetition of notorious job, financial, and other similar types of failures – constitutes the supreme recourse to annihilate all the other signifiers, given the arithmetic “reality” of the incorporated count. In this way, non-money serves as the incontrovertible justifying sign of so many masochistically stagnated jouissances. Among them, those playing a highly outstanding role are the one that blocks men’s access to the condition of procreator, and the one that prevents women from making a father of a man. To be sure, we are all expelled from childhood’s lost paradise by means of castration – we all yield/hand over (cedemos) and lose in order to be constituted. Yet we are not dealing here with pure loss, with the alleged obedience to the questionable moral value defined as resigned abnegation, for what is lost on one hand is gained on the other. Such is the “law” of castration.
Are we analysts then in this world to try to mitigate the fruitful rigors inherent to the above-mentioned subjective acceptance through the realization of the fantasme that sustains the invalidating Christian theological virtue known as charity? Another aberration (desvarío).
e.
Last, but not least: 
[8] In the effectuation of the analytic cure, do we perform a discursive practice, or do we proceed to carry out a discourse analysis? On the other hand, does this conception allow us to move away from affectivism, from the confession of countertransference, from the imaginary embodiment of a “sufficiently good” mother, or from the attainment of a sublimated genital object relation with the analysant? Yet, what is discourse, a notion I earlier designated as “wildcard”? It is often argued, from the perspective of the most precise Lacanian pertinence – i.e., a certain period of Lacan’s teachings –, that discourse is what constitutes social links. At the same time, and in a contradictory fashion, it seems that the most relevant aspect of an analysant lies precisely in all and each of the verbose (palabreras) expressions capable of unmarking themselves of any consolidated verbal link in order to occupy the virtual loci in which the well-known four – or five – discourses unravel. That is why, once he overcame his own references to such a notion, Lacan opted for proposing a term capable of properly and comprehensively lodging what is at play in analysis. I am referring here to the neologism “speechage” (hablaje) (Seminar 22). The latter infringes, through condensation, on any possible split of Saussurean origin between tongue/language (lengua(je)) and speech because it points – as the term itself does – to the invention of new signifiers, thus overcoming any dichotomy (such as that of discourses).
Well, in my view, speechage (hablaje) comprises in the analysant the register that includes his faltering and broken words, his interferences, his vacillations, his mistakes (which are not errors), his doubts, his confusions, his stops in mid-tale, his stammering, his stutters, his confused/confusing utterances (trastrabarse), his mutterings, his stumbles, his clumsiness, his whispers, his mutterings, his choking and suffocation, his screams, his sighs, his flagrant though overlooked contradictions, the inconsistencies between his sayings and his acts, his cadences of quasi-musical emission, his quasi-musicalized counterpoints, his modulations regarding complaints, his oversights, his seemingly unmotivated – trivial and recurring – memories; his beliefs, finally, which refer to the coarse that he is about to utter. Then, how would we subsume this corpus (which is not even exhaustive) under the aegis of the notion of discourse “that produces social links,” even if we added to it the label “of the hysteric”?
[9] This is doubtlessly a conceptual aberration (desvarío) that blocks our operative field, linguisticizing (lingüistizándolo) it and mutilating it, because what is enacted in the analytic session is not the parlêtre but the babbling being (ser de balbuceo) (P. Quignard), and the latter, obviously, does not make speeches (discursea).
Yet none other happens with the impacts the analyst materializes in the cure, where he must perform a genuine “violence” (Seminar 24) upon the phonic mass offered by the analysant – thus implementing the fundamental demand – in order to articulate him to  lalangue. That is why we are not dealing here with the old “listening” but with the “hearing.” In this way, the analyst points to the “sounding,” as Lacan’s latest work posits (idem). We all know that based on the notion of  lalangue, Lacan refutes the primacy earlier granted to language. Consequently, the analyst – also without making speeches (discursear) – will, at different times, produce conundrums, perplexities, and misunderstandings; perform the unexpected joining of letters; implement paronomasias, rhymes, and alliterations (diction tropes); appeal to interjections, queries, and exclamations; underline only the beginning, the middle, or the end of a signifier; utter in an unfinished and interrupted way; tend to show his vacillation – as we already mentioned – calculatedly manifesting astonishment, surprise, disarrangement, incredulity, tiredness, annoyance, flattery, satisfaction, etc.; and, finally, appeal to the more classic punctuation and scansion. (The latter, as you can see, are pretty much subsumed in, and by, the alluded recourses.)
In short, does this summary sketch characterize a specific and unique social link? Without a doubt, because starting from the fundamental rule – namely, the request for free association –, our poietic praxis grants legitimate rights of citizenship to that from which all discourses stay away, i.e., silliness. The latter constitutes the “basis” of the unique social link Freud inaugurated in a brilliant and unprecedented manner. That is why the enactment of the psychoanalytic artifice is not due to the effectuation of a discourse (whichever it might be). Why? Because what is implemented in the analytic cure, I repeat, depends on the fallen remnants, on what “does not fit” in discourses, i.e., the beneficial excreta that cannot be processed in, and by, discourses. That is why the (lo)
[10] unconscious is not “ordered in discourse,” since, conversely, the (lo) unconscious disorganizes discourse by forming the outgrowths discourse is incapable of assimilating. Such excreta are indeed responsible of giving effective shape (dar cuerpo)
[11] to the psychoanalytic montage. Yes: body in its literal, not merely metaphorical sense, for I am referring to the way in which the body reacquires its status in clinical practice, beyond the abstraction –a legitimate one when understood in its proper level– advocated by linguistics. Why? Because linguistics takes the phonic body – both emitter and receptor – away from its field so as to sift only the lucubrated formal object called language. Yes, we are talking about the real langagière body, which is marked by what is involved in the act of speaking, namely, vocal cords, air, breathing, teeth, tongue, lips, the emission of the voice and its tones – among so many other (unavoidable) components through which the sonic speechage (hablaje) traverses. On the other hand, due to the constraint its rationalistic, restricted realm bears, the structural and mentalist notion of discourse shows itself to be – despite the myriad of provisos and conceptual pirouettes that have been attempted in this regard – another aberration (desvarío), and not a minor one to boot.
3.
To conclude, it is worth stating that what I have set out here constitutes the fundamental scaffolding from where I articulate –I repeat– my Lacanian clinical practice, as I have already cautiously anticipated. To be more precise, my present-day Lacanian clinical practice, since it is open to a permanent reconsideration. This granted, I would still like to assert the following: not-all may be revised, because after almost forty years of experience in the clinical practice of psychoanalysis, some of the proposals raised within this field have shown that they can be characterized not as alternatives but as counterproductive aberrations (desvaríos).
In short, this is what I have tried to set the grounds for and convey through this brief paper, thus opening the discussion and debate with the colleagues of Convergencia, Lacanian Movement for Freudian Psychoanalysis.

�[1] The author uses the Spanish term desvaría in a play of words between variar, to vary, and desvariar, literally, to rave. I chose to use “to deviate” when used as a verb, and “aberration” when used as a noun. (Translator’s note)  


�[2] In French in the original. (Translator’s note)


�[3] I have maintained here the author’s neologism, aperturizante in Spanish. (Translator’s note)


�[4] Opening of the Clinical Section. I have not been able to find an English edition. (Translator’s note)


�[5] Part of this argument is missed in the translation, due to the absence in English of the impersonal pronoun “se,” “on” in French. (Translator’s note)


�[6] In English in the original. (Translator’s note)


�[7] The author is quoting here a verse from a well-known tango. (Translator’s note)


�[8] In English in the original. (Translator’s note)


�[9] The author uses the feminine noun “histérica.” (Translator’s note) 


�[10] The author uses here the Spanish neutral article “lo,” thus opening up the meaning of unconscious. (Translator’s note)


�[11] The following play with words – dar cuerpo, to give shape /cuerpo, body – is lost in the English translation. (Translator’s note)





