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One of the terms proposed for this Colloquium, translated into Spanish as 
boundaries or borders, becomes particularly significant when the virus that 
threatens the world respects no borders. The closing and opening of these borders, 
whether the international ones or the one marking the inside-outside of isolation, 
are the markers of each day’s tragedy. 
 Today we must measure the distance separating one body from another, and 
the effects on the bond are incalculable. In this regard, Freud pointed out that, of the 
three sources of malaise in civilization, the bond with a fellow human is the one that 
poses the highest danger and causes most discomfort. Almost twenty years had 
passed since he had revealed the logic in question: brotherhood originates in crime 
and the effort we all put into being brothers is clear proof that we are not. 
 In his broadcast, Norberto Ferreyra takes up Lacan’s definition of neighbor 
as the unbearable imminence of jouissance, and from this it follows that the place to 
host each one’s other may have not been built. 
 We find an extreme example of this in the mode of evil that Hannah Arendt, 
regarding crimes perpetrated by 20th century totalitarian regimes, described as 
banal, in which the minimum bond of identification disappears; a bond that, even in 
the worst situations, sustains the exchange and communication with others. 
 Those who in other circumstances would have fantasized or dreamed of 
crimes without ever committing them will, under conditions in which the law allows 
it, cross that limit and grant themselves the right to decide on the lives of others 
whom they have stripped of humanity. 
 The evil of our time is different from the one fostered by the last century’s 
totalitarian regimes. Evil and the elimination of the other are now present in the 
form of hunger, apathy, and exclusion. The market, the financial world and large 
corporations have replaced the figure of the classic master, and evil spreads slowly 
as a silent threat and it is much more difficult to locate. 
 Each discursive modality secretes a malaise unique to it. Today, 
"neighborcracy" is not limited to the gentleman living next door: urged to draw up 
policies to fight the pandemic, the world’s great powers have devoted themselves to 
production of vaccines, ignoring, in their inherent greed, the need of those who lack 
resources, and have done so by wielding embarrassingly nationalistic principles, of 
the kind that undermine any collective effort necessary to mitigate the new scourge. 
 This evil is reproduced in different cities when part of society promotes a 
denial that, as property rights or as a claim for freedom ignorant of the fact that in 
its alienation it is asking for the freedom of death, revolts against health measures, 
sacrificing lives and willingly, blindly serving the laws of the market and its 
machinery. 
 The discourse we practice gives us tools to understand these behaviors 
which foster the elimination of the other. But how does our practice represent an 
alternative to this discursive logic? 
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 Both Freud and Lacan spoke of barriers or frontiers, and placed the question 
relating to evil either in the rupture of the anti-stimulus protection, in the frontier 
crossing at the limit of das Ding, or in the pleasure principle as a barrier to 
jouissance. 
 Lacan read Freudian metapsychology in terms of a topology that finds a core 
of fundamental malice in the heart of the subject, the extimate place that combines 
the intimate with radical exteriority, a field of jouissance produced by language, but 
which cannot be captured in words. 
 The speaker cannot approach that nucleus of himself, at once foreign and 
intimate, without an evil arising that will make him back off, that turns against him, 
and which comes, in the very place of the vanished Law, to give its weight to what 
prevents us from crossing a certain border at the limit of das Ding. 
 While Sade, by postulating the virtue of crime and the search for evil, 
represents a theoretical attempt to cross that frontier, neurosis crosses it on a daily 
basis in symptoms, slips of the tongue, dreams. When analysis allows for the 
unfolding of the phantasm, it does not take long for Kant's ethics to appear, 
illuminated by Sade, so that the most honest “I love you” is followed by a “but since I 
love in you something more than you, I mutilate you". 
 For the speaker, there is no reality but that of a discourse based on a 
renunciation of jouissance which we call castration; if the latter does not exist, it 
leads him to satisfy his need for aggression at the expense of his neighbor. 
Therefore, even the most rebellious individual seeks a master (whose materiality is 
that of the signifier) to ensure the limits of his jouissance. 
 If tolerance means putting castration into play in the social bond, if the limit 
is missing and with it the symbolic distance that castration entails, an "anything 
goes" scenario follows which enables the cruellest intolerance, verifiable both in the 
clinic and in collective phenomena. 
 The mark of the signifier detaches jouissance from the body and, from then 
on, the phantasmatic reality will exclude that extimate remainder which sustains it. 
This is not the split of a surface which was originally whole; the gap and the 
impossibility of unification are right there from the start. It is precisely in relation to 
this limit that the speaker constructs the place of his lui-même which will allow him 
to host the other, who is himself, in his radical otherness. 
 If the discourse of the unconscious prevents the realization of the phantasm 
by not conjugating its terms (a jouissance barrier), current discourse links them as a 
way of realizing jouissance. Neoliberalism, an extreme and stark version of 
capitalism, tries to erase the subject in his speaking, sexual, and mortal existence 
and exploits his divided status, increasing the fear of that intimate difference, that 
strange familiarity, promoting hate phenomena supported by the phantasmatic 
argument that sees in the other a jouissance detrimental to himself or a freedom 
that should be his. 
 While the prevailing discourse seeks to eliminate loss by getting rid of losers, 
for the analyst's discourse the remainder is a symptom and is inescapable. It resists 
even if you try to eliminate it. While other discourses mask confrontation with lack, 
the experience of analysis folds into the twist of that instant of the confrontation 
with what is foreign in the familiar, the encounter with Medusa’s head, the 
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irreparable split. And as for the fear so present in current times, it considers the 
authenticity of angst as that which does not deceive regarding the truth related to 
lack.. 
 In his second lecture in Brussels at the time of his seminar The Ethics of 
Psychoanalysis, Lacan said that Freud was not progressive: what progress could be 
found in the passage from the ancients’ slavery to present capitalism if, like then, the 
surplus jouissance we get from our neighbor still stands as seemingly legitimate 
jouissance? Nor was he a humanist, because the subject of the unconscious, 
ephemeral and evanescent, cannot coincide with a doctrine that aspires to 
universally determine something on the order of a human essence. 
 Freud was a humanitarian because, by inventing psychoanalysis, he offered 
civilization an unprecedented form of social bond that allows the fact of saying to 
emerge from speech. 
 The practice of analysis puts into play the fact that the jouissance someone 
else represents can be elaborated only if addressed to a small other, because in that 
encounter the analysand will become aware of the jouissance that he has rejected to 
constitute himself and, through transference love, will have the chance to elaborate 
it and place it at the service of desire. 
 There is no progress or solution. There is no cure for subjective division. 
Analysis is not about achieving a crossing by way of a Hegelian overcoming, but 
rather about a step or twist regarding the limit as an internal exclusion that allows 
what's been said to produce the fact of saying enabling the analysand to inscribe 
impossibility as the only possible treatment of impotence, to open up an availability 
that enables hosting of the other, and to temper hatred within the bond without 
avoiding the impasses of castration. 
 The policy of psychoanalysis is the royal way for the ex-sistence of the 
subject in relation to others. The school itself, as a device for transmitting the 
discourse we practice, features the pass process as an option, if so decided on, to 
verify and transmit the effects of that passage in an experience which is about 
making room for others and not silencing them to make oneself heard. 
 Alien to himself, through analysis the subject will be able to host the other 
not only by accommodating the difference between one and the other, but also, 
through what they have in common, the lack in being which inhabits them, the first 
exile of existence. 


