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Might we have forgotten something which current and recent history have undertaken to remind us in no uncertain terms, namely that psychoanalysis may only be practiced under democratic and free regimes? However just because real political liberties are the absolute condition for the possibility of psychoanalytic practice must not distract us from a question that is as crucial as it is difficult to delve into, namely the question of freedom as such – freedom not only outside psychoanalysis, but at its very heart, within the cure itself. 

What can we expect from a psychoanalysis?

The basis of my response to this question will stem from both a paradox and a difficulty entailing debate and perhaps even controversy. It will revolve therefore around the question of freedom, whilst attempting to tie this question in with those of nomination and of the act.

“Freedom” is a signifier which has been subjected to every metaphysical inclination, and yet every person who begins an analysis hopes to gain a margin of freedom thereby. This is so not only through the lifting of his or her symptoms and of the jouissance he draws from them. No – the paradox is rather that he who commits so much of himself to an analysis, and who pays a high price for doing so, expects to undergo an unprecedented subjective experience. One that is entirely the opposite of an expectation, but rather is the consequence of an act which subverts the places of subject and object.

Let us agree therefore that there exists a paradox in placing a signifier like “freedom” in the primordial position here, since the transference results from how the subject supposed to know favors the rise of alienation. Indeed such is one of the reproaches habitually leveled against psychoanalysis, and it is starkly echoed by analyzands voicing their angst or fear that the analysis and the transference onto the analyst will enclose them in a relationship of dependency. Thus, indeed, we must not only sustain the paradox of the transference, we must also account for it theoretically. The transference is first and foremost, during an initial period which may be long, this bond of alienation that we agree to maintain with the analyzand, until such time as it is transmuted into another bond that conveys greater freedom and even, to the extent possible, an end, when the symptom loses its stranglehold, up to the symptom’s point in the Real “after which it no longer thirsts,” as Lacan says. It no longer thirsts for meaning, I would add. What makes analysis, though not a science in the strict sense of the term, universal in scope, if not this aim of pinpointing the structure of the most singular aspect of a subject’s symptom, (its point in the Real that is the wellspring of every invention)? 

The question of the name, of the proper name of a subject, is a decisive question for psychoanalysis, bearing in mind that for Lacan “deep down the neurotic is ‘Without-Name.’” Although the proper name is not reducible to a subject’s paternal or first name, insofar as these are first and foremost answers to social and familial expectations, experience requires us to admit that if an analysis is pushed far enough, no analyzand can spare himself a confrontation with his paternal name: the one he bears, or has lost, or which has been transformed over the course of history (a conference on this topic was held recently in Jerusalem). Such confrontation is scarcely encountered directly during analytic cures other than via the play of primordial signifiers comprising the materiality of the name, which are unearthed in the construction of the fundamental fantasm, wherein the proper name as it were staples (“agraphe?”)
 the unconscious. But sometimes this confrontation may manifest itself more violently. In manic episodes for example, the subject finds himself directly faced with his proper name (nom propre) and sees it reduced to a common noun or thing (nom commun). Or further still, along the path of melancholia, his name and existence itself are radically put into question. 

The subject’s proper name affords a glimpse of the stakes raised by nomination. In particular it is via a subject’s relationship to his name that the superego may be re-questioned in an other way – the superego as what I would call the unlivable imperative of a “jouissance qu’il faut” qu’il ne faut pas.
 I have already sought to demonstrate this bond in two texts
 that use the writings of Primo Levi to explore what was at stake for him in the traumatic dream which insistently haunted his nights after Auschwitz. This veritably atrocious nightmare stripped bare a traumatic and literally crushing relationship to “Levi,” his proper name, which had become deadly, uninhabitable for him in the wake of the Lager.
Uninhabitable, whether it always has been or has become so, the proper name is the face itself of the most archaic superego there is. As Lacan has pointed out this superego – “at once both the law and its destruction” – ends up “being identified with that which is the most ravishing, the most fascinating, of the subject’s primitive experiences. It ends up being identified with…the face (figure) of ferocity, with figures tied to the most primitive traumatic experiences which the child suffered through, whatever they may be.”

And yet it is precisely because the name does condense the subject’s most primordial signifiers, those which constitute the root of language itself for him, that this name binds him to the human community. The condition for this bond to survive holds that the newborn infant’s first call to Other must be heard and recognized, and that the infant be made to know this by an Other who names him, via this act alone. This is a call that is therefore, in my view, the joint act of both the child as well as the Other, who gives it a signification that exceeds all meaning. It is a call that is, at base, a call to being, the creation of a transitional space that is the locus and wellspring of every creation of a signifier. The child must first be prior to being de-subjectified, lest this desubjectivization reduce him to being only an object, a pure reject relegated to non-being alone. This first call addressed to the Other is a call constituted in this “between-them-two” (entre-deux) conveyed by the voice of the not yet subject. It counts as sign and not yet signifier, like a “bottle at sea,”
 a sign launched toward the Other, a “word”/sign carried off towards, as Celan puts it, “something that remains open, available, [towards] a ‘You’ perhaps.” This utterance, “A speech” without words, conveyed by a voice, is already an anticipation of the maternal “lalangue.” Such babbling “speech,” I would add, evinces a mysterious affinity with poetry.
Which relationship between poem and psychoanalysis, you might ask? This primordial signifier, the binary signifier or vorstellungrepräsentanz of primary repression, is only created to the extent the Other receives and hears this first utterance, (and isn’t every poem also an attempt to rejoin and re-engender language (la langue) on the basis of this first utterance?); only to the extent the Other who does not exist identifies the child’s outline and recognizes it via a vocal address. No doubt the subject is alienated in the other through such reconigition, but it is also already a subject whose existence the Other is presupposing. It is furnished with a potential power of separation, and the function of freedom lies therein. The tragic destiny of “Child Hurbinek,” recounted by Primo Levi in La Trêve (Truce)
, is a testament of primary significance in this respect.

In this relationship to the name the function of freedom is both at work and tied to the constitution of the subject himself. After having asserted that the desire of the analyst was not a pure desire, Lacan noted, in a manner that is not easy to understand, that at the end of analysis this desire is a “desire to obtain absolute difference, that difference which intervenes when, confronted by the primordial signifier, for the first time the subject is in a position to subject himself to it.” How can we hear other than as a nearly insurmountable contradiction this idea that the subject would have to, in the end, subject himself to a primordial signifier? What is an analysis that declares such an objective even though every analyzand comes to it seeking a way out of his or her numerous subjections? 

The subject’s proper name, the paternal name of course but other names, even secret ones, as well, simultaneously condenses and contains his most primordial signifiers. A name succeeds at metaphorizing this solitude that is uniquely the subject’s own, and which only this lived name authorizes. In analysis the analyzand’s dreams, fantasms, failed acts, forgettings and jokes are simultaneously objects and instigators of the extracting of his signifiers, until a point in the Real is reached that constitutes the locus of time and invention itself.

Such is, in my view, the experience that makes it possible to undergo an analysis. Every true experience is an extreme experience, in this sense of being a passage to the limit of that which had never taken place. It is also in this sense that every analysis is the promise of an experience to come, the promise of an act whereby the analyzand achieves the realization of a subjective experience followed through to the point of the loss and forgetting of the object that conditions his entry into subjective existence. The only thing we can ever truly lose is that which has finally stopped not writing itself. The object is forgettable and, in a way, the person who served as the medium of its entry into existence may be too, but the transference that will have enabled this, in its bodily real, though itself no one’s body, is unforgettable. 

The subject’s separation requires an obligatory passage through a time of desubjectivization, what Lacan referred to as “scraping the subject off of the subjective” (décrotter le sujet du subjectif”). 

As in the case of the subject’s proper name, the so-called primordial (sometimes “originary”) signifier is irreducible to any meaning, and the truth of this makes it possible to identify why the important thing in an interpretation is not that it convey some significance, but rather that the subject see, “beyond this signification, which signifier (irreducible, traumatic non-sense) he is as subject subjected to.” To this Lacan then adds a bit further on in the same seminar of 17-June-1964 that:

“Insofar as the primordial signifier is pure non-sense, it becomes the conveyor of the infinitization of the significance (valeur) of the subject, not at all as openness to every meaning, but the abolishing of each and every one, which is different. This explains why I was unable to deal with the relationship of alienation without bringing the word freedom into play. That which effectively grounds the function of freedom within the radical sense and non-sense of the subject is, properly speaking, this signifier that puts all meanings to death.” 

Analysis brings this function of freedom into play. No exit, no separation from melancholia, no working through of mourning, no desire of the analyst, without this destitution of all the meanings of the signifier to which a subject is subjected. This is but one of the few ways out of this “murder,” which may just as easily be “soul murder” as masochism. However interpretations, the psychoanalytic act understood in its most incisive and limited sense, are not enough to inscribe the subjective function in a lasting way. Freud insists that what is required for this is “dürcharbeiten”, “working through.” 

Therein lies a clue for revisiting the image we currently maintain of the act in analysis, a clue that will enable us to avoid limiting it solely to that which nevertheless remains one of its essential moments, namely the return, to the great surprise of the two protagonists, of a repressed signifier, and the subjectifying effects it produces. Freud, it will be recalled, ended his great testamentary text of 1937 on this question of the “unendlich,” on that which raises an obstacle to the ending of analytic cures. What persists in resisting and remains enigmatic has a name – the drive. Within the drive’s economy something on the order of its strength and impulse remains unmasterable and untamable. No doubt it is at this point of excess, at this limit, that every partial drive’s contribution to the death drive is revealed, where we perceive it most radically. Something on the order of the “unendlich” will always accompany the drive. 

But that being said, what vicissitude other than repression can we attempt to furnish for this untamable drive in our analytic cures, and this despite the fact that this term Freud employs, “taming,” conveys more ambiguity than it evinces in French. “Bandigung” manifestly means taming, but it also makes something heard on the order of a bond, of knotting, of a semantic contact with the term “Bindung”, meaning something symbolic that is not only imposed from the outside, or reflective of the demands of civilization.

Lacan, who constantly insisted on the importance and decisive place to be accorded to the psychoanalytic act in analysis, himself acknowledged, though much more discretely, that such act, understood in the restricted sense of interpretation, did not suffice on its own. However we know the primordial place he accorded in clinical practice to the signifying cut, to punctuation, to the scansions of short, even ultra-short, sessions. 

He revealed this insufficiency in numerous ways without ever delving into the issue head-on. It is worthwhile to emphasize in what terms and on what occasion he formulated it the most clearly.

On 24-June-1964, just prior to ending the final session of his Seminar “The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis,” he does not dance around this question. This is an extremely dense session, the most compacted of the entire year, whose topic is the end of analysis and the way out of the transference – in a word, how to live the drive beyond the fundamental fantasm?

Indeed therefore with Lacan as well we find, again and still, the drive at the end, at the end of the transference, at the end of analysis…which is to say the question of the subject’s relationship to the Real.

It is at this moment that Lacan points out the following thing:

“There is only one psychoanalysis, the didactic one – meaning a psychoanalysis that has looped through this loop to its end. The loop must be gone through several times. Indeed the only way to account for the term “durcharbeiten”, the necessity of working through, is to conceive the loop as something which must be gone through several times.”

To which he appends the following oft omitted addition:

“I will not delve into this here because it introduces fresh difficulties and because I do not want to cover everything, since here we are dealing solely with the foundations of analysis.”

I cannot emphasize enough that what Lacan himself dubs “fresh difficulties” arise at the very moment when he is situating not only the enigma but also the insistence of the Real, (after Freud I mean), at the level of the subject’s relationship to the drive.  

 We might imagine that the fifteen years of seminars that were to follow would furnish a response to this question, a working through as it were, but we must admit it would never be revisited as such. Here as well, Lacan’s stubborn unwillingness to explain that which persists in not working in analytic cures would lead him to his final constructions concerning the place and functioning of the sinthome in psychical structure. At stake here is not only a new relationship to the symptom, (to the “hitch” in the symptom we might say), to the symptom as it is employed not only to supplement for that which is lacking; but rather as the “supplement – invention” of a bit of the Real, an invention of one or several signifiers lifted from the cutting edge of the Real and transmuted into an inventive power, there where the subject is most lacking. This means that, faced with the difficulties encountered in the cure, confronted with the resistance of the real of the drives, Lacan pushed and repushed its limits to a very great extent. 

It is here, it seems to me, that we might accord a place to sublimation, but a sublimation whose usage would be broadened and reworked in Freud’s and even Lacan’s wake. A sublimation that also may not be heard other than from the perspective of an act, via a sort of redoubling of the act that lifts the repression to which it is tightly knotted. 

No doubt you will recall, (as Claude Rabant reminded us in the most recent preparatory session for this very conference), that Freud’s great testamentary text ends with the avowal of a refusal of the feminine, a rejection even, that is effected by both men and women as well. Might the instigation of sublimation enable us to conceive, otherwise, a reintroduction and a reinscription of feminine jouissance? 

The only means of support we possess to grapple with the untamable drive is the transference. Transforming, metamorphosing and transmuting the drive’s various vicissitudes entails an effecting (action), an act, that wagers on sublimation by not limiting itself to repression (and its other face, the return of the repressed). Such an effecting, such act, aims to knot repression and sublimation in a way that places masculinity and femininity in tension with one another. I will stop today therefore with this question, leaving, for a work to come, another that conditions it, namely the question concerning the transmutation which transference love must undergo in analysis in order to become, as a more real love this time, the agent of such an act. A love that would lead the subject to inhabit his proper name in a reinvented way. 

� TR: the French “agrafer” means to staple, but here JJB places in parentheses a new spelling, “agrapher,” in order to, in the author’s words, play off Lacan’s famous interest in the function of graphs and graphing.


� TR: literally, ‘“the jouissance that is required’ not to be required,” meaning a jouissance that the superego paradoxically enjoins the subject not to need.


� "Reste à transmettre, le rêve traumatique de Primo Levi," (Remaining to be transmitted: Primo Levi’s traumatic dream), in Figures de la psychanalyse, n°6, and "Leggere la vita, Lire le nom?" in L'Inactuel, n°13.


� “Since it is one of language’s modes of apparition and is therefore, as such, in essence dialogical, the poem may be a like a bottle at sea, launched into the water in the belief, (not always supported by much hope of course), that it might some time some way be drawn to some land, the Heart Land perhaps. In this way poems are also en route – they set out for. For what? For something that remains open, available, for a You perhaps, a You to speak to, a reality to speak to.” Paul Celan, Le Méridien et autres proses, (Paris : Seuil, 2002), p.56-57.


� TR: In the US: “The Reawakening.”
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