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			Presentation, by Giuseppe Civitarese1


			We can only welcome the arrival of Ruggero Levy’s book with enthusiasm. The frontier of research in contemporary psychoanalysis revolves around the intersubjective and aesthetic dimensions of psychic birth. Aesthetics here does not refer directly to the world of artistic experience. Its meaning is mainly etymological. Aisthesis means sensation. At birth, the child is a bundle of sensations that already have a certain order due to anatomy and physiology, but this is not enough. The body is exposed to the environment and another agent, the maternal object, needs to be available to create a welcoming and ordering spatiality. The child is infans, it has no way of understanding the meaning of words, and yet, and this is the mystery of this process, it manages to form a mind. To create a mind requires another mind – in fact, many others, since each subject is, in fact, a group.

			Thus, the paradox is that a link is generated in which the symbolic is both there and not there, depending on which point of view you choose to privilege. The narrative of the mother-baby relationship is central to Klein, Winnicott, and Bion, and yet psychoanalysis has always tended towards the pole of knowledge (of what is already of the order of the semantic meaning of the word) and not towards that of being and becoming (on the side of the signification that takes place on the semiotic plane). This orientation has been changing for some time and has changed even more recently in contemporary psychoanalysis. Emotion has regained a centrality as the place where meaning is generated and no longer as the place where psychic energy is discharged, as it basically is for Freud.

			
			The basic psychology of psychoanalysis has also changed from the one-person psychology of Freud and Klein to the relational psychology of Winnicott (the child does not exist) and Bion (the analytic pair is a group). But it is difficult, I repeat, to take into account this sphere in which the process of subjectivation takes place (which, moreover, lasts a lifetime: one never stops being born) because it has to do with the construction of meaning at the level of corporeality and intercorporeality; in other words, with a dimension of being that escapes the domain of words. As Bion writes, you cannot sing potatoes (instead, just the word “potatoes”). An individual’s affective and relational competence is more akin to pedaling a bicycle or playing the piano than to putting into practice a set of instructions that can be summarized in logical propositions.

			Those who are going to help patients – who are inevitably deficient in these areas – to develop the ability to use their emotions to orient themselves in the world face the same difficulty. You cannot teach a child to ride a bike by telling them to find their balance and not to fall off. You have to invent something to talk to the body and the mind. Another essential aspect is that sense (semiotic) and meaning (semantic) are social by nature. To read the world, I need language and it is mine, but it is not mine either; I control only a small part of it, even if I contribute with others to expand it. That is why we say that the Self is the Other.

			What do I mean by that? That today, if we want to deal, and we must, as the subtitle of the book says, with the processes of subjectivation and the aesthetic dimension of psychoanalysis, we must cure the serious disease of psychology which, for Binswanger, represents the division between subject and subject. In other words, a psychology of the subject in isolation is no longer adequate to support psychoanalytic research into these essential questions. What we need is a more precise theorization of what intersubjectivity means on an ontological and metapsychological level.2 The implications are significant, both on a theoretical and technical level.

			On a theoretical level: the unconscious ceases to be, as Freud says, the locus of evil or, as Klein says, essentially the locus of hatred and of the evil internal object becomes the function of the personality, but also inevitably and intrinsically transindividual, which allows experience to be given a personal meaning.

			On a technical level: the reconceptualization of the unconscious and the dream, which we owe mainly to Bion, helps, especially in the developments of his thought that can be traced back to the theory of the analytical field, to consider not only the relational perspective of the I/you, in which a high rate of “suspicion” still circulates, but also the perspective of the we as a group of two.

			To navigate these issues, Levy’s book is a formidable “scout”. What is remarkable about Levy is that he gives us a comprehensive view. While recognizing that this is a huge field and that he cannot deal with all the authors, Levy moves with extraordinary competence and agility between the various theories, from Freud to Green and the Botellas, from Bion to Meltzer, the Barangers, Rocha Barros and Ferro, from Winnicott to Ogden, and so on.

			That said, Levy’s theoretical choices are clear. He mentions them immediately when he refers to the mother-child model, as it is employed by Bion, if I am not mistaken, for the first time in the essay A Theory of Thought. The lexicon is therefore mainly Bionian and, in this book, Levy shows how fertile, in Brazil and around the world, are the seeds left by Bion in the lectures he gave in the last years of his life, testifying, like so many other scholars, to the importance of Bion’s work in this country.

			
			The historical perspective is essential. It is important to recognize that it was Lacan more than anyone else who valued the fort-da game, which is one of Freud’s most brilliant pages, as an activity of symbolization; but there is also Klein with play as a dream; and Bion with the psychoanalytic game of forgetting the past, desire and understanding in order to intuit, that is, visualize the emotions that move in the darkness of the analytical relationship.

			Overall, the shift was from a focus on the symbol as content, for example, as Klein doess when interpreting children’s play, to the capacity to play or symbolize or dream, now seen more or less as synonyms; from the Freudian empire of representation to the centrality that emotion now has in Bion’s psychoanalysis and that of the analytical field. As Levy points out when quoting Bion on the link between emotion and relationship, I put the former in my own words, emotion is the zero degree of symbolization (elsewhere I have called it a kind of primitive concept or abstraction).

			One of the most effective ways of studying symbolization processes, and this is the one chosen by Levy, is to try to understand what happens when they fail. In reality, the analyst’s area of expertise is the negative grid. There may be dreams that are not real dreams, which are therefore not the product of a successful symbolization activity. They do not usually elicit associations or emotional resonances. And the same can be said of many monotonous and repetitive analytical conversations: they are basically autistic. Unlike Meltzer, I would not see them as lying dreams. The word lie is misleading. On the one hand, lying implies being able to symbolize; on the other hand, from the point of view of unconscious meaning, lying is impossible, and in therapy, it is a non-problem. On the contrary, I would think that what we call a lie or falsehood is a deficit in symbolization, a deficiency in the ability to contain and thus give form to violent emotions or beta elements.

			In the same way, the reason for –K is controversial, and with Bion even more so because he is faithful to Kleinian concepts but progressively empties them from within. In his essays, he interprets the patient’s envy, still standing on the (partially) relational axis of I/You, but in the meantime, he creates new concepts that bend the theory towards the we (of the group). But then, if “envy” means the inability to contain and transform beta elements, the attack on the link should no longer be attributed to the patient alone or the analyst alone, but to both. –K becomes the name we can give to a certain quality that the link takes on at a given moment.

			Similarly, with regard to the negative phenomena of symbolization, among so many expressions of the presence and the effects on the mind of real “black holes”, one could see the trace of the search for existence as an attack on the process of symbolization; but also as a necessary moment of persecution3 (as with the paranoid-schizoid position as opposed to the depressive one) before moving on to a new integration.

			The question naturally arises as to how the analyst can intuit the existence of non-symbolic and anti-symbolic activities. Levy also shows us this in a series of long and beautiful clinical vignettes. The reader is thus really left to appreciate his great humanity (nothing new for those lucky enough to know him personally), theoretical preparation, and clinical expertise, as well as his use of the concepts brilliantly set out in the remaining sections of the book.

			One of the most beautiful things in the book is the whole chapter on intimacy. If I had to summarize its essence, I would say that becoming a subject no longer involves the satisfaction of (impulse) desire, but rather, as Lacan effectively writes, the desire for the desire of the other and thus the experience of being loved.

			The theme of intimacy is closely linked to that of symbolization. After all, in its origins, any symbolization is nothing more than a way of preserving intimacy with the object, even when it is temporarily absent. If Ernst throws the reel away, it is not to make his mother disappear (the game is only apparently masochistic). Rather, it is to stage her magical reappearance, made possible by the thread, in the form of an internal representation.

			
			Somewhere, Ogden wrote that Freud invented two new forms of human relationship that had not existed before: analysis and supervision. Certainly, one of the characteristics of these two new types of relationships is intimacy. But whereas in the past intimacy could be considered a non-specific or collateral factor of a given relationship of care, now, since the focus is not so much on knowing as on being, it has become the purpose of care.

			Intimacy means that the patient and the analyst are no longer (too) afraid of each other, that they trust each other, that they gradually find themselves bound by something that can only be called a link of love. Of course, declined according to varying degrees of intensity and forms, depending on the case, as in life, if we use the concept of a love link it is to emphasize that deep down, on an unconscious level, there is an absolute symmetry in the therapeutic relationship. As Dante writes, “Amor ch’a nullo amato amar perdona” 4 can be read as stating that unrequited love is not love, but only illness or unhappiness.

			What does this mean for the analysis? That the aesthetic conflict is not only between the child and the mother or the patient and the analyst but also between the mother and the child and the analyst and the patient. Could a patient ever overcome their distrust of the object if they did not feel that the love they were invested with was genuine? And could the analyst ever live up to Dante’s definition of love, and thus feel recognized, if he did not feel the patient’s gratitude was genuine? The same theme could be rephrased in terms of the concept of recognition, which is explained in the Phenomenology by Hegel as the path to self-consciousness; in short, to existence. In contemporary psychoanalysis, it is no longer possible to ignore the dialectic of difference but also of identity, which governs the process of subjectivation. For the same reason, any model of psychoanalysis that is still based on a psychology of the isolated subject is certainly obsolete, in my opinion.

			
			Thus, the degree of intimacy achieved in the analysis by the patient and the analyst, without excluding conflict and turbulence and in strict (not “rigoristic”) respect for the setting, is certainly the measure of the degree of success of the analysis. To analyze is to move the patient’s inner world from a totalitarian regime to a democratic one. This can only be achieved by weaving many more emotional links, moments of unison in which something true for the analyst and the patient becomes part of the very substance of their subjectivity. To know how the process is going, the analyst must be conscious and therefore “asymmetrically” able to intuit the signs that reveal to him the nature of the analytic field at any moment, be it regressive or progressive.

			Levy is right to recall the etymology of the word intimacy and to point out that it expresses the idea of something that penetrates the interior, “the superlative of the interior, or rather, as interior as possible… ‘becoming the other’… ‘being the other’”. In this way, he refers to exactly what I have just referred to, mentioning the concept of recognition. For Hegel, it is by no means just conscious recognition, which is one way in which the concept has been trivialized in psychoanalysis by some. No, it means the unconscious and inherently dialectical process by which the subject somehow accepts being denied or destroyed by the other but also being created or established as a subject and vice versa.

			The circle closes: it is the dialectic of the love relationship itself. After all, what Hegel, without using that word, and Husserl call “intersubjectivity”, and Merleau-Ponty “the flesh of the world”, is nothing more than the same subject that, in psychoanalysis, Freud investigates and baptizes as the unconscious. That is why on a page of Transformations, Bion proposes replacing the finite and infinite with the conscious and unconscious; this is why thinking and working with Bion and the post-Bionians (I repeat, declared and important references for Levy) means using initial postulates regarding the unconscious and the dream that are no longer those of the classical tradition at all.

			You can see how exciting the journey that Levy promises the reader in these pages is, and how – needless to say – he presents himself in the guise of Virgil. Nevertheless, he merely reproduces Freud’s gesture: “Acheronta movebo…”; in other words: “I’m going to take you to hell, but don’t worry, I’ll be your guide!” Part of “hell” are the fears that accompany any growth in intimacy. Freud is very clear about this: “We are never so defenseless against suffering as when we love.”5 Emotions and affects are what matter in an analysis because the value people attach to their lives depends on emotions and affects. That is why we deal with this and not, for example, with complicated abstract reasoning.

			The simple fact is that, as in the case of a concept, the formation of a symbol always implies a certain degree of destruction, aimed at the excess of difference that would make it difficult to individualize the common and consensual space. If a symbol has value, it has value for everyone, but in itself it also means losing a certain part of reality. Said like this, it may seem like nothing (the concept of a tree represents all trees and none in particular), but if we think that the prototype of this renunciation, as for little Ernst, is nothing less than the object of love, and that symbolizing, therefore, means engaging in a work of mourning: we see both the risks of the undertaking and the terrible ghosts that are always stirring in the air. We would not understand why, otherwise, it happens so often, not only for our patients but for each and every one of us at some point in our lives, that we are unable to do it and enter that terrain of negativity that Levy describes so well.

			

			
				
						1	PhD, training analyst of the Italian Psychoanalytic Society (SPI) and member of the American Psychoanalytic Association (APsA).
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			Preface

			This book is the result of my interest in symbolization processes, which began many years ago. In the early 1980s, I worked with autistic children for almost ten years in a therapeutic community at the Pinel Clinic in Porto Alegre (RS). At that time, I was already interested in understanding how the first symbolizations were created; how and why they were not created; and why some of them were unable to develop their mental life and remained in a dementalized and predominantly dismantled state, to use Meltzer’s concept.

			During that period, I produced some work on these processes of subjectivation and non-subjectivation, especially one called “Echolalia and Childhood Autism,”1 in which I studied the function of the word in the autistic child’s echolalia, whether it had a symbolic function or not, and how the autistic child’s mental space was constituted. That was when my interest in symbolization began.

			Later, in 1995, my work for admission as an associate member of the Psychoanalytic Society of Porto Alegre (SPPA) also revolved around the theme of symbolization. Not coincidentally, I studied and reported the case of a patient with pseudomaturity and “don juanism”, in which acting outs were very important and mental space was extremely restricted. His preconscious was extremely shallow and thin, with little capacity for symbolization. Throughout the analysis, it was possible to follow the expansion of his capacity for symbolization, the symbolic chain, and the chain of representations. Subsequently, my work to become a full member of the SPPA also revolved around symbolization and was called “From symbol to symbolization: a review of theoretical evolution and its repercussions on psychoanalytic technique”.

			
			Finally, in the last ten years, I have become interested, along with other psychoanalytic authors – inserting myself into this current of research – in this topic that is so prevalent in contemporary psychoanalysis: the issue of non-symbolization. In other words, what problems and failures in the process of symbolization are and how they occur; how the so-called voids in the symbolic web occur. As a result of my work and interest in the psychoanalysis of adolescence, I also began to study how the process of resubjectivation occurs at this moment of reconstruction of the subject’s subjectivity.

			In the first part of the book, in Chapters 1 to 5, a history of the conceptualization of symbolic processes will be presented, starting with Freud, of course, and evolving mainly along the path of the English school. Some contributions from the French school of psychoanalysis will be mentioned as well, especially from André Green and René Roussillon.

			In the second part of the book, more contemporary aspects will be developed, especially with regard to flaws in the symbolic web, non-symbolizations and their repercussions on the psychoanalytic clinic, and the technical modifications that have been necessary to deal with the clinic with these patients. And also, more generally, the construction of analytic intimacy in this model of psychoanalysis.

			In the third part of the book, the participation of symbolization processes in the resubjectivation of the adolescent subject will be studied, with adolescence understood as a major symbolization process.

			
			This book is intended for psychoanalysts, psychoanalytically oriented psychotherapists, students of psychoanalysis and psychotherapy, who are interested in the study of symbolization processes, their pathologies, as well as the technique of psychoanalytic work with patients with disturbances in the construction of symbolic systems, that is, in their subjectivity.

			

			
				
						1	Levy, R. et al. (1980). Ecolalia e autismo infantil: comunicação preliminar a propósito de um caso clínico. Revista de Psiquiatria do Rio Grande do Sul, 2(3), 225-233. 


				

			

		


		
			Introduction

			instead of defining man as an “animal rationale,” we should define him as an “animal symbolicum”.

			Cassirer (1944/1997, p. 50)

			Freud, with his discovery of the unconscious, shocked the culture of his time by revealing that human behavior was determined by a part of the mind that the subject himself did not know. What he did was denounce the existence of mental elements absent from immediate human perception, which could only be accessed through their derivatives, or their symbolic representatives, if we prefer. Since then, the understanding of symbolic processes has played a central role in the study of the functioning of the human mind.

			The great divide between man and other animal species, according to Cassirer (1944/1997), is the existence of an intermediary symbolic system between the stimulus receptor system and the effector/motor system. Thought, as a symbolic system, mediates the immediate reaction, as Freud already said in “Formulations on the two principles of mental functioning” (1911/1969).

			man lives in a symbolic universe. Language, myth, art, and religion are parts of this universe. They are the varied threads which weave the symbolic net, the tangled web of human experience... No longer can man confront reality immediately; he cannot see it, as it were, face to face, except by the interposition of this artificial medium. (Cassirer, 1944/1997, p. 48, my emphasis) 

			
			Psychoanalysis, insofar as it sets out to understand and modify the human mind, has man’s symbolic system as its “raw material”. Psychoanalysis sets out to understand and act on what is most human in us, our symbolic system. This is the process of human subjectivation: moving from the perceptual, sensory and affective level of psychic functioning – present in all animals – to the symbolic level of the construction of the psyche. Subjectivation would mean moving from the body to the mind, from the corporeal to the mental, from the concrete to the symbolic, which is characteristic of the human being. Therein lies the human essence.

			In this book, I intend to study not so much human symbolism, understood more generally, but symbolization from a psychoanalytic point of view, the creation of symbols in the human mind, in other words, the process of subjectivation. I will study the concept of symbolization, outline its meaning and evolution throughout the theoretical development of psychoanalysis, and highlight some consequences for psychoanalytic technique. Psychoanalysis, the science of the subjective, which seeks to study the subjective experience of reality by the human subject, has described the construction of this subjectivity from innumerable angles, in innumerable ways, all the way to more complex conceptualizations. However, I believe that all of them contribute to the theme and that is why they will be studied in this book.

			The theme of symbolization runs through an endless series of questions that extend throughout psychoanalytic theory and technique: how are the first inscriptions in the psychic apparatus created and what are they? What about the creation of the psychic apparatus itself? What are mental contents? What about dreams? What about the transformations of the psychic apparatus? What about the ability to think? What about “listening” to the latent through the manifest? Does one symbolize the other? There are countless others that could be listed, so in order not to lose objectivity and be exhaustive, I will focus on discussing some aspects that have interested me for many years.

			
			In fact, they have interested me since the time when, at the beginning of my career as a child psychiatrist, I worked with autistic children. Children who did not speak, did not look at their interlocutor, did not play or take part in games. They spent hours, days, months in the therapeutic community, left to their own bodily sensations. How to help them speak? More than that, how do we inscribe them in the human world? How to help them move away from purely sensory, drive-based behavior towards human behavior?

			On that occasion, I wrote a few articles to express the anguish generated by that experience, but also to share the challenge and even the wonder that came from it. Some children – very few, admittedly – managed to get in touch with other human beings and with themselves; others, unfortunately, did not, and had a sad evolution; sad because it was poor and deficient from the point of view of the acquisitions necessary for human development.

			There I gained a profound understanding of the importance and centrality of the development of the symbolic function and its most obvious corollary, verbal language, for a being to become human. And today, many years later, this is still a subject of interest to me, I think because I am trying to help human beings who – on a different scale, it is true – also have difficulty thinking, communicating and relating.

			There seems to be a common thread – which I have tried to follow in my research and which I try to expose in this book – along which the discoveries of psychoanalysis around the theme of symbolization extend. This thread runs from Freud, of course, through Ferenczi and Jones, to Melanie Klein, and from there to Winnicott, Bion, Meltzer and, more contemporarily, to Green, Ferro, Roussillon, Civitarese, and others. As we shall see, it is like a great jigsaw puzzle whose pieces we slowly find, putting them in place, giving us a sense of well-being and discovery, even though they were there waiting for us.

			
			Of course, among these great thinkers of psychoanalysis, countless authors also made essential contributions because they clarified or synthesized what had been thought. These include Susan Isaacs, Hanna Segal, Harold Blum, and many others. I do not intend – and even if I did, I would not be able – to exhaust all the authors who have studied the subject, or even everything that each of these authors has written about it. Lacan, for example, has made great contributions to the subject, but to include him would take me months of study, or perhaps years. I will only mention those that I have been able to review and that have enabled me to achieve the objectives I set myself.

			References

			Cassirer, E. (1997). Ensaio sobre o homem: introdução a uma filosofia da cultura humana. Martins Fontes. (Originally published in 1944)

			Freud, S. (1969). Formulações sobre os dois princípios do funcionamento mental. In Edição standard brasileira das obras psicológicas completas de Sigmund Freud (Vol. XII). Imago. (Originally published in 1911)

		


			Part I

			Conceptualization of symbolic processes in psychoanalysis


			1. The symbol: general aspects



			Initially, it is necessary to make some conceptual definitions, since the subject of symbolism and symbolization transcends psychoanalysis and these terms often refer to different concepts. Even within psychoanalysis itself, there are differences in the use of this terminology. As we shall see, after the Kleinian contributions, the concept has acquired a much wider scope, sometimes at the cost of some imprecision.

			Several authors (Jones, 1916/1925; Green, 1975/1994; Laplanche & Pontalis, 1982/1997) trace the term “symbol ” back to the Greek definition of symbolon, which consisted of an object cut into two pieces carried by two people belonging to the same sect who were separated and, therefore, a sign of recognition when the bearers met again and were able to reunite the pieces. In other words, the symbolon denoted the link between those two subjects.

			Another interesting origin of the term symbol is given by Jones (1916/1925). He states that in Greek, “to symbolize” meant to re-unite, to merge and that the root of the term in Sanskrit (gal) designated the meeting of several rivers, an estuary. This is extremely interesting because it is precisely what we find in various symbolizations: the meeting, the confluence of various meanings that flow into a particular symbol.

			In The Language of Psychoanalysis, by Laplanche and Pontalis (1982/1997), we see that it is possible to use the concept of symbolism in psychoanalysis in its broad form or its strict form and that Freud generally used it in the strict form. So says the dictionary:

			
			a) In a broad sense, a mode of direct and figurative representation of an idea, a conflict, an unconscious desire; in this sense we can consider any substitutive formation to be symbolic in psychoanalysis. b) In a strict sense, a mode of representation that is distinguished by the constancy of the relationship between symbol and unconscious symbolized; this constancy is found not only in the same individual and from one individual to another, but in the most diverse domains (myth, religion, folklore, language, etc.) and in the most distant cultural areas between them. (p. 41, my emphasis)

			So we already have some definitions of what we call a symbol. In the non-psychoanalytic dictionary definition, the concept of symbol is limited to saying that it replaces something abstract or absent (Aurélio Digital, 2010). In the psychoanalytic definition of symbol, “absent” must include the notion of the unconscious: whether it is an unconscious idea or a repressed desire, which will be symbolized by something; or an unconscious elaboration of the absence of some object that can be replaced by a symbol.

			However, as we will see throughout this chapter, even when it comes to the psychoanalytic concept of symbol, there is a great deal of variation in its conceptualization and, perhaps even greater regarding its creation; in other words, in the process of symbolization. For example, Freud and Jones understood the symbol in its restricted, supra-individual, collective sense, with constant meaning, while for Meltzer it is highly individual, personal, idiosyncratic.

			Laplanche (1980/1988) criticizes Freud’s position, by saying that, based on the discussion about the meaning of circumcision, it is a pre-psychoanalytical conception of symbolization. He says that this theory of symbolization considers the symbol and what it symbolizes to be two terms in a two-way correspondence, that is, a theory of the symbol as a simple designation of a specific object, disregarding what is known about the multiple chains and the complex weave between symbol and symbolized. He cites Jones himself to show how the links between symbol and symbolized are not two-way but rather constitute a network of associative chains: similarity of totality, part to part, links by metonymy (the part symbolizes the whole), links by the contrary. This wealth of associative chains was shown by Freud himself in relation to dreams, in which each element can refer to a multitude of associative chains, although Freud did not use the concept of symbol for these representations. We will see more about this later.

			
			Thus, taking circumcision as an object of study, Laplanche shows that it becomes a complex symbol enclosing within itself relations of analogy (since castration and circumcision are two analogous acts since they cause an amputation); of metonymy since the part (foreskin) is taken for the whole (penis); but also of opposition, because the extirpation of the foreskin is understood as eliminating the “feminine” from the penis. Circumcision, then, is a symbolization of the double meaning of the threat of castration and, at the same time, a “masculinization,” through the extermination of what would be “feminine”.

			Every symbolization introduces a new order, because when one symbolizes, one does not just introduce a new symbol, but a whole new symbolic set. To symbolize is to provide a new interpretation, which does not end with ambiguity or the possibility of new interpretations. The new symbol will have several meanings (Laplanche, 1980/1988). Step by step, we will try to understand each of these conceptualizations.

			Perhaps the common element between the various conceptualizations of symbol and symbolization in psychoanalysis is that the production and use of the psychoanalytic symbol are unconscious, as is what is symbolized. Blum (1978) proposes a spectrum of symbolization that begins with conscious abstract and conceptual thought, passes through the allegorical expressions of preconscious metaphors, and reaches unconscious symbolism. His proposal combines the usual non-analytical notions of symbolism and psychoanalytical symbolism in a single framework. He raises the possibility that the same mechanism or process that leads to psychoanalytic symbols is related to the symbolic process that results in human language. He warns, however, that the differences are so great between the two types of symbolic processes that he does not think it is useful to place the two symbolic forms on a continuum, although they must have originated from a common, undifferentiated, protosymbolic matrix. He thinks that imagining a single symbolic function takes the emphasis off unconscious formations and the characteristics of psychoanalytic symbolism. As we will see below, this way of understanding the symbolic chain is close to the Bionian proposal evidenced in Bion’s Grid (1965/2004), which organizes thoughts into levels ranging from the concrete (beta elements) to the most abstract levels (algebraic calculation).

			
			Another distinction that might be worth making is between symbol, sign, and metaphor. The symbol not only represents an absent element but also brings with it an exchange of meanings. Meltzer (1984) goes on to say that this exchanged meaning enriches the two elements present in symbolization, the symbol and the symbolized. So, for example, if for one patient the “leper boy” symbolized his feeling of smallness and incontinent skin, we can see that not only the idea of leprosy enriches the idea of incontinent skin (insofar as it transfers to it a meaning of a disease, perhaps progressive, repulsive) but the idea of incontinent skin enriches the idea of leprosy insofar as it transfers to it the notion of the anguish of losing bodily limits.

			As far as the sign is concerned, it is understood almost as an agreed sign to indicate something. A distinction can be made between the use of signs and symbols as follows: signs are elements that indicate or lead to a certain reaction when they have been associated, by concomitance, with certain stimuli (Langer, 1941/1989). They are the beginning of intelligence and the first manifestation of the mind. Animals develop a language of signs, learned by trial and error, which tells them the most appropriate reactions for their biological functions. Therefore, even the animal mind works through a primitive semantics in which some phenomena are signs of others.

			
			Humans can use signs differently: they can use them to indicate things, like animals, and they can also turn a sign into a symbol. For an animal, a certain word is a sign of the presence of something or of an immediate action; for a human being, it can be a way of talking about something absent, thus representing that object. Except that the signs used in this way are symbols (Langer, 1941/1989). For example, a traffic sign, which is primarily a sign, can, for someone, become a symbol of a certain highly emotionally significant experience: it can represent an accident, a romantic situation, carrying with it a highly personal and idiosyncratic emotional meaning.

			For Cassirer (1944/1997), symbol and sign belong to two different universes of discourse: “a sign is part of the physical world of being; a symbol is part of the human world of meaning. Signs are ‘operators’ and symbols are ‘designators’” (p. 58). A sign has a fixed and singular meaning, linked to the thing to which it refers, while “a genuine human symbol is not characterized by its uniformity, but by its versatility” (p. 65).

			Making this distinction has not only an academic purpose, but a relevant clinical utility that will be explored in more depth at the end of this work. It is important, for example, to make a distinction between symbolic formation and creative thinking, on the one hand, and a “computerized” use of signs and a simplified use of experiences and ideas received from the past, on the other. “The creation of idiosyncratic symbols, as opposed to the manipulation of conventional signs, constitutes a watershed between personality growth and adaptation” (Meltzer, 1988/1995, p. 35). Or, if we prefer, between a creative life and an operative life. We will return to this essential aspect of mental functioning and psychopathology later.

			
			To finish off this chapter, it may be worth mentioning other forms of indirect representation, such as analogy, metonymy, and metaphor. In analogy, relationships of similarity are established between the two terms being compared. In metaphor, a comparison is made and one of the two terms compared is removed. So instead of saying the fox is clever, John is clever, therefore John is a fox, you say straight out: John is a fox. A metaphor is used in order to economize on the description of attributes and adjectives of a given expression, to highlight a particular attribute and to immediately cause an affective impact on the interlocutor. According to Jones (1916/1925), insofar as it appeals to a more concrete, visual element, it uses a more primitive element and is therefore closer to the affects. Finally, metonymy uses a part to represent the whole. A sculpture, for example, can be said to be a bronze. These relationships of analogy, metaphor, and metonymy are then carried out consciously or preconsciously. However, I think that even in the process of unconscious symbolization, the type of relationship between the two terms varies, and can be symbolized by analogy, metonymy or metaphor.
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2. Symbolization: some points of contact between philosophy and psychoanalysis

			This chapter is not intended to provide an extensive review of philosophy’s contributions to the concept of symbolization. However, it is interesting to make a small incursion by reviewing at least two authors, Cassirer and Susanne Langer, for the richness of their contributions and the influence they have had on psychoanalytic thinking, especially that of Bion and Meltzer. Of course, a more consistent review of the contributions of philosophy should include at least Kant, since he was Freud’s interlocutor many times and for the influence of his thought on Bion; it should also include Heidegger, for the points of contact between his ideas and Winnicottian thought (Loparić, 1997). I will leave that for another paper, or for another colleague who is better qualified than me in this area.

			Cassirer (1944/1997), in his book An Essay on Man, calls for unity in the search for something that explains the “real general character of human culture” (p. 43). To this end, he highlights the constant concern of philosophers to discover the nature of man and states that knowledge of oneself is the goal of philosophical inquiry.

			Socrates inaugurated the anthropological vision of philosophy, seeking to define the nature of man. He tries to do this by describing man’s virtues (goodness, courage, justice etc.), because he believes that man’s nature cannot be detected like that of physical things. What is really interesting is Cassirer’s statement that “man’s character can only be understood in his immediate relations with other human beings” (p. 16). Man’s truth ceases to be understood as something that can be grasped by the individual thinker and becomes tangible in confrontation, dialog, dialogical, or dialectical thinking. “It can only be obtained through the cooperation of subjects in mutual questioning and response” (p. 17). These ideas are noteworthy for their harmony with the appreciation of the intersubjective construction of meaning in psychoanalysis to discover the nature of the unconscious, ours and our patients’.
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