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EDITORIAL

Psychosis and
Contemporaneity
Florencia Shanahan – nls
In this new issue of the PAPERS we bet on the effort to circumscribe the importance of
advancing in the research of ordinary psychoses today; not without “the others” and not
without the singular bond that transference constitutes in the Lacanian clinic, a clinic of
the case by case, but also within the framework of an interrogation of subjectivity (discourse, politics, society).
The main hypothesis the authors were invited to put to work is that ordinary psychosis,
this “epistemic category”1, is a tool that comes to make a pair with the explosion of categories that characterises the times we live in. Thus, understood as a “non-category”, ordinary
psychosis is a tool that “responds to the era of the unclassifiables of the psychoanalytic
clinic, is the category that can best accommodate itself to the era that we also call ‘the era
of the Other that does not exist’, the era in which the Other shows itself both incomplete
and inconsistent at the point of organising the jouissance of the contemporary subject”2.
Lacan’s remark in his Ecrits orients us here: “Let whoever cannot meet at its horizon the
subjectivity of his time give it up then. For how could he who knows nothing of the
dialectic that engages him in a symbolic movement with so many lives possibly make
his being the axis of those lives?”3 Following Jacques-Alain Miller’s developments in his
Course last June in Paris4 when commenting on this quote, what is at stake is to highlight
the transindividual dimension of subjectivity. That is to say, to consider the subjectivity of
the epoch as a matrix to be deciphered and reconstructed through the effects it produces
at the level of truth and jouissance.5 We are thus interested in the indications that each
mode of subjective existence reports about what is proper to the epoch. In other words,
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how to investigate the pairing up (and the differentiation) between subject and subjectivity on the basis of the notion of ordinary psychosis.
Some years ago J.-A. Miller proposed that the object takes the dominant place in the
discourse of civilization today, and that this object “imposes itself on the subject without
compass”6 The contemporary era – in consonance with the crisis of classifications and the
pluralisation of so-called “identities” – thus confronts the subject with the radical question
of choice without having recourse to the established discourses as the orientating element that would separate the waters at the moment of inscribing oneself in existence. In
this sense, what follows from the “there is no norm for all” is that each one has to choose;
hence, “the rise of modern individualism is linked to the promotion of the category of
choice […] This is what Lacan states in clinical terms when stating that everyone is mad.
From now on each one makes his own choice. We know that the world we live in and will
live in will be animated by the frenzy of choice…”7.
With regard to the field of psychoses, what are the modes in which these choices and their
consequences present themselves? In which settings, born from the alliance between
capitalism and science, do they inscribe themselves or proliferate? What offer can psychoanalysis make in the face of the outside-discourse inherent in this “liquid subjectivity
which forces one to choose between mental debility and paranoia?”8 How to respond
with the psychoanalytic discourse to the rejection of the unconscious, to transience, disbelief, cynicism?
To the degree that the transferential bond allows a lodging for the signs of each subjectivity’s singular construction9, ordinary psychosis could be understood as a tool for the
reading of contemporary subjectivity, a subjectivity which is neither ordered by its representation in a discourse, nor finds its anchoring in the norm.
As has been proposed in the presentation of the theme of the Congress “the theme ‘The
Ordinary Psychoses and the Others, Under Transference’ has the virtue of interpreting, or at
least questioning, a vital aspect of the current psychoanalytic clinic. It is something alive, a
piece of the real which the analytic experience does not cease encountering...”10
The seven texts published here respond to this wager. On the basis of a rigorous reading
of the notion of discourse, Leonardo Gorostiza establishes with precision the effects of
the alliance “Capitalism plus Science” in the phenomena that result from the elision of the
phallus and the rejection of the impossible.
Under the title “The Sign of the Times for Ordinary Psychosis”, Manuel Montalbán Peregrín develops in his text the tension between clinical continuity and singular difference,
proposing that “the clinic of continuity, illustrated by the hypothesis of ordinary psychosis,
throws light on the unique and unrepeatable structure of each subject’s singular invention to knot the sexuated, speaking and mortal dimensions.” He thus places the analytic
discourse in a beyond of the categories and the decline of the symbolic function which
support them.
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Marita Hamann presents a condensed sketch of the disperse elements making up “The
Era of the Ordinary”: homogenising diversification, digitalised drive, the bureaucracy that
erases subjectivities, velocity without pause, fundamentalism and segregation.
In his text “Normal Madness”, Roger Litten introduces the necessary interrogative tone
from his attentive reading of the hypothesis according to which “the phenomena of subjectivity in contemporary times become more decipherable if they are placed in relation
to the structure of the not-all”, emphasising the questions relative to the triggering and
stabilisation in the psychoses.
Anaëlle Lebovits-Quenehen in “Psychosis in its epoch” enumerates possible variation of
the term epoch (historic, analytic, subjective) and underlines the ethical dimension of
psychoanalysis which allows the direction of a treatment, under transference, localising
the intrusions of jouissance for each subject, which will allow to construct a history, “to
re-knot with a time less marked by eternity than by the life that is invented”.
In “Ordinary Inventions and the Generalised Market” Marcus André Vieira, through a fine
distinction within the field of the psychoses, puts forward the hypothesis according to
which “ordinary psychosis is the paradox of the constitution of a place that is not paranoiac,
in the social bond in times of an inconsistent Other”, and he gives us precious clues for
reading the connection and disconnection between subject and subjectivity.
Finally, the work of Giuliana Capannelli slides between “ordinary” and “ordered” to link
diagnosis (which is not a label but the establishing of a position with regards to the
unconscious and jouissance) with the ordering that an “extraordinary transference” may
introduce in the psychotic subject’s mode of relation to his body, his speech and his bond
with the other in the world.
................................................................................

1 Miller J.-A., “Ordinary Psychosis Revisited”, Psychoanalytical Notebooks of the London Society, Issue 26,
2013.
2 Bassols M., “In Praise of Ordinary Psychosis”, The Lacanian Review, Issue 3, 2017.
3 Lacan J., “The Function and Field of Speech and Language in Psychoanalysis”, Écrits, Norton, 2006, p. 264.
4 Miller J.-A., Cours de psychanalyse, Cours nº 1, Paris, 24th June 2017, https://www.lacan-tv.fr/video/
cours-de-psychanalyse-par-jacques-alain-miller/
5 Miller J.-A., “Milanese Intuitions”, available on-line: http://londonsociety-nls.org.uk/The-Laboratory-forLacanian-Politics/Some-Research-Resources/Miller_Milanese-Intuitions-1-2.pdf and Éric Laurent, “The
Unconscious is Politics, Today”, available on-line: http://www.lacan.com/actuality/2015/06/eric-laurentthe-unconscious-is-politics-today/
6 Miller J.-A., Ironic clinic, available on-line: http://londonsociety-nls.org.uk/Publications/007/MillerJacques-Alain_Ironic-Clinic.pdf
7 Miller J.-A., Seminar of Lacanian Politics. Second part of the Turin Conference: The Heretics, 8th Julia 2017,
audio in Radio Lacan http://www.radiolacan.com/es/topic/1016/3
8 Bassols M., Interview during the NLS Congress 2016: Discreet Signs in Ordinary Psychosis, by Zully
Flomenbaum, http://www.radiolacan.com/es/topic/818/3
9 Bassols M., Psychosis, Ordered Under Transference, Dublin, 2016, available on-line: http://miquelbassols.
blogspot.ie/2016/07/psychosis-ordered-under-transference.html
10 Aromí A., Esqué X., The Theme: The Ordinary Psychoses and the Others, Under Transference”, https://
congresoamp2018.com/en/textos/las-psicosis-ordinarias-las-otras-transferencia/
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Capitalism plus Science
Leonardo Gorostiza – eol
In his presentation of the theme for the 9th Congress of the WAP, Jacques-Alain Miller indicated that “capitalism plus science have combined to make nature disappear and what
is left by the vanishing of nature is what we call the real, that is, a remainder by structure
disordered.”1 In the way, on the basis of the advance of the binary capitalism-science, the
real is affected everywhere and in a disordered way, without being able to recuperate and
idea of harmony.
How are we to understand the foundation of this combination? And in what way are we
to conceive the congruence that has to be supposed between the epistemic category of
the ordinary psychoses and the emergence of this binary?
These are the two questions that I will attempt to address in what follows.
Rejection of the Impossible
As you know, it was in 1972 in Milan2 that Lacan wrote for the first and only time what he
called the capitalist discourse. Introducing a small variation in the letters (inverting the
place of the S1 and the $) and in the order of circulation of the left-hand column (from
above to below rather than from below to above) of the discourse of the master, he made
a continuity appear that elides the structural impossibility that the traditional discourses
maintain.
Discourse of the Master

Capitalist Discourse

What are some of the consequences of this transformation?
We observe that impossibility is maintained at the lower level of the traditional discourse
of the master, indicated by the two oblique lines, which supposes a discursive logic that
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always implies a “discontinuity”. Thus, as Lacan had indicated just a few years previously,
the key to impossibility in the discourses is found in this line, given that here “... there is no
suggestion of an arrow. And not only is there no communication, but there is something
that acts as a block”.3
According to this logic, then, the passage or the rotation from one discourse to another
necessarily produces a “leap”, given that the letters, in their rotation, have to negotiate
this impossibility. It is for this reason that each rotation of discourse is indicated by the
emergence of love, as veil and index of the impossibility. A few months after writing the
discourse of the capitalist, Lacan indicates that “there is an emergence of psychoanalytic
discourse whenever there is a movement from one discourse to another... I am not saying
anything else when I say that love is the sign that one is changing discourses.”4
As we see, the structural impossibility is thus the foundation of love, that is, of transference. The rise of the capitalist discourse thus corresponds to a liquid love and a decline
of “traditional” transference.
But in 1973 Lacan will also establish a discursive correlate which perhaps allows us to elucidate in what way the binary of capitalism plus science that we are examining is knotted
together. In Television he says that “scientific discourse and the hysteric’s discourse have
almost the same structure...”5
How to understand this? Although in both discourses the subject occupies the place of
the master (as in the discourse of the capitalist) and in both what is sought is the production of a knowledge, the divergence is established on the basis that in the hysteric
discourse the cause, the a, remains in the place of truth, while in the scientific discourse
there is a not-wanting-to-know-anything about the truth as cause, which implies an evacuation of this place.
This is what leads Miller to characterise the desire of the subject of science as “a desire
without cause”.6 In this way, the impossible relation from which that which blocks it, given
that “... the production in no case has any relation with the truth”7. That is to say that if I
eliminate the place of truth and the cause lodged there, nothing will then come to function as obstacle.
I believe that it can be now seen clearly how both discourses converge precisely there
where, in one mode or another, the structural impossibility, that which makes an obstacle,
ends up elided.
Elision of the phallus
The concept of the phallus is perhaps one of those that have undergone, in the course of
Lacan’s teaching, the greatest transformations. Thus, from being considered a meteorite8
up to its promotion as “the only real that verifies anything whatsoever...”9, the phallus will
go from being in the interval an imaginary object, a signified, the signifier of desire, a real
presence and even the signifier of jouissance. It is also worth remarking that it is precisely
in the heart of one and the same seminar, Seminar V, that the phallus will be transformed
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in the course of a few classes: from the signification engendered by the paternal metaphor it becomes the signifier of the desire of the Other.
Furthermore, this transformation takes place in the context in which Lacan elaborates
his canonical writing on psychosis, to which Jacques-Alain Miller returns in offering us a
compass with which to orient ourselves in a clinic as delicate as that of the ordinary psychoses. Putting the accent on the importance of searching out the discreet signs which
indicate that which Lacan calls “a disturbance that occurs at the inmost juncture of a subject’s sense of life”10 – on account of the failure of the identification of the subject with the
imaginary phallus – he indicates that in this clinic “very often it’s a question of intensity,
it’s a question of more or less”.11
In this way, on one hand he surprises us by giving a clinical clue linked to a classical
moment of the teaching of Lacan that corresponds to the second paradigm of jouissance,
on the other hand, in indicating that it involves a question of intensity, where the more
or less suggests a gradation, a continuity, he situates the epistemic category as extracted
from the “last teaching of Lacan”.12
Be this as it may, what it maintains is that the elision of the phallus and its effects constitute a central point in order to orient ourselves in this clinic. And it is here that we find an
indication about the function of the phallus that can orient us on the structural community there could be between the ordinary psychoses and the capitalism-science binary.
Effectively, on the 27th February 1971 – that is, one year before the promotion of the
capitalist discourse – Lacan affirms that the phallus is “that which makes an obstacle to a
relation”.13 Even further, he indicates that “the phallus is (...) feminine jouissance”.14
I believe that we can therefore deduce that a discursive alliance such as the one we are
examining here is at least liable to induce and elision of the phallus, that is, an elision of
that which, like feminine jouissance, impossible to negativise, is that which gives life to
existence.
The discursive alliance of capitalism plus science, in giving rise to this elision, thus turns
out to be the very condition of possibility of that which we have to increasingly frequently
confront, namely, its effects: a continuity (as in the capitalist discourse) where the colour
of life shows a weak intensity and where liquid loves exude something of the “dead love”
that more than sixty years ago Lacan ascribed to the form of love characteristic of psychosis.15
Translated by Roger Litten

................................................................................
1 Miller J.-A., “The Real in the 21st Century – Presentation of the Theme of the IXth Congress of the WAP”,
Hurly Burly, Issue 9, 2013, p. 204
2 Lacan J., “The Psychoanalytical Discourse”, lecture in Milan, 12th May, 1972, unpublished.
3 Lacan J., The Seminar, book XVII, The Other Side of Psychoanalysis, Norton, 2007, p. 174.
4 Lacan J., The Seminar, book XX, Encore, Norton, 1998, p. 16.
5 Lacan J., Television, Norton, 1990, p. 19. (Italics in original)
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6 Naveau P., “Discurso de la ciencia y discurso de la histérica”, in Aspectos del malestar en la cultura, Manantial,
Buenos Aires, 1989, p. 37. ; Gorostiza L., “Comentario de un fragmento de Televisión”, in Laurent É., Lacan
y los discursos, Manantial, Argentina, 1992, p. 55-68.
7 Ibid., note 3.
8 Lacan J., The Seminar, book III, The Psychoses, Norton, 1993, p. 318-19.
9 Lacan J., The Seminar, book XXIII, The Sinthome, Polity, 2016, p. 99.
10 Lacan J., “On a Question Prior to Any Possible Treatment of Psychosis”, Écrits, Norton, 2006, p. 466.
11 Miller J.-A., “Ordinary Psychosis Revisited”, The Psychoanalytical Notebooks, Issue 26, 2013, p. 41.
12 Ibid., p. 33.
13 Lacan J., The Seminar, book XVIII, On a Discourse that would not be a Semblant,
14 Ibid.
15 Lacan J., The Seminar, book III, The Psychoses, op. cit., p. 253-54.
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The Sign of the Times for
Ordinary Psychosis

Manuel Montalbán Peregrín – elp

It is undeniable that psychoanalysis is the product of a particular epoch and a particular
desire, Freud’s desire. At the end of the Victorian era, Freud gives a sexual meaning to
modern nervousness, articulating it to the question of the father and the question of
what a woman wants. A fundamental axis of Jacques Lacan’s teaching is to identify and
question Freud’s desire with respect to the father in order to extract it from psychoanalysis
as a discourse.1
Likewise, there is no doubt that the traditional master no longer impresses us. But this
goes back a long way, and psychoanalysis is not far removed from it. Ricoeur unhesitatingly situates Freud, together with Marx and Nietzsche, as one of the masters of suspicion.2
The illusion that the death of the father would lead to liberation was propagated among
certain sectors of the psychoanalytic movement, and also among Lacan’s students. And
this despite the fact that Lacan is quite clear on the matter: “the conclusion that forces
itself upon us in the text of our experience is that the response to God is dead is Nothing
is permitted anymore”.3
The decline of the father is correlative to the important economic, social and familial
changes that had been gestating since the mid-1700’s and took place in the course of the
19th century, giving rise to the historical expressions of an unprecedentedly global character in the 20th century. Jacques-Alain Miller associates the Industrial Revolution with a
true revolution on the side of demand, the emergence on a massive scale of an insatiable
appetite based on the plastic and erratic character of desire, which culminates in the promotion of the object a to the zenith of the social.4 The expression ‘The Other that does not
exist’ reflects the decadence of the semblants of the Father, of the symbolic order, etc.; in
short, everything anticipated by Marx with the sentence “all that was solid melts into air”.
But the undermining of the symbolic figures of the Other, as traditional master, does not
imply that the contemporary master is not operative; it functions governed by technology
and capital, and has attained the capacity to subsume bodies and subjectivities under the
form of the commodity.
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Lacan verifies at the end of his teaching the updating of the master’s discourse with the
hypothesis of the capitalist discourse, and foresees a whole series of consequences for our
civilisation. Every epoch has privileged forms of living with the drive and consequences for
the link between the subject and the Other that derive from them. The capitalist discourse
emerges by introducing a small perversion in the discourse of the master, concretely, the
inversion of S1 and $. This entails, nevertheless, a profound alteration in the direction of
the vectors and in the general functioning of the dispositive of the four elements. This
variant, this false discourse, as Lacan calls it, functions according to a sinister circularity,
without interruptions, veritable rejection of impossibility, of the cut, which standardises the for-all, without any opportunity for incompleteness. The quilting point becomes
unstable. It is not difficult to understand, then, that we can pose the question of a certain symmetry between psychotic structure and the signs of the times. In an interesting
interview, Jacques Munier asks Éric Laurent whether the diversification of psychosis is a
phenomenon linked to the current state of our societies or their evolution. To which Laurent responds that “psychoanalysts have not ceased to keep up a research programme”.
And as regards the possibility of a quantitative extension of the psychoses, Laurent adds:
“Yes, according to general opinion there is a quantitative extension. There are less classical
neuroses”.5
In the face of these developments, Lacan did not take refuge in the nostalgia of the classical clinic, but instead forced the tension already existing in this symmetry. The structuralist
perspective followed the traces of the path opened up by Freud, in which the three registers are knotted by Oedipus. The Paternal Metaphor endowed the Other with consistency
and the foreclosure of the Name of the Father represented a hole in the symbolic, with
delusion understood as an attempt at repair. This initial thesis conceived psychosis on the
basis of a handicap, a lack with respect to neurosis. It is interesting to indicate that the
turn towards a new formulation is the product of the introduction of the signifier of the
lack in the Other, the barred Other. On the social level, any hint of the inexistence of the
Other, as Miller and Laurent make explicit, entails the multiplication of the committees of
supposed experts that re-signify the subject as an individual, slave of the imperative of
jouissance, who is on this account reduced to the empire of the cipher. Lacan makes an
effort to demonstrate, however, that in the psychoanalytic experience the inexistence of
the Other is correlative to the existence of the real, which we can enunciate as follows: It
is not a question of a hole in the symbolic only for some, as occurred in the case of the
foreclosure of the Name of the Father; but rather of a non-knowledge about the sexual
relation without any possible proportion, an absence in the unconscious of a signifier
for feminine jouissance that concerns all speaking beings. Lacan rethinks with definitive
consequences the Freudian knot father-woman.
The clinic of continuity, illustrated by the hypothesis of ordinary psychosis, illuminates the
unique and unrepeatable structure of the singular invention of each subject for the knotting of their condition as sexual, speaking and mortal. As Gustavo Dessal has reminded
us,6 Miller rescues in this respect the Pascalian tradition in the work of Lacan. Pascal understood madness as consubstantial with the human, but he distinguished the madness of
everyone from the madness of one alone. Within the ‘everyone is mad’, it is also necessary
to preserve the singularity of the psychotic, the decision of being,7 the discreet consent of
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the one who Lacan considers the only free man, a freedom that produces anxiety for the
bienpensant and will certainly entail renewed modes of segregation.8
Translated by Howard Rouse

................................................................................
1 Miller J.-A., ‘Breve introducción al más allá del Edipo’, Del Edipo a la sexuación, Buenos Aires, Fundación
Casa del Campo Freudiano, 2001, p. 17-22.
2 Ricoeur P., ‘El psicoanálisis y el movimiento de la cultura contemporánea’, Hermenéutica y Psicoanálisis,
Buenos Aires, Megápolis, 1975.
3 Lacan J., The Seminar, book XVII, The Other Side of Psychoanalysis, New York, Norton, 2007, p. 119-20.
4 Miller J.-A. & Laurent É., El Otro que no existe y sus comités de ética, Buenos Aires, Paidós, 2005, p. 85.
5 Laurent É., ‘Ordinary Psychosis’, interview by J. Munier for France-Culture, ‘The Paths of Knowledge’,
4th September 2006.
6 Dessal G., ‘Todo el mundo es loco: Jacques-Alain Miller según Gustavo Dessal’, interview by P. E. Chacón,
Telam, 10-11-2015, http://www.telam.com.ar/notas/201511/126643-todo-el-mundo-es-loco-jacquesalain-miller-segun-gustavo-dessal.html
7 Alemán J., Derivas del Discurso Capitalista, MGE, Málaga, 2004, p. 12. Alemán reminds us of the connection
between structure and decisionism in relation to J.-A. Miller’s talk “On the Lesson of Psychosis”.
8 Lacan J., ‘Petit discours de Jacques Lacan aux psychiatres’, Cercle Psychiatrique H. Ey, Sainte Anne, http://
www.ms.gba.gov.ar/ssps/residencias/biblio/pdf_Psico/discurso_psiquiatras.pdf
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The Era of the Ordinary
Marita Hamann – nel
“Ordinary psychosis is the subjectivity of our times”, M. Bassols indicated in a relatively
recent interview1, given that today’s subject swims between discourses without being
anchored in any, submerged in mental debility, if he does not have the resource of
paranoia to give him some personality. The decline of the father and tradition have made
manifest the fact that there are many ways in which to construct a life; and also that this
depends on what each one manages to do in order to confront the growing fragility of
bonds. The elucidation of contemporary forms of psychosis thus opens up a path of investigation in the clinical, epistemic, but also political, terrain, given that it brings to light the
particularities of contemporary subjectivity considered as trans-individual discourse of
the unconscious.
The Tragedy of Desire
It is not by chance that Éric Laurent, among others, recalls the laborious detours that
Lacan takes around Hamlet when it is a question of showing what defines modern subjectivity. As Laurent indicates2, Hamlet embodies a fundamental enunciation linked to
an imperative uncoupled from the father. The unveiling of the paternal fantasy makes
evident to him that he inhabits a world of semblants. The consequence is that he is not
able to deduce himself from any declaration of desire: he is faced with a real hole on
account of the absence of the signifier that would come to mark the place of the barred
Other, S(A). The loss of the subject as such, if one considers the logic of the fantasy, allows
us to define the new regime of the social bond, as Laurent concludes.
As M. Barros notes3, the true problem with Hamlet’s mother is not her decided desire
for her husband’s brother but rather that it is all the same to her, one or the other. This
inconsistency, effect of the obscure side of feminine jouissance, leaves the subject without compass and makes her into an impenetrable Other. This is the meaning of the
tragedy of desire that Lacan extracts from Hamlet.
Thus, day by day, on one hand everything becomes semblant, even the object of surplus jouissance, everything is subject to opinion and the rule (or should be) but without
Law or exception to be taken into consideration. This is the paradox of a homogenising
diversification. On the other hand, the push to jouissance finds no opposition; one makes
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arrangements with it, where “the not-all is not an all that bears a fault but on the contrary
a series without limit and without totalisation”4. This is why the clinic of the not-all is one
in which pathologies centered on narcissism and the relation to the mother flourish, as
Laurent reminds us.5
When the subject takes its distance from the ‘project’ of the Other and ‘being named to
something’ prevails over the function of the Name of the Father, then this iron order is
installed in which, as Lacan says: “It is quite strange that here the social should take on the
prevalence of a knot... Is it not possible that this ‘being named to’ is the sign of a catastrophic degeneration?”6 This is an order that results precisely from the return in the real of the
rejected Name of the Father.7
The question is whether this is not what is dispensed on a daily basis by our bureaucracy
when it demands, in its own way, the disappearance of the subject.
The ‘digitalised’ drive
The personal computer is the invention that has unquestionably had the greatest disrupting impact on life in the last century. It is one of the technical objects that have evolved
most rapidly, to the point of almost completely reformulating our habits. The digital
image recreates today’s unlocatable panopticon. The network in which it is inserted has
no centre, no limit and no exterior; it ‘knows everything’ and in particular it ‘shows everything’, within and without private life and bodies themselves; it spies, calculates, predicts,
but especially, it orders. Practically no-one is free of its uses or its power. It is for this reason
that it serves to capture in one blow what Foucault and Deleuze conceptualised in their
time about the passage from the disciplinary society to the society of control.8
But this empire of the semblant has real effects that do not go unnoticed: the drive finds
itself facilitated, in the Freudian sense, by technology. “I’m a modern patient”, says a young
lad who is unable to study, “everything is available on-line just a click away”. Our era is characterised by the suppression of the time for understanding, it passes from the moment
of seeing to the moment to conclude without leaving any trace.9 Velocity without pause,
as Miller puts it10, or also “infinite dilation”11, in the mode of the hundreds of windows that
can be opened on the screen. The subject finds himself alone before a “degraded and
immoral reality”12. Then arises the call to a tyrannical Other to rein in the excesses at that
same time that the demands of the Other are seen to be tyrannical13. All this takes place,
substantially, on the mobile digital screen, the principle agent of the super-egoicisation of
the era14, coherent with the imperative of Lacanian stamp extracted from the parallelism
between Kant and Sade: “act in such a way that your action could be programmed”.
This is also how encounters in the communities of jouissance are produced, as well as
certain social protests which commence with a simple hash-tag functioning monolithically in the mode of a holophrase, authorising a cathartic jouissance that can congregate
a multitude for a while, without requiring any greater accord.15
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Between capitalism and religion
Technology is of course the principle ally of capitalism. The subject of liberalism places
himself above death, sexuality and the laws of language; hence the impoverishment of
metaphor and the power of the push to jouissance that certain political leaders authorise,
as with Trump, amongst others.
Not only do we observe fundamentalist responses of the Islamic kind to the fundamentalism of the market: it frequently happens that political discussion is displaced from the
terrain of the social distribution of wealth to the terrain of morality and identity. This is
the response via the aggravation of the concentration camp and the rejection of the
unconscious to social segregation used astutely by certain leaders in order to gain followers by diverting the discussion into areas where the interests of the market are less
obvious. Is it not also a question here of the perception of a profound threat to the way
of life, to take up the words of E. Berenguer16, of recuperating something that is lost or
degraded in order to return to an imagined era? The modern subject in search of lost
identity has fallen into a trap. And the longing for a return to the era of the father (which
should not be confused with the function of the Name of the Father) leads to worse.
Certainly this is the era of anxiety. When the function of the Name of the Father is put into
play it is verified not only by the recognition of the prohibited or of the threat but more
fundamentally because the subject is able to temper anxiety.17 Or otherwise a symptom
emerges. Nonetheless, in the times of mental debility access to this recourse is impeded,
independently of clinical structure. There are symptoms more or less in fashion, Miller says,
which result from the disturbance of the contemporary symbolic order, in which, given
the absence of the signifier that anchors the subject, there is recourse to tattooing, cutting, different forms of torture and violence against the body. He says that it is a question
here of what could be called “normal civilising psychosis”18, in other words, compensated
psychosis. These are supplements for a limit that cannot be resolved by metaphor.
Psychoanalysis has the tools to “extract the real on the basis of language” in a way that a
new link between them can take place19. The effect of meaning that aims at the real does
not close, which is why it is analogous to poetry: it allows the passage of a non-meaning
opportune for indicating the presence of an unspeakable jouissance.
Translated by Roger Litten

................................................................................
1 Flomembaum Z., “La psicosis ordinaria es la subjetividad de nuestra época. Entrevista a Miquel Bassols”,
Enlaces, nº 23, agosto 2017, p. 54.
2 Laurent É., “Qué es un psicoanálisis orientado hacia lo real” [What is a psychoanalysis oriented towards
the Read?], June 2014, available at: http://www.blogelp.com/index.php/despedida-y-exclusiva-ericlaurent
3 Barros M., “Inconsistencia y equívoco”, Ancla, nº 7, September, 2017.
4 Laurent É., El reverso de la biopolítica, Buenos Aires, Grama, 2016, p. 246.
5 Ibid, p. 250.
6 Lacan J., The Seminar, book XXI, Les non dupes errent, class of 19th March, 1974, unpublished.
7 Berenguer É., “Del Hadith al tuit. Fundamentalismos identitarios y violencia”, 2017, available at:
http://identidades.jornadaselp.com/textos-y-bibliografia/texto-de-orientacion/del-hadith-al-tuitfundamentalismos-identitarios-y-violencia/

,'

TEXT

PAPERS

!"#

8 See Deleuze G., “In conversation with Antonio Negri”, the journal Futur Anterieur 1 (Spring 1990),
translated by Martin Joughin.
9 Caroz G., “Moments of Crisis”, Presentation of the theme of the XIII NLS Congress, available at: http://
ampblog2006.blogspot.com.es/2014/07/moments-of-crisis-by-gil-caroz.html
10 Miller J.-A., Todo el mundo es loco, Buenos Aires, Paidós, 2015, p. 11-16.
11 Miller J.-A., “In the Direction of Adolescence”, The Lacanian Review, Issue 4, 2017, p. 23.
12 Ibid.
13 Ibid.
14 Laurent É., “El traumatismo del final de la política de las identidades”, 2017, available at: http://identidades.
jornadaselp.com/textos-y-bibliografia/texto-de-orientacion/el-traumatismo-del-final-de-la-politica-delas-identidades
15 As is the case, for example, with the #niunamenos or #metoo movements, which have acquired ‘brand
recognition’ on a global scale.
16 Berenguer E., “Del Hadith al tuit. Fundamentalismos identitarios y violencia”, 2017, available at:
http://identidades.jornadaselp.com/textos-y-bibliografia/texto-de-orientacion/del-hadith-al-tuitfundamentalismos-identitarios-y-violencia/
17 Miller J.-A., 13 clases sobre El hombre de los lobos, Buenos Aires, UNSAM, 2010, p. 60.
18 Miller J.-A., “Violent Children”, The Lacanian Review, Issue 4, 2017, p. 34.
19 Laurent É., El reverso de la biopolítica, op. cit., p. 267.
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Normal Madness
Roger Litten – nls

In two recent texts1 Miquel Bassols has explored some of the logical paradoxes intrinsic to
the notion of ordinary psychosis. Rather than trying to situate ordinary psychosis as one
clinical structure amongst others, he suggests that the introduction of this notion into
the field of the classical psychoses acts as a dissolvent that effaces all our familiar clinical
landmarks and undermines the very basis of our diagnostic classifications.
Attempts to establish a stable definition of the ordinary psychoses are undermined by
the impossibility of either reducing their description to a trait or constituting them as a
self-enclosed and consistent category. «There is no proper clinical description of ordinary
psychosis according to the classical model, which orders their categories starting from a
series of traits present in the interior of a more or less well-defined set.»2
At the same time Bassols reminds us that the logic of diagnostic classification always
implies a reference to an exceptional element in relation to which distinguishable sets
can be defined as closed: «Every diagnostic system is in fact sustained by the belief in
a universe organised by traits that form classes, always supposing the divine place of a
classifying Other.»3
It could not be more clearly formulated that the system of classificatory structure is inexorably linked to the belief in the divine place supposed of the Other. Is our adherence to the
binary clinic, our belief in the structural distinction between neurosis and psychosis, then
to be considered a residue of our belief in the existence of the Other?
And would not the corollary implication be that the decline in the belief in the Other itself
implies the erosion of the foundations of the binary clinic partitioned on the basis of the
secure possession of attributes distributed by reference to a position of exception?
Far from being constituted as a defined clinical structure, we find ordinary psychosis
situated in relation to the field of the psychoses rather in terms the absence of the traits
that would allow it to be classed either as a neurosis or as a classical psychosis, but «never
the same one in any case»4.
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Ordinary psychosis might then more usefully be considered a spectrum concept based
on «family likeness» in Wittgenstein’s sense, organised not around any common point of
overlap or intersection but rather around the absence of a defining trait. The «family» of
ordinary psychoses would thus be indexed on a point of lack that could be written S(A).
Rather than being constituted as a closed set containing defined and characteristic traits,
the ordinary psychoses would more aptly be characterised in terms of their lack of consistency as a set. Hence the need to consider instances of ordinary psychosis in the clinic one
by one, in the form of an open series.
The trajectory of Bassol’s argument across these two papers thus allows us to take the
paradoxes situated at the heart of the notion of ordinary psychosis as the index of a logical
impossibility opening up the field of psychosis to the logic of the not-All.
«Put another way, the non-category called ‘ordinary psychosis’, the category that responds
to the era of the unclassifiables of the psychoanalytic clinic, is the category that can best
accommodate itself to the era that we also call ‘the era of the Other that does not exist’,
the era in which the Other shows itself both incomplete and inconsistent at the point of
organising the jouissance of the contemporary subject, especially when it is a question
of organising this strange segregative jouissance that we at times encounter under the
name of ‘madness’.»5
Situating the conceptual and clinical challenges posed us by the notion of ordinary psychosis against the background of the logic of the not-All of course maps directly onto the
argument first elaborated by Jacques-Alain Miller in the second of his Milanese Intuitions6,
where he suggested that the phenomena of subjectivity in the contemporary epoch
might become more decipherable if we relate them to the structure of the not-All, as the
discursive machinery that stages the subject of our times.
We could trace out some of the implications of this line of argument by taking up the
question of triggering, one of the most basic instances of a trait of the classic psychoses
lacking in the clinic of ordinary psychosis. We have seen a variety of answers to the question of whether ordinary psychosis should be considered a form of triggered psychosis or
not. Around this point we have witnessed a range of reformulations of the classical notion
of triggering, which themselves leave room for clarification in how we order and make
use of these terms.7
Would it not be possible to take more strictly that initial element of undecidability on
the question of triggering in ordinary psychosis, indexing it not so much on insufficient
clinical data in any particular case but rather on a formal logic of undecidability that
itself would have to be indexed on the non-existence of the Other and elaborated in the
context of the logic of the not-All?
A line through this question would allow us to situate on the horizon the notion of an
untriggerable psychosis, a psychosis that structurally would not be liable to triggering.
This is a question already touched on by Miller in 2008 when he refers in passing to psy-
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choses that not simply had not been triggered but could not be triggered.8 How would
we locate the co-ordinates of a psychosis that could not be triggered?
On the one hand we have the question of the elements that serve to ward off triggering
in any particular clinical configuration. But beyond that there would be the question of a
configuration of psychosis where the notion of triggering and its variants was no longer a
salient issue. This question would obviously have to be considered in relation to the other
two elements in the classical sequence of foreclosure, triggering and stabilisation.
The exploration of the question of foreclosure has of course been fundamental to the
trajectory of Miller’s work across the decades, taking us from a notion of restricted foreclosure indexed on the exceptional position of the Name of the Father to a concept of
generalised foreclosure indexed on the sexual non-rapport, a trajectory that itself takes us
from the logic of the closed set to the logic of the not-All via modifications in the status
and position of the exceptional element that upheld the paternal function.
Here we would want to pursue the question on the other slope of this ternary by questioning the implications for our conception of delusional stabilisation. With the notion that
all our discourses are defences against the real have we not arrived at a notion of generalised delusion that would no longer be restricted to the clinic of psychosis?
And does not the introduction of the modifier ‘ordinary’ in relation to the term psychosis
also mark the point where the distinction between delusion and madness becomes more
difficult to define, or at least the point where both psychosis and neurosis, as pathologies
of the exception, would become increasingly specialised islets within the broadening
field of ordinary madness increasingly indistinguishable from the landscape of normality?
These are some of the questions that our work towards the Congress might seek to clarify.
................................................................................
1 Bassols M., «Psychosis, Ordered Under Transference», The Lacanian Review, Issue 2, 2016 and «In Praise of
Ordinary Psychosis», The Lacanian Review, Issue 3, 2017.
2 Bassols M., (2016), op. cit., p. 169.
3 Bassols M., (2017), op. cit., p. 165.
4 Bassols M., (2016), op. cit., p. 169.
5 Bassols M., (2017), op. cit., p. 166.
6 Miller J.-A., «Milanese Intuitions 2», Mental Online, nº 12, May 2003.
7 Arenas G., «What we talk about when we talk about disconnection?», Papers 7.7.7., nº 3.
8 «But one step more is to understand that there are psychoses that do not lend themselves to triggering,
psychoses with the inmost disturbance continuing without a clash, without an explosion, but with
this gap, or deviation, or disconnection, perpetuating itself.» Miller J.-A., «Ordinary Psychosis Revisited»,
The Psychoanalytical Notebooks of the London Society, Issue 26, 2013, p. 47.
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Psychosis in its Epoch
Anaëlle Lebovits-Quenehen – ecf
Asking ourselves about the relationships between psychosis and contemporary subjectivity invites us to vary the concept of epoch at the heart of which a subject is inscribed.
In a first acceptation, its broadest meaning, analytic discourse well and truly gives a place
to the epoch. Freud already apprehended hysterics, in the interchange from which he
extracted the hypothesis of the unconscious, as responding to the masters with whom
they have to do – doctors, at that time. He also considered that the moral constraints
dominating at any moment of history must be taken into account in the way in which
the unconscious manifests itself. And to evoke the first ordinary psychosis of history, let
us recall that the Wolf Man had to deal with the fall of the Russian empire and the October revolution which profoundly marked both his trajectory and the very course of his
analysis.1 Here we have three ways in which a subject can be marked by the moment of
history in which he lives, and this on different scales. Three levels thus, where the subject
responds to his epoch, in the sense that one could say that the subject is “response of the
real”2. There is, in this sense, a trans-individual dimension to the epoch and to the way
in which it marks the subjects who live in it, to the degree that one could consider this
epoch as a subject in its own right, as Jacques-Alain Miller invited us to do a short while
ago,3 in the wake of Lacan.
But there is equally a dimension in which the epoch serves the subject in his attempts to
give meaning to the real which he encounters most intimately in the world, but precisely,
outside the world, outside the epoch. Thus, rather than responding to the epoch it is more
that he takes support from the traits that are specific to that epoch in order to respond to
this real. In this regard, it holds true for each one, whether neurotic or not, whether ordinary or extraordinary psychotic, as for Christian Boltanski when he affirms that he is an artist
of his time in the sense that, had he lived during the Renaissance he would have painted,
but that living in the 21st century he has devoted himself to installations. He treats the
real of his jouissance, amongst other things, with the means that his epoch puts at his
disposal. It is there also that his art resides. But, if the foreclosure of the Name of the Father
results in our being without the recourse of the established discourses, this foreclosure is
necessarily marked by the fact that the epoch in which we live is characterized by seeing
the established discourses giving way, the Name of the Father losing its grandeur, the
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Other becoming more inconsistent than lacking. For this reason, it is important to grasp
this structure especially in its epoch.
Nonetheless, if the historical epoch has a certain weight, the analytic epoch has yet another. It is the second acceptation of the concept of epoch that we are thus highlighting
here. In a clinic under transference, this dimension is crucial. In this regard, let us note that
in what properly concerns ordinary psychosis there is something new. Contrary to the
other classical structures that Freud or Lacan bequeathed to us, we are concerned here
with a clinical category recently invented by Jacques-Alain Miller. It is thus a psychosis,
in as much as it is not a neurosis, without for all that being a psychosis triggered in the
regular way. It thus opens up the field of psychosis in a truly extraordinary way. If this
point seems crucial, it is because the manner in which analysts receive ordinary psychotics today, in this epoch rather than in another, is necessarily also marked by the youth and
the vigour of this clinical category, still under construction after twenty years.
That being said, there is always a tension between the manner in which a subject is marked by his epoch and the manner in which, when one receives him, one apprehends him
in his absolute singularity. And there is yet again a tension between the manner in which
a subject is marked by his epoch and the fact that his jouissance, in so far as it has to do
with the real, is, to some extent at least, outside of discourse. There is in this regard the
same kind of tension between the consideration of the epoch which marks a subject and
his absolute singularity, as there is between the structure to which one assigns him and
the consideration that foreclosure is generalized. Generalized foreclosure underlines the
fact that the Name of Father, whether it is in function or not, is only a symptom that allows
jouissance to be localised, and that if it is absent, another symptom will stand in for it, in
ordinary psychosis at least. In this way it will be a “Compensatory Make-Believe” (or CMB),
as Jacques-Alain Miller put it in 20084. There is thus a tension here, but a fertile tension, a
tension to be kept alive or to be reabsorbed only in the modality of an Aufhebung. Without
this the clinical category of psychosis and that of ordinary psychosis to which here we
adhere become obsolete.
However, the stake of making room for this new clinical category (at least from the epistemic point of view) is ethical, and ethical because practical. In connection with ordinary
psychosis in particular, Jacques-Alain Miller raised this question during the Conversation
of Arcachon: “What is to be done so that the evolution of a subject be continuous rather
than discontinuous, that is, to spare him the crises, the triggerings, the scansions?”5 This
question emerges when the conversation bears upon the relevance of a continuist apprehension of the categories neurosis-psychosis. It thus precisely displaces the accent. The
true stake is not that the different clinical structures can be envisaged in a continuum, at
the heart of which their difference is effaced, but rather that, when one is dealing with an
untriggered psychosis, that this be maintained within the continuity that the absence of
triggering allows. In other words, the accent is placed on the direction of the treatment.
The clinic teaches us that a number of those who are called psychotics present a relation
to time where the eternal present of reiteration dominates. This consideration leads us
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to a third acceptation of the term epoch. It is now no longer a question of contemporary subjectivity, but rather of what we could name “the subjective epoch”, precisely that
which seems lacking on the occasion of a triggering or disconnection. If triggering or
disconnection are scansions of subjective time, they do not order it but rather add to it,
on the contrary, the becoming eternal of time. In the direction of the treatment, the fact of
establishing the precise circumstances of these various (and at times discreet) disconnections or triggering, all the way back to the earliest, is a way that in many cases allows us to
see the eternal present turning into history, a history which breaks with the coalescence
of the past, the present and the future in as much as eternity levels them out. It is then a
question of eroticizing time so that subjective time could be decomposed into epochs for
a subject whose history would then regain the form of invention.
This history, which is thus elaborated under transference, is ordered around the intrusions
of jouissance that scand it, whose circumstances are detected as so many moments in
which psychosis, as ordinary as it may be, emerged into the open in spite of the apparatuses at the subject’s disposal for coping.
And how far do we go back in the course of this history? Till the moment of the “failed
paternal metaphor”6 as Éric Laurent expressed it in the same conversation of Arcachon?
Back to the first intrusion of jouissance to which the subject can testify? As far as a subject
allows us to go, certainly, when this proves to be essential for reknotting with a time less
marked by eternity than by the life which is invented.
Translated by Samya Seth

................................................................................
1
2
3
4
5
6

Agnès Aflalo’s course of October 3, 2017 at the ECF, which set out this point.
Lacan J., “L’étourdit,” Autres écrits, Champ Freudien/Seuil, Paris, 2001, p. 459.
Miller J.-A., Seminar of June 24, 2017, Paris.
Miller J.-A., “Ordinary Psychosis Revisited”, Psychoanalytic Notebooks, nº 19, July 2009, p. 153.
Miller J.-A., “La Conversation,” La Conversation d’Arcachon, Agalma/Le Seuil, Paris, 2005, p. 165.
Ibid., p. 228.
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Ordinary Inventions and
the Generalised Market
Marcus André Vieira – ebp

The postulation of an ordinary psychosis in contrast to the psychosis of exuberant symptoms, the clinical entity inherited from classical psychiatry, which we already tended to
call “extraordinary”, has led us to a rich investigation in various registers.
A first approach to this theme indicates the possibility that the foreclosure of the Name of
the Father presents itself in minimal signs, imperceptible in daily situations. This hypothesis leads us to another: for a psychosis to be invisible at this point, it is necessary for its
stabilization to be as effective as any other. This rules out the possibility of thinking psychosis on the basis of the deficit that would define it in relation to neurosis. The theory
of generalized foreclosure allows us to postulate that the Name of the Father is only one
operator of stabilization among others.1
We can add one further statement to this chain of solidary propositions. Generalized foreclosure empties the idea of a social Other, stable and organized, as the basis of social
bond, because the social order will be defined by the conjunction of stabilizing factors
operating at each moment in the social bond.
The stable Other of neurosis could be defined as an institutional Other, one that ‘stands
up’, basing ourselves on the etymology of the term - from Latin in statuere. It is a hierarchical and pyramidal system of rules, a discourse, a way of establishing a bond between
speakers, defining a way of life that we could approximate to what Lacan delimited as the
discourse of the master.2
Who is the Other of the psychotic? With whom does he play his game? Generalized foreclosure does not allow us to start from this previously structured institutional Other of
neurosis. The presence and jouissance of the Other will thus not be this kind of symbolic
order but rather an “abstraction”, as J.-A. Miller puts it, without body. This abstraction will
have then to be incarnated, which is exactly what paranoia does, defining at the same
time a way of acting in relation to it. That is why Miller defines paranoia as “consubstantial
with the social bond”3.
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Schizophrenia and paranoia must nonetheless be distinguished, as Miller already did the
1980s, when he stated that schizophrenia is the “native state of the subject”4. In schizophrenia, outside the social bond, the Other is not established, embodied. Giving body to
this Other is what the delusion of paranoia constitutes. The difference turns on an Other
that is either nonexistent or exists too much.
And the Other of ordinary psychosis? It is an Other that is at the same time not-all, not
exactly someone, not exactly a body, but an Other of an unlocalized jouissance. In what
way would this Other of ordinary psychosis then be distinguished from that of schizophrenia?
It should be noted that ordinary psychosis is integrated into the social network without, however, passing via paranoia. His Other is not that of the consistency of delusional
paranoia, but neither is it inconsistent like that of schizophrenia. Our hypothesis is that
ordinary psychosis is the paradox of the constitution of a non-paranoiac place in the social
bond in times of an inconsistent Other.
This might become clearer if we consider the Other of our times on the basis of what
economists call the market.5 The neoliberal fundamental is what we call the free market
(“free competition”), which is distinct from competition in the classical sense. It is not
organized by results in terms of greater efficiency or better work, but rather by success
and performance in terms of consumption. It does not define who has competence, but
who sells more.
Who determines success and failure in this world? The consumer. His choice is taken to
be the natural regulator and guarantee of market quality. But does the consumer really
choose? It is clear that he does not choose what is better or more necessary. He chooses
what is irresistible to him. Something inside him, stronger than him, makes this choice for
him. It is a choice of jouissance. It doesn’t matter if our Nikes are made from slave labor,
nothing matters at all.
The consumer enjoys the purchase of his gadgets, he does not choose, at least not as ego.
Hence it is a fallacy to say that the exercise of free will is the basis of neoliberal capitalism,
for what is essential is what happens not at the level of the conscious ego but in the field
of the drives. Hence neoliberalism may be not so much the opposite pole of democracy
as responsible for its destruction (if democracy is to be defined as the “one by one” of the
conscious vote).
The market deals above all with a push to jouissance more than with individual choices.
The absurdity of capitalism in Brazil violently unveils this truth. We do not have enough
people in this country considered as real people sufficient to support the illusion of a true
choice. What choice does a mother in the favelas have regarding the best school for her
children or the best hospital to treat them?
In a country such as ours, where conditions of inequality make possible the existence
of “ones” and “no-ones”, all moderation in jouissance disappears (the same presumably
holds for the condition of immigrants in Europe). Neoliberal subjectivity, both in its entre-
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preneurial and consumer aspects, can develop in a frightening way where there are “no
brakes” in relation to its actions.
Despite this, the social bond still holds. How? How to find a place for ourselves in the great
global trade show and resist the push towards the infinite series of objects of consumption, beyond religion and fundamentalism (solutions of a massive, paranoid Other)? The
psychotic subject seeks, and at times succeeds with the fragments of the Other that he
has at his disposal, to form a connection that would give him a place in the social Other,
even in conditions of a not-all jouissance. Faced with a disembodied Other, it is necessary
to invent a solution on the basis of the material available, to constitute a connection,
always the result of an invention.
It was not by chance that Lacan pointed out his sinthome in Joyce’s possible psychosis,
given that the madmen, in the midst of their suffering and their failure, are all the time
inventing. In his work with the essential partner of the analyst, the psychotic continues
to remain an impossible-partner, embodying the impossible of universal inclusion in the
“all connected”.
One way of approaching the Freudian experience appears to place the analytic act in
the vicinity of which Freud defined with Goethe as “take what you inherited from your
fathers and make it yours”6. We had added with Lacan that this inheritance is not something substantial but rather emptiness. We always inherit a je-ne-se-quoi that makes us
descendants, and the most authentic subject, the subject of full speech, in Heidegger’s
line, would be, in this context, the one who assumed the impossible of speech, of saying
it all, as its foundation.7
Identifying with your sinthome or knowing how to do with it, our compasses from the
late teaching of Lacan and from analyses taken to their ultimate consequences, find in
ordinary psychosis a testing ground on which to learn how to proceed when it seems
impossible to count on the impossible as lack, but only on jouissance and its excesses.8 Instead of working with negative entities such as “void”, “desire” and “want-to-be”
[manque-à-être], it obliges us to situate things in terms of “disconnection” and “connection”, of loving and working case by case - constituting a clinic of generalized suppletions,
of modes of doing and of enjoying, of the uses of inventions, catastrophes and solutions
that can be engendered to make jouissance, and not its absence, the mortar of living; or,
to paraphrase Lacan, to celebrate the taciturn nuptials between the void of life and the
indescribable of jouissance.9
................................................................................
1 Miller J.-A. (Ed.), La psicosis ordinaria. La convención de Antibes, Paidós, 2003. Here there is just one
diagnosis extracted from Lacan, so generalised that it is no longer such and becomes a basic postulate:
“Everybody is mad, that is to say, delusional.” (Todo el mundo es loco. Los cursos psicoanalíticos de JacquesAlain Miller, Paidós, 2015, class of 4th June 2008, p. 315) - Lacan J., «Transferencia en Saint Denis?»,
Ornicar?, nº 17-18, 1979, p. 278. This is the theory of generalised foreclosure of of the generalised
symptom (Cf. Gueguen P.-G., “Symptomatic Homeostasis in Psychosis”, The Psychoanalytical Notebooks,
Issue 30, 2015). – In the terms of Arcachon: “the Name of the Father itself is no more than a symptom, is
only a privileged instance of the symptom”, Miller J.-A. (Ed.), Los inclasificables de la clínica psicoanalítica,
Paidós/ICBA, 1999, p. 320.
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2 Laurent É. «Deux aspects de la torsion entre symptôme et institution», Pertinences de la psychanalyse
appliquée, Paris, Seuil, 2003; Laurent É., How to recompose the Names of the father ? International
Lacanian Reviews, Issue 1 (also «Comment recomposer les Noms-du-Père?», Elucidation, 8/9, Paris,
Verdier, p. 54.
3 Miller J.-A., «Le salut par les déchets», Mental, Clinique et pragmatique de la désinsertion en psychanalyse,
Clamecy, 2010.
4 This is why the paradigm of this subject “outside” would be that specified in “L’etourdit” as “remaining
trapped without the support of any established discourse”; cf. Lacan J., “L’étourdit”, Autres écrits, Seuil,
2001. For the “native state of the subject” cf. Miller J.-A., «Esquizofrenia y paranoia», Psicosis y Psicoanálisis,
Buenos Aires, Manantial, 1985, p. 28 and “Ironic Clinic”, The Psychoanalytical Notebooks, Issue 7, 2001.
5 Here I am following P. Dardot and C. Laval, La nueva razón del mundo, Argentina, Gedisa, 2013, who
consider neoliberalism as a mode of being constitutive of a way of life (in Wittgenstein’s sense).
6 Freud S., “Totem and Taboo”, in The Standard Edition, Vol 13.
7 This is the “full speech” of the first Lacan, a speech sustained in the abyss in which we are founded.
Lacan J., “Function and Field…”, Écrits, Norton, 2001.
8 Miller J.-A., «El ultimísimo Lacan», Paidós, 2013 ; Miller J.-A., «La teoría del partenaire», El Otro que no
existe y sus comités de ética, Paidós, 2005.
9 Lacan J., Autres écrits, Seuil, 2001.
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‘Ordered’ Psychosis
and the Extraordinary
of Transference
Giuliana Capannelli – slp
From the moment that norms are diversified, we are clearly
in the era of ordinary psychosis.
Ordinary psychosis is coherent with the era of the Other which does not exist.
J.-A. Miller1
The psychoanalytic clinic is a clinic under transference, as was already illustrated by
J.-A. Miller in his 1984 text C.U.T.2 and masterfully articulated by É. Laurent in his text Interpreting Psychosis from Day to Day3. But a clinic under transference is not something to be
taken lightly.
Accepting to make of transference the pivotal point of the clinic, and therefore of diagnostics as well, primarily means not giving in to the siren song of classification. This does
not simply entail contesting phenomenological classifications, whether of the DSM or any
other, but also orienting our structural – better described with the later Lacan as ‘nodal’ –
efforts of classification on the basis of the transference. However, this is not an easy task,
given our natural tendency to attribute meaning to every visual phenomenon and the
fact that linguistic prejudice traverses all human discourse.
The analytic encounter allows the symptom to be reinterpreted, revealing, on the one
hand, the truth about one’s position in respect of the Other, and at the same time, the
way in which a jouissance outside meaning affects the body. In this way, one passes from
diagnosis conceived as a label, based on a snapshot of particular behaviour, to listening
directed towards the jouissance of the subject, as relayed by the singular utterance.
This is all the more true now that diagnosis does not accord with any order conceived as
stable, but has become pluralised and precarious. The Borromean clinic provides an “elastic clinic” with many possibilities of knotting, a clinic that “pays attention to the discreet
forms or the normalised forms of madness”4. The analyst is ready to pick up on “the minute details” and orient themselves on what is referred to by Lacan as “a disturbance that
occurred at the innermost juncture of the subject’s sense of life”5, which is articulated by

%(

TEXT

PAPERS

!"#

Miller in relation to three externalities: social, bodily and subjective6. The analyst becomes
the “point de capiton and the recipient of these discreet signs”7.
This is a subtle clinic, where the functioning of transference is, to all intents and purposes,
“extraordinary”. As affirmed by M. Bassols8, through the transferential bond, the subjective construction of symptoms, in the multiplicity of shades in which they appear today,
becomes focused and ‘ordered’. “A psychotic ordering or, if you will, an ‘ordered’ psychotic”,
as highlighted by F. Paino9.
The analyst occupies a discretionary place, without which no cure and certainly no diagnosis would be possible. We make use of diagnosis in the interests of the treatment, in
order to be of service to the analysand10.
The extraordinary of transference can thus be defined in the sense of the exceptional or
formidable11, but also in the sense of the unusual and anomalous, given that it is necessary to invent a way, different each time, of participating with the subject in their particular
construction. The analyst achieves the extraordinary12. This work is often limited to a
punctuation that makes the unconscious appear, of which the analyst becomes an editor,
in order to obtain “something like a pacification”13.
I often meet people in my practice whose suffering revolves around a body that seems
constantly to escape them, whose image fails to knot, a body that becomes a theatre for
a whole series of symptomatic modalities that range from anorexia and bulimia to obesity. In the case of psychosis, we can find an outside meaning of discourse, a real excess
of the body. In a subject of normal weight, the feeling that they are weighed down by
an ‘obese’ body may have nothing to do with the imaginary substance of that body, nor
with so-called dysmorphophobia. It may rather mark the return of a signifying void that
does not stop not writing itself. Conversely, the need to keep one’s body ‘slim’ at all costs,
without being able to articulate its meaning, other than “because I like it this way, it makes
me feel good”, can provide evidence of a real of the body that is not subordinated to the
unconscious.
How can we throw a line to the subject? How can we establish a bond that will make a
knotting possible? We can ask ourselves, as Lacan found in the case of Joyce in Seminar XXIII,
whether it is useful in these cases to embody “the ego as corrector of a missing connection”14, so that the analyst is there as “a sinthome”15. In addition, we can try to articulate
unprecedented solutions of plural working (beyond the multi-disciplinary intervention
that is popular in the scientific model) to keep pace with the subjective invention that
goes hand in hand with non-conventional knowledge, an ‘ordered’ knowledge thanks to
an ‘extraordinary’ transference.
Translated by Carlo Zuccarini
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