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The Ethics Commission, elected and installed by the Regular General and Electoral Assembly of January 24, 1994, received the Ethics Applications transcribed below and, after preliminary inquiries, accepted them on August 24, 1994 in order to begin the professional ethics inquiry reported here:







1 - From Dr. Jeremias Ferraz Lima, October 25, 1993:





     Considering the issues presently raised by the Board of the International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA) by recommending to Rio I� the expulsion of Dr. Leão Cabernite, plus the fact that we are in Permanent General Assembly to deal with this recommendation (given that, to date, Rio I has never made any official pronouncement in this regard), I ask that this Commission respond to the following points: 1 - Does the Ethics Commission identify deviations from Psychoanalytical Ethical Standards in the handling of the Leão Cabernite-Amilcar Lobo analysis?  2 - Does the Ethics Commission identify deviations from the Code of Ethics in the attitude of the then Board as concerns the Handwriting Analysis and related subsequent events?

	I would stress the importance of this Commission’s findings and, in the expectation that the values of Ethics and Truth inform its deliberations - which I consider fundamental to the future of our Society - I place myself entirely at the Commission’s disposal for whatever clarifications my request may call for. 







2 - From the Board of Rio I, dated February 22, 1994:





	Pursuant to the commitment assumed by us before this Society as a body, we request that a full, thorough investigation be begun of all the questions related to the alleged involvement of Dr. Leão Cabernite and Dr. Ernesto Meirelles La Porta in the Amilcar Lobo case. 

	We also request that, once the investigation has been made, a substantiated, documented report be submitted for consideration by the General Assembly.







		In the light of these requests, the Commission decided to hear the author of the former and Dr. Cláudio José de Campos Filho, after which - while it gathered together the vast documentation informing the case - it called on the two members expressly accused to give statements; the former - Dr. Leão Cabernite - having prevented the recording and thus the transcription of his initial declarations.

		The Commission - always in the presence of the accused and/or their lawyers, so as to ensure the right of adversary proceedings - then produced exhaustive testimony by hearing, in order, the following individuals: Dr. Waldemar Zusman, Mr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva, Dr. Antonio Dutra Júnior and Dr. Galina Schneider.  Also called on to make declarations were Dr. Maria P. Manhães, Dr. Helena Besserman Vianna and Dr. Walderedo Ismael de Oliveira, who had refused for a variety of personal reasons.

		In the course of this fact finding, Dr. Leão Cabernite submitted a request for the Board to open disciplinary proceedings against Dr. Galina Schneider.  This was referred to the Commission, leading to the decision on pp. 1424, the incident having been settled in the criminal sphere, as can be deduced from the documents on pp. 1686 and 1787/1793, in support of the first accused’s defense.

		When the case papers were made available to the accused parties, Dr. Leão Cabernite limited himself to sustaining that the process was null, while Dr. Ernesto Meirelles La Porta presented a defense going to the merits (pp. 1517/1521 and 1523/1527), without offering new evidence.

		The Commission rejected the allegation of nullity and, in order to ensure in full the right of denial, decided to re-examine Dr. Jeremias Ferraz Lima and Dr. Cláudio José de Campos Filho, in the presence of the former’s lawyer and the accused parties, and this in fact took place (pp. 1533/1535, 1541/1555 and 1556/1568).

		On the same day of this re-examination, Dr. Leão Cabernite spontaneously made declarations that were recorded and are reproduced on pp. 1569/1594.

		The Commission reopened the term for the defense, Dr. Leão Cabernite having presented the defense on pp. 1645/1794, without reformulating asserting the allegation of nullity, and Dr. Ernesto Meirelles La Porta having expressed his opinion on the new depositions, including and especially that of Dr. Leão Cabernite (pp. 1598/1644).

		In his defense, Dr. Leão Cabernite asked that Dr. Walderedo Ismael de Oliveira be re-examined, which was not done given the party’s refusing twice (pp. 1795) and the circumstance that the Commission has no coercive powers to make the witness appear and testify.

		Following this brief account of the proceedings, the Commission will now go on to analyze the facts, the evidence collected therein, the defenses presented and the conclusion.











		In view of the scope of the Applications received and their close relationship with the person and activities of the then Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva, this Commission deems it necessary to present the Society with data and documents that will enable it to situate itself as accurately as possible with regard to the extremely grave events that took place, their chief protagonists and the climate in the Society at the time.

		For this reason, Mr. Amilcar Lobo was contacted by us and invited to make a deposition (February 15, 1995) - he had always alleged that he had not had a chance to be heard by Rio I and to defend himself. We assured him full and unrestricted opportunities to do so. Practically nothing new was added in terms of information, but meeting him was very important for us to direct our thinking with regard to the whole vast series of documents we were studying. His major argument is that he is always accused of having belonged to the Department of Internal Order/Operations Center for Internal Defense (DOI-CODI) when, at the start of his period of Army service, this agency did not yet exist. In fact, he worked for the First Batallion of the Army Police where he was one of the doctors responsible for attending to the battalion and to the prison for political prisoners (Criminal Investigations Section - Pelotão de Investigações Criminais, PIC), located on Army Police premises at Rua Barão de Mesquita, Tijuca, Rio de Janeiro. His view is that this situation makes “a great difference” given the claim that the PIC was a body “totally independent” of the Department of Internal Order/Operations Center for Internal Defense (DOI-CODI). The latter, meanwhile, only came to exist - also on Army Police premises - later; and torture at the PIC is claimed to have ceased when General Sylvio Frota took command of the Army Police, which is “proven” by the alteration in his routine: attending to prisoners on their admission and noting their physical condition and, once again, on their release, in order to “prove” that they had not been tortured during their time at the prison. The DOI-CODI only came into existence after Brazilian armed forces personnel were “trained” by “the North Americans or the English”.





I met some Americans or Englishmen, who invited me to participate in an interrogation ... prisoners, in those cells they set up there at the Army Police. (Like a practical class?)� I don’t know, because really I said that I wasn’t going and that was the end of that! That was as far as it went. And I don’t even know exactly what it might have been. But I was invited to ... to go there to the General HQ, there in the Army Ministry, what used to be the Army Ministry, and ... there were two Americans or Englishmen ... , they did not talk to me in English but in heavily accented Portuguese, you know, making me this proposal. I simply refused. They were not people ... they were not from the Brazilian Army, so I figured I could refuse, without this entailing a military sanction for me. Because I was an Army officer and could suffer sanctions. This is what no-one seems to perceive. I was ... an Army officer. And I am still an Army officer! In the reserve and unpaid, but I am. It seems that no-one realizes that. (1995 deposition; our boldface)





		There can be no doubt that this Army activity of his constituted the most important frame of reference with which he identified. He does not perceive his own inconsistency: if he was unable to refuse to participate in attending to political prisoners tortured by Brazilian military personnel - a right and duty granted and required of him by the various Brazilian and international Codes of Medical Ethics - how would he have been able to refuse the foreigners? So much so that, on pages 41 - where he rewrites his contact with the foreigners - and 42 of his book, he permits a glimpse of a quite different state of affairs:





I was called to the PIC. When I entered, Lieutenant Valle took me by the arm, forcefully, and led me to a room at the end of the corridor on the ground floor and explained to me in detail the nature of that dark room. He pushed me inside and closed the door. The two English and American technicians were quite right, of course: after about ten minutes, when the lieutenant opened the door again, I had lost all notion of time and space and was still tormented by that extremely loud noise. ... On another occasion, ... Sergeant Borges told me that there would be a class on torture that day in the auditorium for officers and sergeants. ... A short time later, the bugle sounded, summoning everyone to this lecture. An ambulance parked near to the infirmary and a prisoner got out, escorted by two sergeants armed with machineguns. I observed everything attently. After about twenty minutes, I began to hear the most terrible screams. ... An hour later, Sergeant Borges came down, with a broad smile on his lips, to tell me elatedly: - All that was missing was you, Doctor. It was a really good class and they even went so far as to beat the prisoner up. This new interrogation method they’re using now really is very good./What made an impression on me was that this class took place in a large, roomy auditorium right after the commandant’s office, with windows looking onto Rua Barão de Mesquita, a street with a lot of movement and with apartment blocks built right in front. Fantastic, no?”





		There are countless possible examples of his inconsistency to be drawn from the text of his deposition, his declarations to the press and the Regional Medical Council (CRM) and Federal Medical Council (CFM) hearings. The contradictions and flagrant untruths are (and were) many. The 1969 Rio I Selection Commission perceived something, but ... accepted him with reservations, conditional on assessment by his future training analyst. With time and with his reputed - and to a point evident - influence in the organs of repression, the Society came to forget that he did not satisfy the minimum conditions necessary to become a psychoanalyst. In his final defense, Dr. Cabernite says:





Of paramount importance, Amílcar Lobo’s deposition ... since, besides confirming that he never told Cabernite that he had been a torturer, it makes it clear, once and for all, that when he states in his book that the analyst knew about his role in the Army Police, he was referring to his role as a doctor.





		That is, Dr. Cabernite insists on bringing his knowledge of the facts of the Mr. Lobo’s life down to that of any other of the latter’s acquaintances. Nonetheless, in the same defense, he alleges that:





everyone knew about Amílcar Lobo’s participation in the Army Police (sic) as a doctor who attended to soldiers and, was occasionally obliged to attend to political prisoners, in his capacity as a doctor, without participating at all in any way in the process of torture. (our underlining)





		Let us see how this process of his inclusion-exclusion on the roll of the Training Institute and Rio I occurred.









�WHO IS MR. AMILCAR LOBO?







		Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva was born on May 2, 1939, in Guanabara State [(sic) at the time, as is well known, the Federal District]. He registered with Rio I on September 20, 1968, while still a fifth year medical student. He was an intern at the National Mental Illness Service (SNDM), having worked at the Dr. Eiras Health Center, Saint Romain Clinic, São Judas Tadeu Health Center and Santo Ignácio Sanatorium, prior to and during his period of psychoanalytical training. His first experience of analysis began in 1967, in group therapy with Dr. Walderedo Ismael de Oliveira. Here, at Rio I, he was interviewed by Dr. Fábio Leite Lobo and Dr. João Marafelli Filho (on September 26, 1968) and by Mrs. Anna Kathrin Kemper, on October 2, 1968. At the end of October 1968, the Teaching Committee confirmed acceptance of his registration and, on November 4, 1968, appointed Dr. Antonio Dutra Júnior as his training analyst. Analysis began on November 22, 1968, as the Teaching Committee was notified on January 10, 1969.

		On June 2, 1970, Dr. Dutra sent authorization to the Teaching Committee for him to begin the theoretical course.





		Rio, June 2, 1970



This is to advise that the candidate Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva began his Personal Training Analysis with me on 22 November, 1968, having undergone 256 hours of analysis to date, and has proven to be in a personal condition that authorizes me to propose that he begin the Theoretical Training in the next Class of Students to be organized.

		Cordially, 

		Antonio Dutra Júnior.





		This analysis was interrupted in “late May, early June”, according to Dr. Dutra’s deposition to this Commission, because of his trip to London. There is no record of any official document indicating the date on which the analysis with Dr. Dutra was interrupted. It is recorded only that Dr. Fábio Leite Lobo, then Director of the Training Institute, sent him a letter on August 31, 1970, giving him until September 15, 1970 to look for a new training analyst. He thus remained 3 months, at least, without undergoing personal-training analysis. It was during this very period that Dr. Dutra authorized him to begin the theoretical seminars. We shall see that this is one of the controversial aspects of  Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s situation in the Training Institute. The Teaching Committee’s decision was taken at the meeting on August 25, 1970 and reassured him of the right to resume analysis with Dr. Dutra, should he wish to do so in the future.

		Right away, however, we must bear in mind that, at least until the 60s, before the aspiring candidate underwent the selection interviews properly speaking, he was interviewed preliminarly by a training analyst. Although the Teaching Committee minutes of October 29, 1968 state that Dr. Manhães ‘apparently did not interview him’, one finds a statement to the contrary on page 80 of Amilcar Lobo’s book: “Dr. Maria Manhães was the training analyst who held the first interview with me when I registered with Rio I.” She was to be his first official supervisor (authorized by Dr. Cabernite on December 8, 1971) and, even after the scandal broke, would give formal authorization, on November 7, 1973, for him to begin his second supervision. Curiosly, in the document that authorizes the start of his second supervision, nothing is entered in the blank spaces to be filled by the training analyst-supervisor and we were unable to discover whom he might have approached. We have only Dr. Cabernite’s declaration that he prevented the start of that second supervision. 

		Mr. Amilcar Lobo started training analysis with Dr. Leão Cabernite on December 28, 1970 - the probable date of the first interview - but it was only on January 20, 1971 that the Teaching Committee received notification - with that date - and analysis effectively began in March. In his 1994 deposition, however, Amilcar Lobo would say that he only approached Dr. Leão Cabernite in March, as we shall see later when we consider at greater length his relationship with Dr. Cabernite. On December 8, 1971, Dr. Leão Cabernite authorized him to begin his first official supervision and, on December 22, 1971, the Teaching Committee ratified this authorization.  The first supervision began on March 3, 1972, with Dr. Maria Manhães. Analysis was officially interrupted on June 26, 1974, as below in Amilcar Lobo’s letter to the Teaching Committee (which, according to Dr. Cabernite on October 17, 1995, Dr. Fábio Leite Lobo suggested he ask the candidate to write):





 ... concluding his theoretical training tommorrow, June 27, 1974, requests that his training be temporarily suspended and his enrolment held over, for personal reasons.





		Dr. Cabernite gave official notification of termination of analysis in the following terms:





I hereby notify you that the candidate Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva, by common accord with me and by reason of the facts already known to the Commission, deicded to interrupt his training analysis temporarily. As soon as the situation is more favorable for him, he intends to resume his training, which, for technical reasons, will not be able to be with me.

	Rio de Janeiro, June 27, 1974. (our underlining)





		Despite this, in a letter from Mr. Lobo addressed to the director of the Training Institute on September 25, 1979, we encounter an explanation for the temporary nature of the interruption to the training process.





.... I then interrupted my personal training analysis and, on the advice of my training analyst - Dr. Leão Cabernite - himself, I requested leave from this Training Institute, with the intention of dissipating the rumor, in that it was thought that the attacks directed against me were in fact aimed at the Institution and that thus, were I to distance myself from it, these would lose all force.





		However, in his deposition on October 16, 1995, Dr. Cabernite would say that he was very insistent with Mr. Lobo that he interrupt the analysis given that, after all the “rumors”, never again would it be possible for him to become a psychoanalyst: ‘Who would trust him?’ We have several declarations by Dr. Cabernite, as we shall see later, in which he boasts of having induced Mr. Amilcar Lobo to request withdrawal. One other example: at the Annual General Meeting on October 14, 1986, Dr. Cabernite tells us that: “in view of the possibility of retaliation by the military government, should the withdrawal of Amilcar not be carried out deftly so as to spare the organization and myself, personally ...”. This version seems to us to be one of the closest to the truth, although it does not preclude others. We ought however to point out that several other versions in which he spoke in this regard were offered by Dr. Cabernite, at intervals of days, weeks months and/or years. From the beginning, we draw attention to the fact that whichever one is being stated at the moment is offered as the ‘sole truth’.

		The alleged reasons for interrupting the analysis also vary: at times it is said to be because external circumstances - read “the rumors” - were invading the analytical setting; at times, what is referred as the “external situation”, is no more than Dr. Cabernite’s decision to take “bureaucratic steps to discover the identity of the complainant(s)”; at times, purely and simply, “because it became impossible”; at times, “because ... throughout the whole episode, I sought to keep my behavior strictly within the bounds of psychoanalytical technique, despite the almost insuperable difficulties resulting from my position as president of the Society, which obliged me to answer officially for the Institution”; at times, because Dr. Cabernite had been advised to do this by the president of the IPA; at times, because Dr. Cabernite was afraid of the consequences for himself and his family; at times, because Dr. Cabernite was afraid of the consequences for the Institution that might result if he were to insist in maintaining this relationship; at times, even fearing possible reprisals from military circles, nonetheless, Dr. Cabernite claims to have reached the conclusion that this was the best thing to do given that the “rumors were growing”; at times, although Dr. Cabernite does not say so, it was because Mr. Lobo had become an encumbrance to his personal and professional plans; at times - as in his final defense: “This is all an issue internal to the analytical process, that normally can be judged only by the analyst, especially when he is an experienced professional whose competence is above all suspicion, as - without false modesty - the Accused deems to be his case.” According to what Mr. Amilcar Lobo declares in his book, this is how the situation appeared to him:





One day, at a session of analysis, Dr. Leão Cabernite told me that it would be far better if I were to suspend the therapy with him because, as president of the society, he would have to take a series of bureacratic steps and proceed to investigate the authorship of this complaint to the magazine “Questionamos”. I thought about this and ended up agreeing with him, merely stressing [my wish] that this interruption occur at the end of January, since I felt unsettled and very anxious in view of this conflict that had intruded on the final stages of my psychoanalytic training. ... Dr. Leão agreed with my request and assured me that he would immediately begin to take the necessary steps duly to clear up the problem that confronted the Society. (p. 77; our boldface)





		He was readmitted though, at his own request and with the help of Dr. Manhães, who he cites as being the training analyst who managed to get her peers to find in favor of his readmission, in August 1975. It is just that then, coincidencidentally, none of the training analysts he approached had time to take him on. The only one prepared to interview him was Dr. Galina Schneider - as stated, for example, in Amilcar Lobo’s own book - and she demanded, as a condition of accepting him for treatment, that he give up the idea of the training course:





Nonetheless, I encountered the same allegations met previously: a lack of vacant periods; they would not even make a prediction. ... I put my point of view that the training analysts were reluctant to exclude me definitively or include me again on the roll of candidates to Rio I, because they had not discovered any more illuminating evidence of my activities as a military doctor with regard to the torturing of political prisoners. (p. 81)





		On the same page of his book (p. 81), Amilcar Lobo says more. He tells us that: 





Dr. Antônio Dutra, my first analyst, sought me out at a scientific meeting of the Society and told me that I could resume my individual analysis as soon as possible. He stressed that the choice of this therapist could fall on any effective member about to become a training analyst ... The only one who could take me on was Dr. Galina Schneider. (Obs.: then already a training analyst). In the interview, however, this psychoanalyst imposed a severe restriction on my starting therapy - I should give up my position as a candidate to become a pyschoanalyst. I did not accept, of course. /I talked to several colleagues ... None of them offered me a feasible suggestion ...  (our boldface)





		According to Dr. Cabernite (in October 1995), Dr. Galina only became a training analyst after the handwriting analysis “episode” and, when he was asked by the Teaching Committee whether any training analyst had been prepared to take him on for analysis, he said that she was the only one to agree, provided Mr. Lobo gave up his position as candidate to become a psychoanalyst and submit himself to a later assessment by her with a view to endorsing or not his claim to the same candidacy in the future. The first portion of this is confirmed by Dr. Galina’s deposition to this Commission:





Then, what I remember, what happened shortly afterwards, I went ... I traveled to England, this situation had quite worn me down because I did not have, I did not know Amilcar, I did not know about his activities ... I had no contact ... whatever with him ... On that occasion, I had no way of judging, I had to rely on what Dr. Leão said, right? And when I returned, what came up then - once again I do not know the date exactly, but it must have been after 77 - the problem of readmitting Amilcar to the Training Institute. I was very worried by this because I was not really convinced, deep down, I was not really convinced of his innocence, and since there was this movement, I thought it was something quite dangerous, very ... strange and I decided to interview ... Amilcar. Precisely to define a situation, so as not to compromise the Training Institute more than it was compromised already ... That was what I did and, obviously, he was interested only in being readmitted to the Insitute ... and was not at all open with me, was not at all frank, but he talked a lot about himself personally - his development, his problems - and I advised him to seek treatment ... and not readmission to the Training Institute, because I could not see how, in what way that could be done ... That is my participation in the story. ... Because it seemed to me that he had a clearly defined pathology, you see. And with character problems that I felt ... and, besides that, with the suspicion that existed ... with respect to him, right? That had not been cleared up, had not died down, on the contrary, was getting worse, I felt that it was unworkable ... He was not an acceptable candidate ... It was an illusion, what he wanted, intended ... lack of sincerity, total lack of sincerity and an omnipotence, like, the intention to do what he wants regardless of good sense, of what is reasonable ... Which makes sense; that is, a person who does not ... someone who considers himself prepotent. (our boldface)





		Officially, should he not resume training analysis within the time stipulated, he would be automatically considered excluded from the Training Institute. As we have seen however, he found no-one who would accept him for training analysis. One question is in order here: what were the reasons of the training analysts who refused to accept him for analysis? Of the two possible hypotheses, at least one must come close to the truth. Either they mistrusted Dr. Cabernite’s word (as did Dr. Schneider), as he continued to maintain that Amilcar Lobo had been “slandered”; or they were unwilling to get involved with anything that might entail taking any kind of clear position.

		As far as we could ascertain, when his analysis with Dr. Cabernite became “impossible” (mid-1974), “someone” seems to have recommended that he not give up the training. According to Amilcar Lobo himself, this “someone” was, in fact, several analysts and/or candidates. The only ones he identifies are Dr. Dutra and Dr. Cabernite. According to Dr. Cabernite in October 1995, “he heard tell” - once again, there is a lack of definition, an indeterminate subject - that he could undergo analysis with a full member about to become a training analyst.

		Some time later, he began analysis with Dr. Oswaldo Domingues de Moraes, in the expectation that he shortly become a training analyst, according to the information received. As concerns theraputic analysis, we have no comment to make: it is undeniably a right assured them both. However, on discovering that this analysis could never have become training analysis - given the age limit in force at the time for an analyst to take on the function of training analyst - he terminated it summarily. This indicates that he was, in fact, mainly interested in receiving the title - as perceived by Dr. Galina Schneider -  and not in personal analysis, properly speaking.

		There remains the inexplicable fact, however, that he continued for at least five years to be a member of the Training Institute, his name even appearing on the Roster. In fact, though, we know that he remained for six years - as testified, for instance, by Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, the President who finally excluded him from the Institute. This irregular situation is defended by Dr. Cabernite as “usual”, due to the institution’s “visceral, congenital complacency”. What he fails to say, however, is that never were any of those whose situation was irregular under anything like the kind of suspicion that existed in relation to Mr. Amilcar Lobo.

		Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade (March 27, 1981) gives the following explanation for this fact:





if it excluded Dr. Amilcar, the institution ran the risk of thus incriminating him as a torturer and, thus, endorsing the rumors that were going about in his regard. This, I think, was the reason that four directors of the Training Institute (La Porta, Dutra, Dahlheim and Zusman) preferred to maintain him in a kind of institutional limbo - he was suspended from training for six years - and not to interrupt his training definitively, although, by the regulations, they could have done so. (our underlining)





		Dr. Víctor also alleges that “as strong as the indications may be of this (of Amilcar Lobo’s participation in a torture squad), we could not make any judgement in this respect without a thorough examination of the case. And Dr. Amilcar does not seem to us to have had full right to defense” (our underlining). Note that this text by Dr. Manoel de Andrade - where he makes clear his belief that it is up to these bodies to judge Mr. Lobo - dates from March 1981 and is thus prior to the judgements by the CRM and CFM.



		On October 2, 1980, Dr. Hélio Pellegrino sent a letter to Rio I, formally notifying it of the complaint heard in the conference held at the Catholic University (PUC).





Rio de Janeiro, October 2, 1980

To: Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade,

President (sic), Rio I



Dear colleague,



	As a member of the Rio de Janeiro Psychoanalytical Society, I am writing to notify you of the following: at a round table held by the Psychoanalysis Social Clinic (Clínica Social de Psicanálise), on September 24 last, at the Rio de Janeiro Catholic University (PUC), under the title PSYCHOANALYSIS AND FASCISM, the subject of the torturing of political prisoners during the military governments was brought up. When the debate was thown open, Mr. Rômulo Noronha de Albuquerque took the floor and, after declaring himself to be a former political prisoner, related the tortures of which he was the victim, and went as far as to state that he had seen Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva in the squad of torturers, in the role of overseer of the victim’s physical and mental condition.

	The repercussions of this event at the meeting were intense, even more so since the witness brought to light a complaint made against Dr. Amilcar Lobo in 1973, in this same respect, in the publication QUESTIONAMOS, signed by Dr. Marie Langer and Dr. Armando Bauleo.

	I absolutely do not want to make any judgement on the fact that I am bringing to your notice. I do feel though, given its importance and in the name of the loyalty I owe myself and the Society of which I am a member, that I should notify you as quickly as possible.

	Cordially, your colleague

	Hélio Pellegrino





		The Board did not reply officially but, days later, did decide for the explusion of Mr. Amilcar Lobo from the Training Institute. In the same text referred to earlier, Dr. Andrade states:





As for the fact of not having replied to Dr. Pellegrino’s letter of October 2, 1980, I did not do so because it contained a serious complaint against a colleague, one that had never been duly investigated inside or outside the institution. After all, Dr. Lobo is not only a psychoanalyst but also a doctor (Obs.: note “not only a psychoanalyst but also a doctor”, expressing recognition for a title to which, under our regulations, he had no right), and there are medical institutions far better equipped than ours to investigate facts of this kind. As no-one else has investigated, we should not be the ones to do so. And until he is judged and sentenced, I cannot, in all conscience, judge him. And at that time, a reply to Dr. Pellegrino could have been taken for a verdict of guilty. (our underlining)





		That is, “medical institutions” are considered the most competent to judge a “psychoanalyst”. In 1995, however, Dr. Víctor changes position: he comes to consider that  “psychoanalytical technique involves very different questions from those raised by Medicine (and) this limitation (of judging ethical transgressions in the light of the codes of ethics of doctors and psychologists) is obviously regrettable and can lead to undesirable confusions...”

		To return to the chronology of the hearings against the former lieutenant and doctor. The letter sent by the Rio I Training Institute to Mr. Amilcar Lobo on October 10, 1980, notifying him of his exclusion from the list of candidates, is to be found only in the book Crise na Psicanálise (Psychoanalysis in Crisis), p. 214:





Rio de Janeiro, October 10, 1980

Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva



Dear Sir,

	Considering the lengthy interruption in your training process which, having reached a state of deadlock makes a resumption of that process absolutely unworkable, the Teaching Committee, at its meeting of October 7, 1980, decided to exclude your name from the list of members of the Psychoanalysis Training Institute of the Rio de Janeiro Psychoanalitical Society.

	I remain,

	Yours sincerely,

	Dr. João Coutinho de Moura

	Director, Training Institute/Rio I.





		The documents encountered suggest a relationship between this decision and a subsequent one coming from an IPA Site Visit Committee (2nd. semester of 1982). Dr. Limentani wrote to Dr. Andrade, then president of Rio I, commenting on the existence “for several years” (and thus chronic) of crises in our Society and reminding him of Dr. Lebovici’s recommendation that the Leão-Lobo analysis be interrupted (November 20, 1981). This recommendation has been the subject of discussion among us since 1993.

		It is fundamentally important also to place on record that it was only on September 2, 1980 - five years after Mr. Lobo’s readmission to the Training Institute/Rio I - at a meeting of the Teaching Committee attended by Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, then President of Rio I, Dr. Dirceu de Santa Rosa, Secretary and Dr. João Coutinho de Moura, Director of the Training Institute, that the following decision was taken: “decisions should be considered decisions of the commission, all members being held co-responsible.” It could thus not have retroactive effect - as all good law makes clear. It nonetheless seems to us, in this case, there is an attempt to create a belief that it “should” be retroactive. Meanwhile, one must consider the question of quorum. Could three people decide for twenty or twenty-one? The training analysts at the time were Drs. Dahlheim, Marafelli, Manhães, Dutra, La Porta, Inês Besouchet, Noemy Rudolfer, Cabernite, Adolpho Hoirish, Nylde Ribeiro, Portella, Santa Rosa, Claudino Neves, Tolipan, Galina Schneider, Azulay, Víctor Andrade, Moura, Tractemberg and Simplício. Everything points to their believing that this was the case.

		It can be seen from a reading of the minutes of the Teaching Committee that this low attendance was usual at the time. At times Dr. Cabernite would go, at others Dr. Portella, and at others Dr. La Porta ... in short, all the other training analysts of the time alternated in going. It is important to be alert to the fact that this meeting took place less than a month before they were to decide officially to exclude Mr. Amilcar Lobo definitively, on October 7, 1980. We do not know whether or not there is any relation between these two occurrences; although it is logically possible. However, in addition to being an anonymous conspiracy, it may also serve as a marker of an important change in the activities of the society: this was no longer people fighting for a “cause” but professionals associated to achieve common objectives.

		Now, what are these “facts” - and not “rumors”, as Mr. Amilcar  Lobo and Dr. Cabernite would have it - that led to his training being interrupted and, finally, to his being excluded from the Training Institute/Rio I? 

		In the early 70s, word was going around among psychoanalysts and psychologists in Rio de Janeiro that there was a psychoanalyst participating in a torture squad. In Rio I, however, either one “knew nothing” or “knew all” about his activities as a doctor in the Army Police (PE) - depending on who was speaking and, on the time at which the declaration was being made, since these also varied as if there were no commitment to what had been said earlier, as it is out intention to show here.

		November 1973 saw the publication, in Argentina, of Cuestionamos II, where Marie Langer and Armando Bauleo wrote the article Algo mais sobre a tortura (Something more on torture) in which they formalized and made public the complaint that had been circulating widely since August 1973: the boards of the IPA, Brazilian Psychoanalytical Association (ABP), Rio I, Rio II� and Amnesty International, along with other human rights agencies, had already received photocopies of the newspaper Voz Operária (Worker’s Voice), issue 102, of August 1973, where the complaint first appeared.

		On pages 93 and 94 of Cuestionamos, there appears a facsimile of the newspaper Voz Operária with a passage highlighted which we shall transcribe, as well as a footnote identifying Mr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva as a candidate to Rio I. Nothing appears regarding the identity of the analyst, at least in the issue in our possession (first edition, November 1973). In the official listing drawn up in 1986 by the commission especially designated to gather information on his passage through the Rio I Training Institute, the version is different: Cuestionamos is said to mention Dr. Leão Cabernite by name and to give Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s residential address. In the photocopy of Voz Operária annexed to the legal expert’s report is the same information as given by the Rio I commission. The article is entitled Identificados alguns torturadores na Guanabara (Some torturers in Guanabara State identified). Here we reproduce the authors’ opinion, in italics:









Another Army officer on the torture squad is the lieutenant and doctor Amilcar Lobo Moreira. This officer orients the torturers as to the political prisoner’s physical durability. And, as a psychoanalyst, he is responsible for monitoring the torture victims’ mental health and the best way of wresting confessions from them. ... We have sent this complaint to a number of different psychoanalytical societies. We hope that the corresponding measures are taken. What else can one say in view of this complaint? And what can one feel but horror and indignation? ... In this case, there is evidently a training analyst who does not know how to interrupt the training of a candidate torturer without bringing down, on himself and on the institution, possible reprisals by this manifestly perverse individual who occupies a position of power. This limiting situation brings out in all its crudity the relationship of extreme complicity that can grow up between institutionalized Freudianism and the ruling system.

	Without any doubt, the institution’s survival may entail a very high price. [our translation�]







		It has to be remembered that, according to item 13 of the document sent by our Society to Rio II, the specialist Mauro Ricart Ramos was requested by the Board of Rio I, probably in early 1974, to carry out a expert technical analysis of the handwriting of Dr. Helena Celinia Besserman Vianna, on the basis of her registration card for the IV Brazilian Psychoanalysis Congress and the copy of the newspaper Voz Operária where the complaint about Mr. Lobo’s participation in a torture squad appeared. Nonetheless, as early as March 27, 1974, Dr. Cabernite stated in correspondence to Dr. Lebovici that “Finally, we discovered the origin of it all and also were able to understand your position, thanks to Dr. David Zimmermann” (our translation). How Dr. Helena Vianna’s name was arrived at, as well as the expert findings, their sequel and consequences will be dealt with in a separate item in this report.

		Let us see how Amilcar Lobo describes this year in his life (1973, the year of the complaint), because - if for no other reason - this is one of the passages in his book and in the depositions he made, whether to the CRM, the CFM or this Ethics Commission, where the manipulations and contradictions - not just his personally, his own, but those of the psychoanalysts involved and/or compromised and of Rio I, which claims to be a formative institution - are plain to see:



 

That year we had twice the reason to commemorate. By law, it would be impossible to keep me on active Army service and also my theoretical training with the Rio de Janeiro Psychoanalytical Society would finally end. Moreover, I was doing a course in Group Psychotherapy with Dr. Ernesto La Porta, at the Carlos Chagas Graduate Medical School, and was the best student in a class of eighteen psychoanalysts. At the suggestion of the professor himself, I was already attending to a group of clients and was supervising a colleague on the course. It was precisely by way of the people who formed this group of clients that I came to hear of a rather painful, unpleasant matter. In Argentina ... Questionamos, which published an article denouncing Colonel Fiúza de Castro and myself as members of the armed forces that tortured political prisoners here in Brazil. However, during that year, my visits to the Criminal Investigations Section, at the Army Police, as a doctor, were quite rare. ... As I, along with other analysts, was attending classes given by a professor of psychoanalysis, I decided to bring this complaint of sadistic activities with political prisoners up for discussion at the meetings we held weekly. I then had a surprise because most of my colleagues were aware of the contents of the article ... and the comments that came out in sessions of analysis in their consulting rooms, but none of them, not even Dr. La Porta, had the lucidity even to make even any comment. Once I realized this, I decided, on the last day of classes at the Psychoanalytical Society, to publicize this matter which was so shocking in the light of the teachings of the course and openly discuss it with my class colleagues and the professor himself. [Comment: on the last day? Was it not already common knowledge, the subject of jokes, as we shall see later?] And that was what happened, but in vain. A series of others measures were taken ... (p. 52-53; our boldface)









		Since 1975, the Amnesty International report had included the Mr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva’s name as a doctor and member of a torture squad in Brazil. It was not until 1980, however, that Dr. Pellegrino denounced him formally to the Board of Rio I; and it was only from 1981 onwards - with the first instances of tortured former political prisoners recognizing Amilcar Lobo - and then very gradually, that a series of reports on the practice of torture in Brazil in recent years began to appear in the major Rio de Janeiro and São Paulo newspapers. In 1982, Rio I suffered a further intervention by the IPA, caused by these complaints and for other resaons. But it was in 1986, when Amilcar Lobo decided to speak out about Rubens Paiva, that the articles began to follow one another in rapid succession in the press. Then it was that psychoanalysts of various affiliations began to make statements giving their views of what had happened to psychoanalysis in Brazil during those dark years of military dictatorship. There is no need to recount the series of letters, articles and interviews by Drs. La Porta, Leão, Pellegrino, Chebabi, etc. The case papers contain all the originals and copies we were able to locate. Amilcar Lobo’s book, A Hora do Lobo, a Hora do Carneiro (Time of the Wolf, Time of the Lamb), which settles any possible doubt as to how far he was involved with the political and military system then in power, was not to be published until 1989. Although, as we shall see, Dr. Cabernite insists on saying or suggesting that, to this day, he still has doubts or that he “could not say for sure”, “prefers not to say”, “prefers not to comment”, etc., as occurred in his deposition to this Commission. And, through his attorney, he casts doubt on the truth of that deposition, given that, according to his allegation, the former medical lieutenant’s memory was affected by the alleged attempts on his life. Our investigations did not confirm this. Mr. Lobo was questioned directly on this point and, as supplementary evidence, his declarations to this Commission do not differ significantly from those to be found in his book.

		All over the world, articles have been published dealing with or referring to the “Amilcar Lobo case” and (always derisively) to Rio I. One of the few replies that Rio I gave to these (annexed to this report) was given by Dr. Galina Schneider and published in Psychê. Because Dr. Galina Schneider’s article for the magazine Psychê (dated January 24, 1985) is very long, in annex to this report we transcribe from the article those passages which we consider most important to our present purpose. In the article, she comments on the paper “Traurige Psychotropen” (literally “Sad Psychotropics”, and “The sad psychoanalysis of the tropics”, in free translation) published by Dr. Hans Füchtner. Reading it may however help better to understand and form an opinion on the so-called “Amilcar Lobo case”.

		In the 70s, however, little was known outside the boards of Rio I, Rio II, ABP, COPAL, IPA and the international human rights organizations. According to the note Amilcar Lobo wrote to Dr. Cabernite on July 12, 1974, not only was he worried, but also very busy with the whole question and, in particular, with determining the source of the complaint and interested in taking measures to defend himself from the “slander” against him:





It having come to my notice that there is a rumor circulating in which I am violently attacked and that people connected directly with the psychoanalytical movement are helping spread this rumor and that the Psychoanalytical Society of Rio de Janeiro has evidence of the identity of these people, I hereby request that this evidence be sent to me so that I can take the necessary - including legal - measures to put a stop to these rumors. (our boldface)





		The question then arises: how is it that he was so well informed about decisions and acts that were exclusively the competence of the institution’s Board? He wrote this note on July 12, 1974; the report on the handwriting analysis is dated the 15th of the same month and was sent immediately afterwards to Rio II. How could one fail to be intrigued by this proximity (between his note and the arrival of the report) and, chiefly, by the coincidence between the dates: the arrival of the examination findings and their being referred to Rio II?

		In addition to the note transcribed above, we find the answer in another declaration by Mr. Amilcar Lobo, this time to the CRM: 





... Dr. Leão called me and said that he had unimpeachable evidence that the author of the complaint to the Argentinian magazine was Dr. Helena Besserman Vianna, a psychoanalyst of the Brazilian Psychoanalysis Society, the other society recognized by the International Psychoanalytical Association (IPA).





		It can thus be seen that Dr. Cabernite took the “rumors” very seriously. Nonetheless, in his deposition to the Ethics Commission on September 28, 1986, Dr. Cabernite tried to minimize their importance:





... in 1973 there began to be a ‘buzz’ about women psychologists being tortured at the PE with a doctor acting as advisor�; this doctor is claimed to be Amilcar, whom several people in Rio I, including his class colleagues, knew served at the PE.





		And, in his deposition of October 16, 1995, Dr. Cabernite would say that Amilcar never enjoyed prerrogatives here (in the institution); that the decision to investigate who made the complaint was no more than a self-defense measure by Rio I. The accused would have to defend herself! But was not Mr. Lobo the accused? At no time have we found indications that the complainants were confusing Rio I as an institution with one of its candidates. The reference made to Rio I placed the person and this important type of connivance by a doctor and candidate psychoanalyst with an authoritarian, repressive political regime. There can be no denying that our then elected officials did confuse Mr. Lobo with Rio I in this way. It was known, even then, that several institutions had been infiltrated by ‘elements’ to detect and denounce the presence of ‘communists’ among their members. Not only in Brazil was this true. Apparently Rio I did not consider this hypothesis or regarded it as inadmissable.

 		In his book, besides stating that he did not hide his activities at the PE from his analysts (Drs. Dutra and Leão), nor from his class colleagues at either Rio I or the clinic(s) where he worked, Mr. Lobo says that this was treated, by his colleagues at Rio I, like “one more joke in bad taste”:







During most of my military life, I made known most of the occurrences that I witnessed at the Army Police, by talking about them.  ...  Very often I mentioned to my colleagues the events I experienced and suffered in caring for political prisoners at the infamous PIC, at the Army Police department. I was surprised however by their reactions, particularly those of Drs. Jorge Ernesto Cunha, Luiz Antônio Telles de Miranda, Nilo Ramos de Assis and Gitta Wegbrayt, who showed a certain lack of concern at these accounts and laughed and joked as if I were telling jokes in bad taste. I even remember a phrase that Jorge Ernesto used often, between chuckles:  - Here comes another “gorilla” story. Let’s hear it, Amilcar. And he would laugh with pleasure. (p.88; 75/6; our boldface)





		In an informal communication to this Commission, Dr. Luiz Antonio Telles de Miranda, a classmate of Mr. Lobo’s, says that he only spoke in general terms about the existence of political prisoners, which he would occasionally attend to at the PE barracks on Barão de Mesquita street, without making known the depth of his involvement with the torture. Confidence in the training analysts was so great that it was believed that if there were anything serious going on, the training analysts would do something. This was true both for candidates and for members themselves. The training analyst’s word was not questioned. Dr. Nilo Ramos de Assis, another of his class colleagues whom he cites, says that Amilcar Lobo always denied any involvement whatever with the torture setup. He described and talked about his activities as a doctor only. Everyone believed him. It was not until the end of 1980, with Dr. Pellegrino’s complaint, that ‘things began to take shape more clearly’. He denies that Plenary Meetings were held with the candidates (as declared by Drs. Leão and Víctor) and affirms that Mrs. Inês Besouchet discussed the question of torture generically and in private at a single seminar which he did not attend.

		For someone who, to this day, at times still ‘swears innocence’ - in spite of all his other declarations whether to the press, the CRM and CFM or even to this Commission - and who, at the time - as the notes by Dr. La Porta to Dr. Cabernite show - had the boards of Rio I at his side attesting to his innocence, March 4, 1975 must have been a memorable day for Mr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva; for that was when he wrote the following letter to the Director of the Training Institute:





Mr. Director of the Training Analysis Institute,



	As the reasons that led me to request suspension of enrolment and dismissal from the Training Institute have ceased to exist, I am writing to ask you and the Teaching Committee to annul said suspension of enrolment, so that I can conclude my analytical training.

			Rio, Guanabara State, March 4, 1975.

(our boldface)





		“The reasons (...) have ceased to exist”? What situation does this really refer to? The “rumors”, contrary to what he states, were steadily growing. And, as for the Board of Rio I, what version of the facts regarding the situation of Brazil as a whole and of Mr. Lobo in particular was it working with? Even before, as in the communication from Dr. Cabernite to the Teaching Committee on June 27, 1974, the suspension was “temporary” in nature and “as soon as the situation was more favorable to him” he could “resume”. How and according to what criteria was it decided that he could resume his training? Since, on August 13, 1975, Dr. Dutra, then Director of the Training Institute, replied:





	Dear Colleague,

	It is my pleasure to notify you that, at the last meeting of the Teaching Committee, it was decided that you are to be reinstated as a student at our Training Institute, but will have however to resume your training analysis. (our boldface)





		In the minutes of the meeting of the Teaching Committee of January 8, 1980, we find one example of the transitory nature that the Institution assigned to the suspension of his training. It should be noted that present were Drs. Waldemar Zusman (Director of the Training Institute), Víctor Manoel de Andrade (Secretary), Leão Cabernite, Maria Manhães and Adolpho Horisch and that, since the previous meeting, it had been on the agenda that this case was to be assessed. The discussion was left until this day due to the absence of Dr. Cabernite from the meeting on December 4, 1979. From then until the meeting on October 7, 1980, there is no mention of Mr. Lobo in the minutes of the Teaching Committee. For that reason also, the following passage is important:





[Dr. Cabernite] Gave a brief history of the case. He said he was approached by the candidate, who wanted to know what his position was in the Training Institute. Dr. Zusman asked Dr. Leão Cabernite, who was Dr. Amilcar’s analyst, to comment on the affair, since he had more information on the case, as there was nothing in the candidate’s file except the routine information gathered on all candidates. It was then said that the candidate’s analysis was interrupted when the analyst felt he was becoming involved in a case of some notoriety, that had become public, since he was being accused of complicity, as a military doctor, in the torture of political prisoners. He said he did not know whether these evil rumors were true or not and that the attacks against his candidate reached such a point that he had to interrupt his analytical neutrality in order to orient him on how to proceed, and thus the analytical process had to be interrupted. Due to the unprecedented nature of the accusations being made against the candidate, after this he was unable to resume analysis since no other training analyst could take him on, always alleging a lack of vacant periods. He thus went into therapeutic analysis with Dr. Oswaldo Domingues de Moraes. After several comments on the difficulty of resolving the case, since no other training analyst was obliged to take him on, it was decided to notify the candidate that no solution to the case was possible at the moment, and that he should be advised to wait to see how things developed. (our underlining)





		However, it was between December 1970 and June 1974 - a period in which Mr. Amilcar Lobo was in analysis with Dr. Cabernite - that the institutional fracas with which we are concerned in this ethical inquiry broke out. For this reason, we have had to itemize the occurrences and relationships among the principal characters.

		He was officially excluded from the Training Institute/Rio I between June 1974 and August 1975, when he was reinstated. Mr. Amilcar Lobo requested that the suspension of enrolment be revoked in March 1975. What he did not expect, at that time, was that discussion of his request by the Teaching Committee would always be “postponed” until, at one meeting, Dr. Manhães included discussion of his situation on the agenda.

		At the time, according to information from Dr. Dutra in his deposition of February 22, 1995, the Teaching Committee was composed of eight training analysts (Dahlheim, Fábio, Marafelli, Manhães, Dutra, La Porta, Leão and Inês) and that “generally speaking, all of them believed in Amilcar’s innocence” - except that he immediatelty adds:





I do not remember who put forward this proposal, but the proposal was discussed and, by a majority vote, he was - what’s it called? - reinstated, isn’t it? - in the Training Institute. It was by majority vote; I do not know if it was four to three or three to two, something like that ... and on that occasion the vote was that he would have six months in which to resume the training analysis.





 		If they all believed in his innocence, how is it that when it came to voting they were divided nearly fifty-fifty? And why was none of them prepared to accept him for analysis? Moreover, they were also aware of Dr. Galina’s assessment formally contraindicating reinstatement. Is it possible they considered her finding - of which the Commission was duly informed - unreliable? We have no way of answering this question and those who do have have showed no willingness to provide an answer. It is inadmissable that her finding be considered the exception that confirms the rule of the “ingenuity” reigning among the training analysts at the time. A well-trained analyst can never claim ingenuity; that is over for all those who devote themselves to the practice of psychoanalysis, as we know. Certainly, the motivations behind this behavior are felt to be unspeakable. Meanwhile, we have the minutes of the Teaching Committee meetings of December 1979 and January 8, 1980, where they are discussing what to do to resolve Mr. Lobo’s situation in the Training Institute. At the first of these, they decide to hear Dr. Cabernite, who was not present. At the second, he attended, made declarations in favor of his candidate, and the Teaching Committee decided: “After several comments on the difficulty of solving the case, since no other training analyst was obliged to take him on, it was decided to notify the candidate that no solution to the case was possible at the moment, and that he should be advised to wait to see how things developed.” This latter meeting was attended by Drs. Zusman (Director of the Training Institute), Víctor (Secretary) and Leão, Maria Manhães and Hoirisch. It can be seen clearly that, at no moment did the training analysts want to commit themselves to a “solution” for the case.

		Anyway, there are other facets to Mr. Lobo that need to be understood in order better to form an image of who he is. Two of these - how he treated his matrimonial relations and his relationship with the psychoanalytical institution - can be seen from his book:





Today I am sure that my two marriage separations did not result totally from the reasons thought previously. ... the fundamental reasons were to be found, in both situations, in the very substance of the accusations leveled at me, in 73 and 81 - a torturer of political prisoners. ... In both marriages, I concealed a series of very serious facts, for a reason linked intensely to by very being, to my personality. I never revealed to Jussara the real reasons for my marriage, so hurried and urgent like that - to bear a child, because I was condemned to a premature death ... (p.87/88; our boldface)





		Because his doctor had told him his kidney problem was very serious, he hastened to marry an employee at the hospital where he worked, with whom he had maintained no previous amorous relatiohship, without telling her anything about his illness and prospects of a short life. He had a child, separated, married once again. He told his second wife nothing about his activities in the PE; she practically discovered them in the press; and no analyst was able to identify a character disturbance? This is hard to believe. However, it is possible to think that the same would have happened in his analytical relationships; doubtless he withheld information. Besides the insistent affirmations to the contrary, however (see pp. 22, 86, 89 and many others in his book), we have to consider that experienced analysts, such as the two that he had, perceive when they are dealing with a serious character problem, as appears to be the case here. This is at least suspect.

		With the intention of showing himself to be a “very good student” (and he is not alone in this assessment!), knowing the most important features of Dr. Cabernite’s character and, moreover, with a thorough knowledge of psychoanalytical institutions (and, in particular, Rio I), Mr. Lobo says:





... I never felt that Leão Cabernite’s thinking was ideologically political, although I agree completely with the accusation leveled by his opponents regarding his desire to maintain ample, unrestricted control over the Board of Rio I and over psychoanalysis itself in Brazil. ... the whole time that I was connected with Rio I, I felt the rule of laws that  very often inflicted (sic) my code of living and from which I could not escape without occasioning my summary exclusion from the institution. (p. 90/91) 





		In a letter to the president of Rio II, dated February 10, 1987, he states that “Psychoanalytical theory is right in many cases, but clinically I experienced and still do experience a series of undeniable errors.” Note that the same situation is repeated. Even believing that his analyst, as such, does not merit such credit; even believing himself to be at the mercy of “laws that inflict (sic) his code of living”; even so, he stayed on here and did everything possible to return. What for? What did he gain by being included? Everything leads us to believe that the secondary benefits encountered in the Army were reproduced here too, in different form. He was always treated in a very special manner. Although Dr. Cabernite does not agree with this impression, the documents testifying to such a situation are available for all to see.

		The candidate was accused but defended as a member and, what is more - far more - than this, he became in practice the symbol of Rio I. What is highlighted as most representative of Rio I in all the papers published dealing with the Society is precisely Mr. Lobo and the position that the institution took in his defense. The campaign mounted in his favor and defense finds no parallel in the history of the Society. In his final defense, Dr. Cabernite states:





Considering his suffering, Cabernite agreed to continue with a process that was already designed more to contain his immediate affliction than really to conduct any more searching analysis. This process was in progress when he received official correspondence from the commander of the 1st Army ... Despite having taken the decision to interrupt the analysis for technical reasons, he saw fit not to act in such a way as could be taken by the Army (sic) as an affront. For this reason, he spent some time trying to convince the  candidate himself to take the initiative of asking to be excluded, which in fact is what happened. ... This satisfied Cabernite’s decision to bring the treatment to an end ... , and also the organization was safe from reprisals by the military authorities. (...) And in the Training Institute, Amílcar received the same kindly treatment, and was well received by his colleagues, who considered him a victim of the perverse setup to which he had to submit.





		As the events of 1962 testify, there was never such clear, ardent unanymity in defense of Mrs. Kathrin Kemper, wife of our founder, Dr. Kemper, and herself one of our founders and a training analyst (and to whom Dr. Cabernite always alluded at these moments). It has also to be  remembered that, in 1969, shortly before the Amilcar Lobo scandal, when Dr. Hélio Pellegrino was arrested and asked Rio I to testify that his prolonged absence could increase his patients’ anxiety, Rio I refused to do so, alleging that it should not get involved in questions of this kind. Dr. Maria Manhães, then our president, personally and in private, courageously wrote a document in the terms requested by Dr. Pellegrino. We thus had prior institutional experience and precedents in this regard. Dr. Cabernite participated in these discussions and decisions since he was the Secretary. However, inexplicably, this experience was forgotten in November 1973 when they signed the fateful document addressed to the Latin American Psychoanalytical Confederation (COPAL). Dr. Cabernite defends it as follows:





It was our conviction - and we would not have signed the document had it not been so - that Dr. Amilcar Lobo had been thrown into the mud, from which he would not manage to escape; analysis and protection by the Society was the rope thrown to rescue him. This seemed to be the reigning idea. (Minutes of the Special General Assembly of October 7, 1986)





		“I am not, nor have I ever been a member of the military ...”(p.94); nonetheless, in his depositions to the Commission and to the CRM, this is how he presents himself. When speaking about the olive-green uniform and General Sylvio Frota, his tone of voice changes. The pride and veneration are conspicuous. Although he recognizes that: “It is clear that the tortures and murders of political prisoners could quickly lead to relative success for Armed Forces, but the price paid was very high and created a stigma that will remain forever, down through History.” (p.94)

		Another motive for evident pride is his analytical relationship with Dr. Cabernite. Besides the frequent words of praise: “My analyst really was an analyst. So much so that I put up with... all that and have still kept... a considerable measure of dignity” - in his deposition to us, for instance. He claims that he was the “only one” who came to know his “intrinsic truth”, as opposed to Dr. La Porta who only knew him through what was said in the interview held in late 1973 and from contact in the group psychotherapy course. At the same time, however, he uses the same argument as Dr. Cabernite that he only told him about his “internal experiences”. The outside world did not enter into the analysis! We decline to comment on this argument since we are talking to psychoanalysts who know full well how an internal reality is constructed. As our daily clinical experience teaches us, no client, unless in a psychotic crisis, goes through a whole session talking so directly about his fantasies. And analysts are not immune to fantasies and feelings about their clients. It is not by chance, for instance, that we discuss and talk about narcissism and countertransference so much.

		It is worth transcribing here his encounter with former congressman Rubens Paiva so as to provide some idea of who this man is, of what kind of outside reality he says he never referred to in his analysis and what interests he is defending:





Last Friday, nine days after the military prosecutor, Francisco Leite Chaves, decided to reopen the Rubens Paiva case and fifteen days after the murder of the former São Paulo congressman, the first witness appeared who was able to prove that he died after being brutally tortured at the Army Police headquarters, ... /... the former second lieutenant and Army doctor Amilcar Lobo, who was serving ... described what he saw to reporter Marta Baptista of the magazine VEJA. His deposition is the first in 22 years in which an officer of the 1970s machinery of repression narrates his experience and takes responsibility for the narrative./ “THAT GUY DIED” - declared Amilcar Lobo./ “I cannot specify the day, but it was early 1971. I was on duty 4 hours a day at the Army Police headquarters. I was called at 2 in the morning to go to the headquarters, where I was to attend to a prisoner. Calls of this kind were not systematic, but they were common. When I reached the headquarters, I went to the last cell on the right on the 2nd floor, the area that was known as the prison. In the cell, where there were usually five or six people, there was one single prisoner lying on a bed./He was one big ecchymosis. He was black and blue from head to foot. He had been tortured, but when I went to examine him, I found that his abdomen was taut - an acute abdomem, as we say in medical terms. I suspected a ruptured liver or spleen, since they cause major internal hemorraging./I had never seen a case like that. That man had taken a beating like I never saw before. I was in the cell with him for 15 minutes or so. He was lying down the whole time. He was conscious. He was not moaning. He said only two words:/Rubens Paiva./I had never heard the name, I did not know who he was. I did not forget because his condition made an impression on me and also because I never knew the names of the prisoners I attended to. I never took the initiative of asking who they were./There was also an officer in the cell with me. I do not know if he was from the PE or the Department of Internal Order/Operations Center for Internal Defense (DOI-CODI). I advised that the prisoner be removed as quickly as possible to a hospital. Right after that, I left. As a doctor, I did not have permission to remain there in the prison./The next day - or rather, the same day - when I arrived at the headquarters, an officer told me:/-Look, that guy died./I even asked:/-Did you get to take him to hospital?/-No, he died right here - was the reply. ...   (VEJA, September 3, 1986: A memória do porão. ... [“Memory of the dungeon”]; our boldface) 





In the morning, as soon as I arrived at the headquarters, I went to the PIC and, by the door with two other lieutenants, was lieutenant Avólio. I looked at him inquiringly and he said:/- Lobo, that guy that you examined last night died./I then asked, with my heart racing:/- Did he die here or in hospital?/- he died right here. They thought they could interrogate him a bit more and so he died, dead as a doornail./To me, lieutenant Avólio did not seem satisfied with this tragic outcome and spoke seriously, without his usual laughing or joking. Something was certainly worrying him./At the end of the first duty, captain Anselmo came to me in the infirmary and right away told me:/- That guy you atttended to yesterday kicked the bucket. You already know, don’t you? Lieutenant Avólio must have told you./ - Yes, he told me - I replied - And now what?/ - Now we’re going to have to wangle things - he went on./- How, Anselmo? I asked./ - They want to dismember him and bury the pieces on the Rio-Santos road. They’re going to use a DOI (Department of Internal Order) vehicle and arrange a coverup with the Civil Police. Just as well it’s a DOI vehicle and not one of the PE’s. I’m out of it. What do you think?/- Monstruous, Anselmo, monstruous. Who was Rubens Paiva? - I asked./ - Keep out of it, man. He was a hot number and had to tell all he knew right away. He was a congressman. This is a very dirty war and it’s just as well I don’t get involved that much. (pp. 28/29) 



 

Because I only went through serious situations at the PE - my attending to that former congressman who died and the prisoner who was shot. That congressman - when he died, I wasn’t even in analysis. Dr. Antonio Dutra Júnior was on a trip to England. And I only began my analysis with Dr. Leão in March. This was in January. Then, I wasn’t even in analysis. I wasn’t even in analytical, psychoanalytical, analytical training. (deposition, 1995; our boldface)





		In 1986, though, in the article transcribed above, he makes it clear that he had not spoken before because “friends” had advised him to wait for a more opportune moment. On learning on Globo TV that the  case was to be reopened, he considered that the time had come. Although by that time he admitted, even to the CRM: “I participated in a torture squad, but I never tortured”- the same argument used by Dr. Cabernite: participating in a  “squad of torturers” is different from “torturing”! It should be noted that this is the article that started off the case against him in the CRM/RJ. When asked, in February 1995, whether he would involve anyone in a situation calling for deep commitment - as is the analytical situation - without warning the person what they were getting into, he “lost the thread”, choked on his words, had to resort to his memory, which failed. See how Dr. Cabernite described him at the Special General Assembly on November 25, 1986:





It has been said by me several times - and confirmed by Dutra, La Porta and Ronaldo Fabião - that Amilcar Lobo always presented himself as a protector of the political prisoners, to whom he gave medical care. All those who knew him at the Society had this same impression of him. Thus, the subsequent discovery that the report in the newspaper “Voz Operária” was justified does nothing to sully the name of Rio I. (our boldface)





		Note that Dr. Cabernite, admits explicitly that the report was correct. And that was on November 25, 1986! We also found another declaration by him, at the 1986 Special General Assemblies, that Mr. Lobo was “involved, logically” with the torture setup. However, previously, at the Special General Assembly on October 7, 1986, he had already stated that: “he shows anguish over the suffering of tortured prisoners whom he is obliged to treat ...” Note the verb tense used by Dr. Cabernite: present indicative. It is evident that Dr. Cabernite knew that Mr. Amilcar Lobo attended to tortured political prisoners - and not only to soldiers and their families as he tries to make us believe in other passages. In his second deposition to this Commission (October 16, 1995), Dr. Cabernite would say that Mr. Lobo was an “exhibitionist”, which is claimed to have prejudiced him throughout this whole episode. As if to say: if he had kept his mouth shut, none of this would have happened. This opinion was supported at the meeting of the Teaching Committee on January 8, 1980, mentioned above. Even so, we propose to consider other declarations by Dr. Cabernite, as well as the situation that other members of the Society were going through.

		During all these years that he underwent treatment - whether with Dr. Dutra, to whom he related at least his first day at the PE (where, surprisingly for one ‘not committed ideologically’, he witnessed a scene of torture right away); or with Dr. Cabernite “to whom he told everything”; or with his study group at the Saint Romain clinic, in which several class collegues from Rio I participated and where ‘everyone knew’ (he “came to the seminars in uniform”) - no-one at Rio I ever ‘wondered’, doubts are still entertained as to the extent of Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s involvement in the torture setup. The CRM and CFM proceedings state that “friends alerted him to the political situation in Brazil, which was extremely difficult and painful but was said to be bringing benefits to the nation”. At the same time, nobody - none of his friends - told him about the “rumors” that were circulating among his consulting room clients or about the Cuestionamos article ... It is claimed that Amilcar Lobo only discovered its existence - and the “rumors” that were rife in psychoanalytical circles in Rio de Janeiro - through one of his clients in a group which he supervised with Dr. La Porta.

		Returning to the question of his exclusion from the Training Institute, though, (officially in October 1980), we find that on February 6, 1981, he was recognized by Inês Etienne Romeu (whom he operated on to remove necrosed tissue from her thigh and who was later destined to be summarily “eliminated” - CRM) in his consulting rooms, in the presence of two other people. This fact was widely circulated in the press.





You attended to me in Petrópolis, don’t you remember? A whirlwind of thoughts came to me at that moment. In 1971, I really did attend to a young woman in the so-called “House of Death”, a ‘cell’ of the Army Information Center ...





		His account published in 1989 practically begins like that. At no time does he deny that the house in Petrópolis was destined for prisoners condemned to death and that he had been there at least a number of times. However, a little more than a month afterwards, on March 18, 1981, he wrote another note to Dr. Cabernite. This note - also presented by Dr. Cabernite at the 1986 Special General Assemblies - confirms the impression given by earlier ones and by those that followed of having been written to order.  Moreover, what previously could be made known to the Society alone is now placed at Dr. Cabernite’s broad discretion (‘use it as you wish’):





Dr. Leão,



	I went to your consulting rooms several times yesterday, but our timetables did not coincide. I then decided to write, since the matter is of some urgency. Last Monday I learnt that a new document written by Hélio Pellegrino was circulating. I approached Ronaldo Fabião, who gave me a photocopy of this text. I was dumbfounded and amazed at two of the topics mentioned in it. The first, the attempt to alter the truth about the events that really occurred as regards my exclusion from the Training Institute, which in fact occurred in October 1980, which moreover took me by surprise and, at first, left me in revolt over the way it was done; that is, a simple notification after the fact. I mentioned this to several colleagues - Nilo, Ronaldo Fabião, Paulo Tavares, etc. Now, here is Hélio Pellegrino declaring that this exclusion was by common accord with the higher echelons of Rio I. Another fact that left me perplexed was La Porta’s statement, that he repeats, that all the investigations ran up against your sustaining that I was innocent. That is the most barefaced lie. On that occasion, when the news carried by “Questionamos” broke, I was doing training in Group Psychotherapy with La Porta and he was the first person to take the initiative of investigating the truth of the matter. At the time, he even told me he had a brother-in-law, if I am not mistaken, who was a general in the army and that, through him he would get to know (sic) the whole truth. At the time, I was undergoing training analysis with you and thus remained in analysis until the last minute. I remember also that, at the time, these complaints were debated openly with all my colleagues (more than ten) who participated in the Psychotherapy course. Moreover, I never hid my activities as a doctor at the PE from anyone; all my class colleagues knew of this fact, principally Jorge Ernesto, Gitta, Luis Antônio, because we had formed a study group and we talked about this situation several times. On one occasion, Castelar asked me to use my influence at the Canecão showhouse to arrange a table, since he wanted to take Arminda Aberasturi to an Eliseth Cardoso show. And that was done. So, I never hid this fact from anyone. So, Leão, horrorized as I am at so many lying declarations, I am writing to place myself entirely at Rio I’s disposal, even for possible confrontations with any witnesses, and I authorize you fully to make any use of this letter. That is all. Rio de Janeiro, March 18, 1981.

P. S. I also met La Porta today, going out to lunch and I asked him why these declarations were being made. The dialogue that ensued was the following./La Porta: So then, hey? How are you doing?/Me: It was terrible, La Porta. I just did not understand why you claimed that the investigations were barred by Leão./La Porta: Who said that? Are you sure it was me?/Me: The newspapers said it was.

At this point, La Porta was already moving away in a hurry, saying - But it’s true, it’s true./That is all. [our boldface]

		



		On March 24, 1981, we have another note from Amilcar Lobo to Dr. Cabernite and, curiosly, once again, the terms are formal; for the first time, he makes it clear that he is responding to a request by Dr. Cabernite:





	Dr. Leão Cabernite, 



	In response to your request, I hereby give authorization for the various stages of my training with Rio I to be revealed, including all the steps taken, jointly with Dr. Ernesto La Porta, in making clear my activities as a doctor [illegible] of the armed forces.

	I request that all facts or episodes so revealed remain within Rio I.

	I would once again call it to mind that my activities as a military doctor were always known to my colleagues, especially those in the training class.

	That is all.[our boldface]





		When asked in February 1995 whether he had received the invitation that the 1986 Permanent Special General Assembly extended to him to make a deposition to the whole Society (an invitation to which he made no reply), Mr. Amilcar Lobo said:



 

(Pellegrino) telephoned there (his mother’s house where he always had lunch) and told me that. I really must have given an evasive answer ... no ... I did not assure him that I would come ... because I knew, through a woman reporter with the newspaper Jornal do Brasil, that the meeting would be attended by... those...  those former prisoners who had been making a whole series of accusations against me. What would I be coming to do here? ... Hear all this over again? (...) Only if I really put on a khaki uniform ... and came here ... armed with a FAL rifle ... bang ... bang ... bang ... bang ... (He accompanied his words with gestures of someone firing a machinegun) ... but I ... rat-tat-tat-tat-tat... (our boldface)





		We feel we have no comment to make on these declarations. The following passage, which we extracted from his book, may help us to form a better idea of who Mr. Amilcar Lobo is and of the institutional fracas created by his relationship with Dr. Cabernite which, as we shall see, was (and still is, from what we witnessed) far more than one would expect of the trasferential remains of an analytical relationship interrupted so long ago. There is mutual trust and intense liking between them: 





In a short time, one by one, my clients abandoned treatment. ... One day, Dr. Leão called me and said that he had unquestionable proof that the author of the complaint to the Argentinian magazine was Dr. Helena Bessserman Vianna  ... after publication of the complaint, I had a long interview with Dr. Ernesto La Porta. ..... On that occasion, I told him most of the situations I witnessed during the time I did military service. I was asked countless questions that I answered without a moment’s hesitation. After nearly three hours of contact so mixed up with bitter memories, I felt torn apart and thoroughly depressed ... (pp. 78/79; our boldface) 





		Note, once again, the affirmation that it was Dr. Cabernite who called him to inform him as to the identity of the complainant. Note also the claim that it was only after receiving this information that he had the interview with Dr. La Porta. (A different version from that contained in a letter from Dr. Paulo César Queiroz Hermida to Dr. Cabernite on April 28, 1981.) Note also the incongruency between his reactions - he did not hesitate - as he did in his deposition to the Commission - although he felt “torn apart”. And what memories are these that were so “bitter”? As probable examples, we cite only two passages from his book. On his first day at the P and (March 1970):





After the regulation salute, I introduced myself and was promptly greeted by the colonel with a violent discourse against communism and the leftwing paramilitary organizations and then told to take off my jacket and go to the prison, the PIC, to examine a prisoner who needed urgent care. This I did. ... I opened the door and came upon a naked man, lying on a completely wet floor, with ropes wrapped around his fingers and toes and another man in civilian clothes, sitting on a chair. The latter looked at me scornfully and said:/Did they send you to examine this prisoner? For my  money, he’s fine, but let’s see about that. Sit up, old man./The man sat up painfully and with great effort. The officer who was seated stood up and put on a heavy glove that was on the back of the chair and, with a smile on his lips, punched the man hard in the back. The naked man arched forwards, coughed dryly, but managed to stay seated on the wet floor. The officer laughed and said to me:/You see, doctor, didn’t I tell you? The old man’s in one piece, isn’t he? You can go. Everything’s all right./.... I left there hopeless and with a heavy heart. I had a session of analysis in the afternoon and that did not cheer me up at all. I waited for the moment, albeit anxiously. However, at 5:50 pm, I left Dr. Dutra’s consulting rooms dashed. The only thing about me that was interpreted to me were the sadomasochistic aspects of my relationships with my parents. (pp. 21/22)





		The CRM and CFM proceedings - after the account of this episode - contain the following observations by the rapporteur:





I was, however, alerted by friends as to the political situation in Brazil at that moment, which they said was extremely difficult and painful, but was yielding benefits to the nation.  He adds that, during the 4 years of work with the military, he several times tried to get a discharge, but with no result. He states that in the course of those 4 painful years, he attended to countless prisoners, who had been tortured by the most despicable methods such as the “parrot perch”, electric shocks with direct current, even on the genitals, drowning, hanging and firing squad, ‘telephones’ (blows on the outer ear), punching, kicking and still more ... (our boldface)





		In his deposition to this Commission, when questioned by Dr. Hermano Cabernite, Dr. Cabernite’s attorney, he said he had the session of analysis “on the day following” that of the first scene of torture that he witnessed, as narrated above. Whether it was on the same day or the following day - and although the session was regrettable - the fact remains that, if his affirmation that they dealt with only “the sadomasochistic aspects of my relationships with my parents” is true, it has to be said that the surprising thing is that someone who claims to be completely uncommitted politically and ideologically, witnessed a scene like this on his first day of work and went on as if it were “natural” (by which we mean to say: as if it were an unchangeable situation, not susceptible to transformation) - as true as it may be that, on that occasion, the torture setup was still only “incipient”, as he explains to us in his deposition (which is also confirmed in detail by Dr. Cláudio Campos). This to the point that he was urged by Dr. Cabernite to get out of the PE; there were people to whom he could resort, not only to get him a discharge from the Army; and, moreover, he was assured of a job abroad by a President of the IPA - who, according to Dr. Cabernite, was Dr. Edward Joseph - and he did not use any of these resources!

		On page 22 of his book, after narrating the disappointment he experienced with the session of analysis in which he told Dr. Dutra about the first scene of torture he witnessed at the PE:





I then had the idea of deserting and escaping to another country - an idea that I soon gave up, since this would totally upset all the arrangements of my family and professional life for an unforeseeable period. I was married, I had four children, I was undergoing psychoanalytical training and these values corresponded with a decision taken at a crucial moment in my life. There was no way I could go counter to this decision on any pretext whatever. (our underlining and boldface)





		In the CFM proceedings, although asked why he had not resorted to exile - among other things, because this is claimed to be the solution “he himself thought up” - we find: 





Asked whether he had no way out of this entirely unethical function, he replied that he had a sadistic colonel as commander and that the only way to free himself from that situation wold have been to go into exile. He stated that he did not attend like this on a daily basis; it was once or twice a week. (...) he stated that he really did form part of the setup, but that he did not create the conditions for a prisoner to be or not to be tortured. (BUT ...) on two occasions he did attend to casualties in the interrogation rooms. (...) Asked which other doctors were serving at the PE headquarters or in the house in Petorpolis, to his knowledge, he replied that there was Dr. Ricardo Agnese Fayad and Dr. Gonçalves ... According to the information he received, even from Colonel Rubens Sampaio, they would be eliminated and even the political prisoner Inês Etienne Romeu, who was to be operated on to remove necrosed tissue from both thighs, he was told that she would be eliminated. At the time, the deponent argued that, if she was to be killed, there was no need for her to undergo surgery where the conditions necessary for that purpose were lacking, but that he received orders to proceed with the operation and obeyed. Regarding the house in Petropolis, he also declared that on one occasion he was called there to attend to a political prisoner suffering from schizophrenia. After prescribing the appropriate medication, he was told by Major Rubens Sampaio that this prisoner would have to go to Goiás a few days after first being attended to, so as to carry out an identification. The deponent declared to the major that that was impossible since - with the treatment that was given - it would not be possible for the prisoner to be in condition to to make such a trip so soon and that his mental state would not fit him to carry out an identification of the so-called meeting place. After hearing his considered opinions, the major drew his weapon and shot the prisoner in the head at nearly point blank range, killing him outright.





		In his book there is an even more poignant description of this occurrence: 





He claimed that he made the sun and moon rise, that the rains were unleashed by him, as well as the wind, the heat and cold, but that he had to liquidate a tiger that was lying in wait for him in the garden of the house ... he looked at us abstractedly with a lost look in his eyes and a superior smile on his lips./ - It’s a pity, Lobo. I hoped for the contrary and so did the chief. I regret this very much./As he talked, he place his right hand inside his jacket, at chest level, and brought it out holding a pistol. Right away, he fired a shot, just one, and the projectile - I believe - hit “Papaleo” in the head and he fell immediately. (p. 37)





		In addition to this murder, to which he contributed with his “considered opinions”, he said (as in his book and to the CRM and CFM) that he witnessed four other cold-blooded murders - but we shall spare you from continuining to hear such barbarities described with such naturalness. More information can be found in his book, in the Report by the Brazilian Bar Association (OAB) dated June 1, 1981 and in the deposition by Dr. Cláudio Campos, in the case papers. Unfortunately, minutes were not taken properly at the Special General Assembly attended by the former political prisoners and where they made their depositions.

		As for the alleged non-existence of the “truth drug” that he is said to have applied to some of the political prisoners, the following pharmacological substances figure among the procedures listed by Amnesty International and adopted by Medical Codes of Ethics as torture: “a mixture of taquiflexil and sodium pentothal. The first produces a terribly painful muscular paralysis and, during this suffering, small doses of sodium pentothal are applied, which produce relaxation and a semi-conscious state of euphoria, which is used to advantage by the inquisitors to achieve their purposes. ... the most common, the well-know truth drug, a mixtuer of scopolamine and morphine, to obtain a kind of semi-consciousness and dreamlike automatism, in which people would pass on the desired information”.

		In any case, as the rapporteur of the CFM proceedings quite rightly said: “... The Amnesty Law ... relates to crimes and not to infractions of codes of ethics and so cannot be alleged in these disciplinary proceedings. Moreover, the text of the present constitution considers that the practice of torture precludes pardon or amnesty.  (...) It is thus impossible to talk of prescription. Moreover, crimes against humanity - and torture is among them - do not prescribe.” (our boldface)

		According to him however, both CRM and CFM took a political decision, since they did not cite “one tiny” legal reason to disbar him. 





Because, in fact, there are three laws that, even if I had been the world’s worst torturer, would have facilitated my return to Medicine. Firstly: the Council could not judge a military doctor. (Except that he was never registered as such with the CRM).� (...) The second is a law that exists in Brazil - the Amnesty Law - which is broad, general and unlimited. It is for everyone. (Obs.: In this deposition, he did not tell us what the third law was, but we know from his defense to the CRM and CFM that he is referring to the time limit for punishment to prescribe).





		The CFM confirmed the sentence of his disbarment as a doctor, as requested by the CRM, in 1989. In the conclusion to the proceedings, it reads: 





In our opinion, the depositions of the witnesses’ and the accused himself are clear enough for us to strengthen our conviction that the appellant committed very grave breaches of medical ethics by participating systematically and continuously in the evil events that have marked so tragically a part of our recent past. (...) What did he do concretely to change this situation or not to continue in so vile a context? What kind of Medicine was being practised by Dr. Lobo?  What were the moral principles he followed in his work? ... It is clear from the accused’s declarations that there occurred, at least, connivance and compliant omission. Meanwhile, the witnesses’ accounts contain even more incriminating elements, according to which the accused not only medicated the prisoners who had been tortured, but accompanied the whole process, prepared the prisoners so that they could be interrogated, examined them during torture and assessed whether they were in a condition to continue undergoing violence without immediate risk of death. In addition to the violence, a climate of ridicule and humiliation reigned (...) What had happened to respect for dignity, shame, and the physical and mental integrity of those people who, for one reason or another, were considered adversaries to those in power?





		One of the points that led to this decision was the facts that “Dr. Lobo also admitted clearly that he identified ideologically and politically with the military regime, since he considered the activity of ‘subversives and terrorists’ as something to be combated firmly”. We shall see, from the credit given to the apocryphal document annexed to this report�, that he found people in Rio I who in the same way also identified “ideologically and politically with the military regime”. These were people - certainly, since the document is officially filed - who also defended the practice of torture (“in the 1960s and 70s, there was a real dirty war, an intestine war designed on the one hand - that of the terrorists - to overthrow the regime and set up a pro-Soviet regime in Brazil. Any thinking to the contary shows a lack of intelligence./Now, with this attitude of the terrorists, the government organized itself to fulfill the noble mission of defending the homeland threatened with communization by the armed action of terrorist organizations. If some committed excesses, as one reads in the press, that forms part of the war, since those who enter an armed struggle know what can happen to them ...”), the author of which, “a long-standing member” of Rio I, inquires: “how can the medical profession give credit to declarations of this kind, from criminals quite prepared even to lie?”. He ends by stating “Dr. Lobo did not take part in any act of torture; quite the contrary, he treated his patients with great dignity and competence, doing his time of military service and submitting to Army regulations. (...) Nonetheless, at the moment, he finds himself being ‘policed’ by this team of ‘left wing dictators’, so-called ‘intellectuals’, including Hélio Pellegrino.” If anyone was acting disloyally and ‘wrongly’ it was thus Dr. Pellegrino and, consequently, all those who disagreed and disagree with this “long-standing member” who, nonetheless, did not have the courage to sign what he wrote.

		Also from the CFM rapporteur: “Today, when the country is recharting its course, society has the right to know what happened in those times of obscurantism and misery, however dark the truth that is discovered. Not for revenge, not from a desire for vengeance, but from the awareness that one cannot attempt to blot out such terrible events and simply act as if they had never happened. It is fundamentally important that the silence be broken about these questions and that we try of find out about and understand this black page in our history, so that our memory may record indelibly what roads are to be followed and what errors are to be avoided” (Dr. Ivan de Araújo Moura Fé; our underlining).

		It is in this same spirit that we shall describe to the Society as a whole the developments that took place here in Rio I.



�TEACHING COMMITTEE/DR. DUTRA AND Mr. AMILCAR LOBO: 







		Minutes of the Teaching Committee meeting of December 29, 1968, chaired by Dr. Fábio and attended by Drs. Dahlheim, Marafelli, La Porta, Dutra, Manhães, Kathrin and Inês. Dr. Manhães was Secretary. What follows is a literal transcription:





p. 93, item IV: Candidates: Marafelli considers him a reasonable (sic) candidate and finds him interested. Mrs. Kemper mentions there was an occurrence of manic-depressive psychosis when he was 13. Finds him interested and middling as a candidate. Dr. Fábio Leite Lobo that he is doing relatively well despite his life being a tumult; not brilliant but acceptable. Dr. Maria, despite not having interviewed him, remembers he is a friend of a pre-candidate - Pedro Chaves - with whom he maintained a close friendship and who attempted suicide recently, for reasons not unconnected with Amilcar. Conclusion: I accept him for the moment, depending on subsequent approval by the training analyst who analyzes him.





		In his deposition to this Commission, Dr. Dutra said that:





I do not remember that meeting. ... If I remember rightly, perhaps I did not participate in that meeting. Ad hoc training analysts could participate when they were invited, but I don’t think so, not that one! I did not participate. I don’t remember. I don’t remember. And as for the issue of assessing whether or not he was in a condition - as it is there, it’s absolutely - I don’t remember. What I do remember is the question of the routine of terminating the analysis.





		Leaving aside Dr. Dutra’s forgetting his participation in a meeting that finally became so important in the history of our Society, as well as his forgetting his participation in a meeting that decided to reinstate Mr. Lobo, we have one question to ask as to developments regarding the assessment that Mr. Lobo underwent over the years. How is it possible that someone assessed like that - from middling to reasonable - so quickly became a “very good student” (supposedly intelligent, sensitive, free of character problems ... ), assessed in this way not just by himself, as stated in his deposition and book, but even by Dr. La Porta (“brilliant student”) who nominated him to be the first student on the Psychotherapy course at the Carlos Chagas Graduate Medical School to be authorized to form a psychotherapy group?

		We have seen that Dr. Dutra states that all 8 members of the Teaching Committee who voted for Mr. Lobo’s return in 1975 believed in his innocence. However, the result of the vote, according to Dr. Dutra himself was “4 to 3 or 3 to 2”. These were practically the same training analysts mentioned above as participating in the meeting of the Teaching Committee that selected him - except for Mrs. Kathrin Kemper, who no longer participated in Rio I, and Dr. Cabernite, who had been a member since 1970. Also from Dr. Dutra, in ‘95:





The Secretary of the Training Institute was Inês Besouchet, but she did a... the minutes very brief (...) I don’t even know if she focussed in on this ... well, new elections came along.  A new Director of the Training Institute was elected; Dr. Dahlheim was elected. After six months, I brought up the question of Amilcar (unintelligible) several times in the Teaching Committee, he was director of the Teaching Committee and he continued; after that came another director, that was Dr. Zusman; and still no Commission took any steps and he did not resume training analysis. Now, by the resolution of the Teaching Committee he was automatically excluded! If he had not resumed training analysis in six months. That is the information I can give.





		Note that Dr. Dutra remembers certain kinds of occurrence very well (especially bureaucratic events), while others he forgets completely. But the same Dr. Dutra would say, at one of the Special General Assemblies in 1986, that he was “pressured” to receive Mr. Lobo in the Training Institute. When pressed by Dr. Jeremias Ferraz Lima to clarify what kind of pressure and by whom, he evaded the issue, alleging that the people are no longer in Rio I. By deduction, we may suppose that he was referring  to Dr. Fábio Leite Lobo who, at one time, really did want to increase the number of candidates to the Training Institute.  



 

He was accepted as a candidate on ... I don’t remember the date, he was in the fourth or fifth year of Medicine. That’s right: our Society accepted Medical students when they passed from the third to the fourth year, and many collegues were accepted. So then, he began analysis and the Society was - rather, the Training Institute was - in a difficult situation. There were a lot of candidates and only a few analysts. And on the occasion Dr. Fábio indicated some names which he called ad hoc training analysts and today we call training duty. (sic) He was very insistent with me. I said: ‘Look, Fábio, in 1970, I am going to London where I am going to stay for at least three or four years over there.’ He said: ‘No, no. You accept: I am going to send you three.’ And, in fact, he sent three. ‘In any case, when you travel, you sign the form. When do you go?’ ‘In 1970.’ That was in 1968, ‘Well, until then, that leaves enough time.’ At the time, one year was required, right? In order to start a seminar, after the training analysis. So he was in the fifth year of Medicine when he started analysis with me in 1968, the end of ‘68. I don’t remember the date. Then he went on to the sixth year and continued in analysis and graduated in ‘69. He graduated in December. And at that time, several of those who were graduating were called up into the armed forces, including him. (Obs.: In the personal experience of members of this Commission, this was not the usual practice. Everyone had to present themselves, but only those who wanted to served). He then did a period of three years ... No, not three years, three months ... training, right? So as then to be assigned to the military units. So that was it, that was what happened to him.





		In his deposition to this Commission, Dr. Dutra states that: “on that occasion (1975), Amilcar was innocent”. What was the interest in keeping someone like that in the Training Institute, receiving very special treatment (he went as far as to have two files in the secretariat of the Training Institute, one with privileged access by only a few, and the other, open to the Training Institute as a whole) and for such a long time? According to a document in the case papers, access to the first of these files was “restricted” by Dr. Dutra, as director of the Training Institute. Dr. Zusman, who was director of the Training Institute while Dr. Lobo was here under completely irregular circumstances, told us that he never had access to it. Few were - or are - familiar with it. Nonetheless, Dr. Cabernite insists in denying these special circumstances in his depositions.

		We have already considered the other points. A reminder: analysis began (November 22, 1968); first session after he started work at the PE (March, 1970); the interruption (“late May, early June”, 1970); the authorization to start the first official supervision (June 2, 1970); letter from Dr. Fábio (August 31, 1970) giving him until September 15 to find a new training analyst and assuring him he could resume analysis with Dr. Dutra on the latter’s return from London; reinstated at the Training Institute/Rio I in August, 1975, when Dr. Dutra was the Director of the Training Institute; authorization given by Dr. Manhães for him to start the second supervision on November 7, 1973. And, according to Dr. Cabernite himself, it was he who had prevented him from starting; although Mr. Lobo states in his book: “interruption of analysis and supervision”.

		Asked to reply about the handwriting analysis report, Dr. Dutra (forgetting that it was he who, as Secretary of Rio I, signed for the findings to be referred to Rio II), alleges:





I don’t remember, I cannot say anything, it’s a question of ... I don’t remember, I completely do not remember ... the discussion ... I don’t remember. (And about referring the findings to Rio II) No, no, no, no, no. I don’t remember if I did that or not. Not that! Frankly, I cannot say either yes or no. I don’t remember ... I know that what was needed was that it was necessary (sic) to know the origin so that the Teaching Committee could then take steps regarding the student, you understand? Now, as there were a series of circumstances that I don’t remember well, the Teaching Committee saw fit to expel him ... from the, from the Society. No, not from the Soceity! From the Training Institute. He was suspended for more or less a year, a year and a bit. That is the information that I can give. (When asked about the carrying out of the handwriting analysis itself, he told us) No ... I don’t ... I have the impression ... I don’t know ... I can’t say. In that respect, I am completely ... I don’t know ... anything I say would be false, I no longer remember. ... No. Take cognizance of the findings?! I don’t remember, I don’t know. The only thing I remember is that, on the occasion of that meeting, it was decided that a letter be sent, an official letter, to the Brazilian Society, to clarify these matters. That is all that I remember. I don’t remember anything else. That afterwards, a series of circumstances, new elections, etc., came about ... I don't remember. (our boldface)





		When asked about communications by Mr. Lobo in analysis - although it was duly made clear to him by our legal advisor that, in a confidential deposition for internal proceedings, nothing obliged him to speak, while also, in ethical terms, nothing obliged him to not to speak - Dr. Dutra replied:





That is your conception! But in psychoanalysis the concept is this! The psychoanalyst! ... has to... ethics, has to keep secret what happened in the session!! (...) Now, what I remember ... that question so...! There is one other thing to be said. I have nothing to declare regarding Amilcar’s analysis. The only thing I say, that I can say, without a breach of ethics, is that he was in analysis with me until late May, early June 1970. (...) That is the first thing and, if there were anything else more detailed, of course I would not tell! That I would not violate the principle of the pledge to ethics. What he said or did not say, that is not my business, understand? That is his problem, the candidate’s, the analysand’s.





 		Our question related to the following passage in Mr. Lobo’s deposition:





After the regulation salute, I introduced myself and was promptly greeted by the colonel with a violent discourse against communism and the leftwing paramilitary organizations and then told to take off my jacket and go to the prison, the PIC, to examine a prisoner who needed urgent care. This I did. ... I opened the door and came upon a naked man, lying on a completely wet floor, with ropes wrapped around his fingers and toes and another man in civilian clothes, sitting on a chair. The latter looked at me scornfully and said:/Did they send you to examine this prisoner? For my  money, he’s fine, but let’s see about that. Sit up, old man./The man sat up painfully and with great effort. The officer who was seated stood up and put on a heavy glove that was on the back of the chair and, with a smile on his lips, punched the man hard in the back. The naked man arched forwards, coughed dryly, but managed to stay seated on the wet floor. The officer laughed and said to me:/You see, doctor, didn’t I tell you? The old man’s in one piece, isn’t he? You can go. Everything’s all right./.... I left there hopeless and with a heavy heart. I had a session of analysis in the afternoon and that did not cheer me up at all. I waited for the moment, albeit anxiously. However, at 5:50 p.m., I left Dr. Dutra’s consulting rooms dashed. The only thing about me that was interpreted to me were the sadomasochistic aspects of my relationships with my parents. (pp. 21/22)





		Inevitably, we are reminded of the text by the “long-standing member” of Rio I: “Although psychoanalysis is almost totally devoid of true concepts, it had shown a surprising facility to explain things. This turns it into more of a mythology than a science. But it is also this it (sic) such power of attraction, since there is nothing it cannot explain clearly and at a given, convincing intellectual level”. Dr. Cabernite himself admits, in his second deposition to this Commission, that at that time it was usual for training analysts to discuss all their candidates at the Training Institute among themselves and, in particular, those who were undergoing analysis with each one of them. They saw nothing wrong with this. It did not constitute a deviation from psychoanalytical ethics in anyone’s eyes. There did not exist the conception of keeping ‘secret’ what happened in the sessions - at least among them, in the way Dr. Dutra is now claiming.

		When we informed Dr. Dutra that it had been Dr. Manhães who submitted the proposal for reinstatement from Mr. Amilcar Lobo at the Teaching Committee, he said the following:





...I  know that the Teaching Committee was to study and now you said it was Dr. Manhães, Dr. Maria Manhães who proposed that he be reconsidered, readmitted, since he was absolutely innocent. I remember it well because I did not know if ... who was it ... Dr. Manhães, that I was in doubt whether it was Dr. Manhães or Inês Besouchet ... Amilcar was innocent. There was a natural discussion and there was, by a majority of votes, because some thought he should wait a little longer, give a little more time for the selection because we were in a difficult period in Brazil, everyone knows, right? A very difficult time! People were disappearing, everyone knows! People disappeared, etc., so let’s be a little more ... right? But on that occasion, when he was innocent, was when he was readmitted. And so then I sent the letter, you say there for him to resume, but he had a time limit; if he did not resume, that time limit I remember was six months. (...) As regards all of us, at least on that occasion, we were in no doubt regarding Amilcar, as to his innocence. Now, talking about it, it all comes back. Dr. Manhães set out a very strong argument about his innocence and at the time argued: “Let’s wait a while.” I don’t know who suggested, I don’t know if it was Fábio, I don’t know if it was Marafelli, I think it was Marafelli. Marafelli always had: “Let’s wait a while. Let’s let it run on a bit longer. It’s better and more didactic.” That was the point! So that, when he was readmitted, it was by a majority, but that’s not because there was any doubt as to blaming him. But that he really was innocent.  (our boldface)





 		It is thus clearly suggested that Mr. Lobo’s “innocence” was constructed out of the difficulties that Brazil - and Rio I, let us add - was going through. In other words, it is unquestionably a rationalization forged to explain the Teaching Committee’s decision to readmit someone whom it knew to be totally unacceptable - and, moreover, in order to substantiate the letter in his defense sent to Dr. Zimmermann on November 12, 1973. When read together - the account of the first session of torture witnessed by Mr. Lobo on his first day at work at the PE (and, as documented, duly communicated to Dr. Dutra) and the text of this letter to Dr. Zimmermann - it is impossible not to be convinced that “construction” did occur.

		From the official documentation, it appears that Dr. Dutra attended to Amilcar Lobo for two years, a period which includes the three or four months after he started his activities at the PE. These he began in March 1970; he interrupted analysis in late May, early June of the same year. Dr. Dutra confirmed this to the CRM/RJ. From his declaration, in addition to another in which Dr. Dutra affirms he was informed by Mr. Amilcar Lobo merely that the latter had undergone a period of training in the Army. This period began on January 4, 1970 and he himself describes it thus on page 21 of his book-deposition: “40 days at Copacabana Fort (...) Once this preamble was over, the 36 aspiring officers (...) were assigned to Military Units so as to complete their service time, in order of classification in the training course. I was placed 6th.” Thus, still in February 1970 or at most in early March, as stated in his book, he had already started his activities at the PE on Barão de Mesquita street. But, as Dr. Dutra did not know what function he performed there, “thinking that he was doing his military apprenticeship there”, and Mr. Lobo’s book not yet having been published, the CRM/RJ considered that Dr. Dutra could not be held responsible.







�Dr. Leão Cabernite and Amilcar Lobo:







		In an effort not to repeat ourselves, we refer the reader especially to the final pages of the item “Who is Mr. Amilcar Lobo?” We saw earlier how Mr. Lobo saw Dr. Cabernite: “I never felt that Leão Cabernite’s thinking was ideologically political, although I agree completely with the accusation leveled by his opponents regarding his desire to maintain ample, unrestricted control over the Board of Rio I and over psychoanalysis itself in Brazil.” (our boldface) Let us now see how Dr. Cabernite describes such a thorny analysand and their relationship. At the Special General Assembly of October 7, 1986 we find the following statements by Dr. Cabernite:





To me, he seemed to be a good-natured person who did not know how to free himself from an infernal web in which he had become entangled or had let himself be entangled. ... It seemed to him (sic) that ... he had always given help to people in great suffering. ... Meanwhile, withdrawing him from training would confirm what was expected (sic) of him and also could bring down political reprisals on the Society ... opted for the less risky solution which would be to interrupt his analysis, which led him to withdraw from the Training Institute and return no more information (sic). he continues to say he continued exclusively as analyst despite the concomitant fact that he was president of Rio I, which disturbed the relationship. ... It was our conviction - and we would not have signed the document had it not been - that Dr. Amilcar Lobo had been thrown in the mud, from which he would not manage to escape; analysis and protection by the Society was the rope thrown to rescue him. This seemed to be the reigning idea ... (our boldface)





		Meanwhile, at the following Special General Assembly, he no longer defends himself so categorically, although he does continue to defend Mr. Lobo with the vehemence that is peculiar to him. 





I may have had my faults, yes, but I cannot be held responsible for the presence of Amilcar Lobo in the Training Institute. I started analysis with him already in the midst ... and I always received categorical information from him that he never collaborated with torturers; that, on the contrary, he was a protector of torture victims ... given the possibility of retaliations by the military government should Amilcar’s exclusion not be done with tact so as to spare the organization and myself personally ... For me, the Amilcar Lobo affair is closed as of these declarations.    





		This has to be taken in the light of what followed (CRM):





That on the occasion of a General Assembly of the Rio de Janeiro Psychoanalysts’ Society, where 4 former political prisoners who had been tortured were presented, the deponent was astounded at the declarations of these people in which they said that Dr. Amilcar attended the torture sessions; (...) he declared under oath that that was the first time that things of this kind had come to his knowledge or that Dr. Amilcar Lobo was said to have taken part in torture sessions. The deponent declares that when - a few weeks before having interrupted that doctor’s analysis - there began to be comments on Dr. Amilcar Lobo’s participating, for reasons of conscience he sought information in this respect from several of his colleagues, some of whom said they had clients who had been tortured or friends who had been subjected to torture, but that none of them, despite insistent requests, made an appearance to inform him as to the truth or otherwise of the comments that were being made with respect to this doctor; that the climate became so removed from the technical and analytical, that the deponent suspended his - Dr. Amilcar Lobo’s - analysis; that the deponent prevented Dr. Amilcar Lobo from entering a second official supervision, without which he could not obtain the title of analyst.  (...) In these circumstances, the analyst has to be capable of keeping rigorously within the bounds of his couch all that he hears there. Without this feature of psychoanalysis, analytical treament is not successful. In the same way, a patient who does not reveal all that goes through his mind is not collaborating towards the success of his treatment. In this way, an analyst in a situation like Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s feels he is crossing a minefield, subject at every moment to betraying psychoanalytical secrecy, which is far broader than medical secrecy. (our boldface.) 





		Let us consider Dr. Cabernite’s earliest declarations. Since he was interviewed in 1969, doubts have persisted as to Amilcar Lobo’s involvement in a colleague’s suicide attempt.  Even at that time, it was on record that he led a tumultuous life and supposedly there had been an episode of manic-depressive psychosis when he was 13 years old. It is hard to believe that this assessment could have been summarily “forgotten”, that no training analyst remembered it when the rumors began to take on the proportions they did. Also, it is not possible that Dr. Cabernite be unaware of this assessment by the Teaching Committee at the time of Amilcar Lobo’s selection, since he is very proud of the extent of his knowledge of what has gone on in the Society since it foundation and of his personal file comprising originals or copies of all the documents to which he had access. In 1963, despite the IPA’s having decided to close the case on Mrs. Kathrin Kemper, he was already asking the DPV (a German Society, founded in 1950 in the effort to rebuild psychoanalysis in Germany) for information about her, which reached him in the form of a telegram directly to his residence! This telegram was also exhibited to the Society as a whole in 1986. It thus took him 23 years to make its existence known. But what fequently goes unnoticed is that they could give no information about her because Mrs. Kemper was already in Brazil nearly two years before the DPV was founded! Nonetheless, it was used as “evidence” of the institutional “complacency” which permitted the presence among us of two people (Kathrin and Amilcar) unqualified to exercise as psychoanalysts.

		There is the repeated and insistent affirmation that he was unaware of the “horrendous facts” until the Special General Assembly of 1986 when the former political prisoners were here. Nonetheless, in this series of Special General Assemblies, he presented six communications to Rio I with diverse, contrasting versions of his relationship with Mr. Lobo and it was at these that he also exhibited the two notes from Dr. La Porta (dated May 8, 1974 and June 11, 1974), clearly trying to place greater responsibility on the latter:





Leão: I have thought about the matter raised by the analyst on the last night of the Bion Seminars, as I came to know last Tuesday. I think that the person who formulated the question to Bion, about the Amilcar case, expozed (sic) himself completely. In this case, the rumor ceased to be a rumor since there was a public accusation. I thus think that the accusers should be asked to bring us evidence that we can examine. I believe this is the least we should do, since to the contrary we will all be affected by the disgrace. Reply on back. - signed (sic) - La Porta. (our boldface; Special General Assembly of November 25, 1986.)





Leão: I was ill yesterday and have not yet recovered. It would be a sacrifice to attend tonight. You already know, because I have already told you about the lawyer and his ideas that the candidate has to defend himself and that the Society should get in touch with the ABP and perhaps with the other Society to clear up the case. La Porta.





		Firstly, we have to consider the uncontested fact that a psychoanalyst can never tell what a client or a student - or anyone else for that matter - is doing outside the limits of the consulting rooms - and even when we are in a session, it is open to question whether we can affirm with the frequency and degree of conviction that we would perhaps like to dream. It may sound banal but it is important to recognize this professional and personal limitation. In addition, one has to remember that Amilcar Lobo was a candidate and not a member of Rio I! Nonetheless, for him, “analysis and protection by the Society” should function like a “a rope thrown out to rescue him from the mire”, from the “infernal web” into which he had been cast “or let himself be entangled” (Minutes of the Special General Assembly of October 7, 1986). So, Dr. Cabernite knew from the beginning that he was far more involved that he admitted in public, since the 1970s. Most importantly, though: he was prepared to defend him at all cost! And with that decision and posture, he cast all of us - and this time it is true - into an infernal web in which we are entangled to this day. That is our web, tied up with our history and, as close or as similar as it may be to Mr. Lobo’s web, it is quite different from it. They are very distinct webs and that is how they must be seen by the Society as a whole.

		The argumentation is sinuous, however: “I know of no act of his that would characterize him as an active participant in torture, but only of his activity as a doctor who treated prisoners who had been torture victims. It is natural that this compromised him. So much so that I advised him to abandon those activities ...” This is one of the few occasions on which Dr. Cabernite admits clearly that his candidate was ‘involved with’ the setup at the Army Police Criminal Investigations Unit and, by extension, with that of the Army at the time. That is why we are repeating it. Even more contradictory is the passage of his defense to the CRM, where he alleges that his relationship with Mr. Lobo was a “minefield”. If that is in fact what it constituted, if it lead him to imminent risk of ‘betraying secrets’, then one must conclude that this relationship included secrets shared from the outset in an ‘attunement’ - let us say - incompatible with psychoanalytical practice.

		Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, also quite closed attuned with Dr.Leão, said in 1981: “We cannot demand that everyone be a hero. (...) To pass sentence on the basis of suspicions, however great they be, in itself constitutes a crime” (our underlining). Psychoanalysts can thus not judge their colleagues. This opinion is upheld by any number among us. They consider it anti-ethical to pass any kind of judgement among peers; in such cases, one should resort to the Regional Councils or ordinary Courts of Law. Ethics Commissions are only for cases involving clients (see, for example the minutes of the Special General Assembly on August 31, 1988; Dr. Cabernite’s final defense - in the case papers). Eleven years later (1992), in his indignation at the CRM’s decision to debar Drs. Leão and La Porta, Dr. Víctor incited the Rio I Assembly to pass judgement against this same body, which until then had been defended as a competent, legal forum for judging psychoanalysts. Although the great majority of us were ignorant of the facts that led to these debarments, Dr. Víctor exhorted us to take an official, public position repudiating the decision. In his defense, Dr. Cabernite - one of the targets of this wide-ranging internal ethics inquiry - resorted to a new text by Dr. Andrade (1995), which concludes: “it is transparent; it is quite clear that the fact that an analyst who presided over a psychoanalytical organization replied in secret correspondence to a request for information - also made in secret by the president of an organization hierarchically superior to his own - does not even constitute a technical deviation, despite the fact that this information referred to a candidate in analysis with him, given that the candidate never even knew of this correspondence. (Obs.: We know that this does not correspond to the truth; witness the notes from Mr. Amilcar Lobo.) In this case, the information did not even contain secret material heard in analysis, but merely the transmission of a general impression felt by the organization’s whole training staff, in official correspondence” (author’s italics). For now, we decline to comment on this new position of Dr. Víctor’s.

		On November 15, 1993, Dr. Cabernite would say once again that he was not alone in his assessment of Mr. Lobo; “on that occasion, our colleagues did not believe these rumors. Amilcar Lobo was well regarded among candidates and training analysts. (...) the truth is that the organization believed in the candidate’s repeated affirmations that he was innocent.” One cannot forget his insistent affirmations of this particular candidate’s innocence. It is enough to remember the minutes of the Teaching Committee meeting of January 8, 1980, transcribed above.

		In the concluding portion of the CFM proceedings against Mr. Amilcar Lobo, where also he had Dr. Leão Cabernite as his sole defense witness, we find:





In our opinion, the depositions of the witnesses and the accused himself are sufficiently clear to confirm our conviction that the appellant committed serious breaches of medical ethics, by participating systematically and continuously in the evil events that so tragically marked a part of our recent past” (Dr. Ivan de Araújo Moura Fé). But not so for Dr. Leão. So much so that Nei Moreira da Silva, rapporteur of the CFM proceedings against Dr. Leão inquires: “The first premise that we have to take as true, without a doubt, is that Amilcar Lobo, as a doctor, was an integral part of a Brazilian Army squad which tortured political prisoners, acting in ... the most violent, gloomy period of our history. This was made very clear ... not just by his oblique confession, but by the detailed descriptions of several political prisoners who suffered from his cynical master-of-deceit attitude. (...) He declared that he sided politically against subversives and terrorists that ‘threatened’ to make a mess of Brazil. (...) /And all this, gentlemen, as a simple recruit, doing compulsory military service, without forming a permanent part of the armed forces. Is it possible - if we can bring ourselves to think with a minimum of detachment - that in these conditions someone could really be a victim, as he presents himself?/ This is the first point to analyze in the defense of Drs. Leão Cabernite and Ernesto La Porta. They declare they were tricked by Amilcar Lobo (...Cabernite goes as far as to state that the analysis was the only weapon that could help Amilcar Lobo, who was anguished at the situation in which he had entangled himself and from which he could not escape.)/Now, the main problem is not even the unbelievable - in the literal sense of the word - ingenuity of judging that this profound involvement with the repressive machinery of the time was possible without wishing to be an integral part of it. (...) What kind of blindness could have affected analyst and professor, so that they did not perceive the nonexistence of any tangible separation between these two kinds of participation - active and passive - in the process of torture?/ Gentlemen, the diagnosis does not seem difficult to me, and there is a popular saying: The worst blind man is the one who does not want to see. And Drs. La Porta and Cabernite’s refusal to see is justified by their identifying ideologically with the regime, as expressed precisely in the arrogant, authoritarian manner they conducted the Society itself.  (our boldface)





		Dr. Nei Moreira da Silva is largely right. For a good time, Dr. La Porta clearly shared the same professed belief in Mr. Lobo’s innocence. He consulted a lawyer, suggested the need for the candidate to defend himself and did not perceive that the Society could not, under any circumstances, be involved in the way that he was suggesting: Rio I heading an institutional movement, along with Rio II and the ABP (and consequently the IPA) in dogged defense of something that there was, is and probably forever will be no way of proving materially: the innocence or guilt of Mr. Lobo in the way that they wanted - or would have us believe they  wanted. We shall certainly not have access to the files that could answer our questions, even if they still exist. This in no way prevents anyone with access to the documents in our case papers from becoming firmly convinced of the connivance and guilt of the characters in this unfortunate case. Since as Dr. Nei himself warns, with publication of the complaint in Cuestionamos “medical ethics was left in shreds. Professional secrecy - that sacred institution held up by Leão Cabernite - was violated to endorse a lie! And what is more, with agility and force enough to reach and influence a number of Brazilian and international organizations in a matter of weeks.” A different view is given in the report by Dr. Victor Manoel de Andrade, on October 23, 1995, at the request of Dr. Hermano Cabernite (in the case papers). Note that this was on October 23, 1995: 





This is correspondence signed by the president of one psychoanalytical society addressed to the president of another psychoanalytical society which is superior in the institutional hierarchy, in which it is declared that a student who is undergoing training analysis with him is not responsible for something that is being imputed to him. Now, there is nothing in the medical code to prevent a member of the medical profession from making a declaration in favor of a student and patient of his, should he consider the same the victim of injustice, providing that the declaration have nothing to do with professional secrecy. In psychoanalysis, however, such a step could be counter to psychoanalytical technique and be considered anti-ethical.





		Dr. Andrade evidently parts from the principle that in the case in question “the Ethics Commission will find no grounds for even considering the complaint - and this seems to be the only alternative indicated by the statutes of Rio I.” However, as we, within Rio I, have continued for all these years without fully clearing up these situations, we believe - unlike Dr. Andrade - that we should both take cognizance of the complaint and carry out the procedure, given that the ethics of a professional group cannot contradict the basic principle of all and any code of ethics: preserve the conditions that guarantee the existence of the human community.

		Another view of Mr. Amilcar Lobo and of the institutional fracas is given by Dr. Cabernite: “He judged him recuperable and so decided to help him. (...) Advisign him directly to request severance. After this, he arranged employment for Amilcar and his wife in the Psychiatric Department of a New York hospital headed by a friend” (our boldface) In fact, the offer of political asylum, conditional on proving the good character of the candidate Amilcar Lobo, was made in 1974 by Drs. Lebovici, Widlöcher and Edward Joseph. The latter, who would later come to be president of the IPA, was then director of the Psychiatry Department of Mount Sinai Hospital, in Nova York and was in a position to arrange employment for Mr. Lobo and his wife.

		If Dr. Cabernite really saw Mr. Amilcar Lobo as described at that moment, we ask: recuperable from what? In his oral defense, he said that any training analyst can fall into “an ambush” like the one he fell into. “Ambush” denotes intentionality, does it not? Moreover, Dr. Manhães uses an analogous argument in her letter of June 1, 1995 to this Commission:





When he took on Dr. Amilcar Lobo as a candidate, in the absence of his analyst who had gone to do an internship in London, Dr. Leão Cabernite ran the risk of having fall into his hands the roulette ball that could have hit any one of us training analysts.





		Given that Dr. Manhães appears to share Dr. Cabernite’s opinion that all the training analysts held Mr. Lobo in such esteem, we ask: would all Rio I training analysts have acted as Dr. Cabernite did?! Would they come out in such impassioned defence of one of their candidates as to seek to prove his innocence at any cost, even if this entailed a violent breach of the premises of psychoanalysis?! Were all of them, without distinction, unprepared then to diagnose a case of serious character disturbance?! Would all of them, without distinction, be ready to ignore our Rules and Regulations (article 33 and especially item C) that provide for cases where training is suspended and which clearly applied to Dr. Lobo?! Were all of them, without distinction - we repeat - ready to ignore the existing codes of ethics?! That we do not believe!

		However ... at the Special General Assembly on November 11, 1986, in a way Dr. Cabernite goes back on himself:





it would be inconceivable for me to keep in training and analysis a person who said he had participated in a torture squad. ... Besides anything else, to hold such a monstrous idea about me, it would have to be held also about Dutra, with whom Amilcar was in analysis in March 1970, at which time he first came into contact with torture. (our boldface) 





		In his first written deposition submitted to this Commission, he states:





As I was that candidate’s analyst at the time, I could do nothing towards investigating the situation, above all because nothing was revealed in analysis that would lead me to suspect that accusations might be true. (our boldface)





		This tactic of admitting a fact and/or knowledge of a given situation providing other analysts are involved is typical of Dr. Cabernite; as well as that of making a statement only to then go back on it. As proof of this last statement of ours, we find significant changes in what he is saying - it is not longer the same - one week later, at the Special General Assembly on October 14, 1986. He no longer defends Mr. Lobo, but rather justifies himself by saying that he could not be held responsible for the latter’s admission to the Training Institute nor - jointly with Dr. Manhães - for his readmission in August 1975. Later, under pressure from the Assembly, he goes as far as to suggest explicitly that the handwriting analysis was requested by Amilcar Lobo himself, a version which was rapidly abandoned because of the far more serious implications it suggests. This is practically the only time we find this kind of accusation against Mr. Lobo.

		Nonetheless, Dr. Jeremias Ferraz Lima does take it into consideration, believing that the note from Amilcar Lobo, in which he asks Rio I for the identity of the complainants, is more than eloquent and he attempts to draw possible conclusions from this proximity of dates, the note being dated July 12, 1974 and the report on the handwriting analysis and the letter of referral to Rio II, July 15, 1974. As the date of these latter documents is hand written, it could have been manipulated, could it not?





This analysis was done by the Society or for the Society ... then the responsibility for the handwriting analysis, it is proven that firstly: Amilcar requested the proof of identity. Now, if he asked for proof of identity one day before the handwriting analysis, one can suppose at least ... one of two things: either he knew that the handwriting test was being done with Mauro Ricart and that that was the result ... But how could he know that if the test was dated the following day? Or he was requesting, authorizing the Society to perform the handwriting test. (...) The first question is the following: why did Leão take five months to make the official communication (Obs.: of the termination of analysis) Why did Amilcar take five months to ask for training to be suspended, if that had already been decided beforehand? Secondly: (...) From the point of view of psychoanalysis, would such attitudes be ethical in relation to a client in analysis? (Obs.: taking measures to establish the identity of a complainant, etc.), except that he had already made references to the situation of the analysis, or Amilcar’s situation, or Amilcar’s person, on two occasions. The first was in the reply to Zimmermann; the second, in the personal reply to Lebovici  (...) this here he is going to show that he terminated the analysis (...) as a result of not being able to sustain the eh... eh... analytical situation given the accusation and given the fact that he was president of the Society ... But the fact is that, on that date - that is, January 1974 - he had already made several references in public to Amilcar’s situation, denying it and saying it was a slander (...) Then we have the following: the official termination, which is the letter where Leão gives notification of his removal, was done on June 27, 1974, you see? With a difference of five months from the real termination of the analysis. (...) Why did Dr. Leão take five months to publish it officially? (...) I did not understand why it took all that time. (...) At that time, the Statutes required that notification be made immediately. (...) So I do not agree with Dr. Leão, as he said in the journal; that is, that ethically he had to interrupt Amilcar’s analysis so as to be able to act as president of the Society, right? If he acted as president of the Society, or I don’t even know if, as president of the Society, he needed to respond in that way; he could say, as president of the Society, that he was prevented from replying to those questions and then pass the ball on to the director of the Training Institute. Amilcar was not a member of the Society! (...) The president of the Society did not have to answer for this; it was the director of the Training Institute who had to answer; it was he who had to take the burden of these things, didn’t he? Except that he took the lead in answering and responded that Amilcar was being slandered, didn’t he? (our boldface)       





		This hypothesis is not to be ignored; moreover, it is more than reasonable, given the circumstances of the case and deserves to be duly considered by the Society as a whole. Nonetheless, on October 16, 1995, in his second deposition to this Commission and the only one that he allowed to be recorded, Dr. Cabernite would say that the proximity of the dates did not indicate anything: the decision to terminate the analysis was taken much earlier; he had to convince the former medical lieutenant to request suspension of enrolment, etc. Meanwhile, confirming that dates and official documents are not important, he says that the justificatory covering letter for the expert report on the handwriting analysis had already been ready since the end of 73 (and was sent in July ‘74)! Although, on being re-examined on this statement, he would deny it. He would even admit that it was probably that the analysis was requested by two analysts, one in Rio I and another in Rio II - with the due reservation that he had no way of proving this impression of his.

		As for Dr. Cabernite’s not being responsible for Amilcar Lobo’s admission to the Training Institute, he is unquestionably right. Amilcar Lobo was interviewed by Drs. Fábio Leite Lobo, João Marafelli Filho and Mrs. Kathrin Kemper. Except that it is on record in the minutes of the Teaching Committee meeting, where there is no room for doubt that acceptance was conditional on subsequent confirmation by whichever training analyst came to attend to him, as we have quoted above. And this was standard procedure at the time. It is also true that his first training analyst was Dr. Dutra who, everything seems to indicate, excused himself (and was excused by the CRM) of all responsibility whatever because he traveled to London, if for no other reason.

		Dr. Cabernite’s responsibility is subsequent, no doubt, but no less grave, among other things because he ran a veritable campaign in favor of one of his analysands, who was a candidate to the Training Institute/Rio I and “involved”, as he himself recognizes above and, as if that were not enough, a campaign against Dr. Helena Vianna - since participating in the handwriting analysis, sending a justificatory covering letter like the one that was sent, can deserve no other name. In his second deposition, when asked to clarify what other measures were in progress, he would reply vaguely ‘Helena’s punishment and others’. As much as Dr. Cabernite deny having entered into contact with the handwriting expert, deny having written the text of the covering letter referring the report to Rio II and even go as far as to suggest, declare, insist - as in the last defense submitted by his attorney - that we should compare the covering text referring the handwriting specialist’s report to Rio II with Dr. La Porta’s note that was addressed directly to him (suggesting the need for Amilcar Lobo to defend himself), this does not exempt him from responsibility - he participated in the meetings of the Rio I Board that decided in favor of the investigation - that is the version that occurs most often throughout the documents examained by us. It should thus at the very least correspond to the real truth of the facts.

		Consider now the state of the relationship between Dr. Cabernite and his candidate years after the analytical relationship, properly speaking, was interrupted. According to Dr.Leão, he no longer took part in the meetings and decisions regarding Mr. Amilcar Lobo from 1975 onwards. In 1976, there in nothing on record about him in the files of either the Training Institute or Rio I. In 1977, there is only the declaration by Dr. Nylde Ribeiro advising that he is in analysis with Dr. Oswaldo Domingues de Moraes. Nothing in 1978. In 1979, a new declaration by the Training Institute that he “was never expelled or suffered any punishment whatever”; letters from Mr. Lobo to the Training Institute and to the newspaper Jornal do Brasil, the chronology of which caught our atention. On September 24, 1979, Mr. Lobo wrote to the JB requesting rectification of an article which appeared on the 21st in which: “Dr. Nikoden Edler did not hesitate to endorse a serious slander involving my name, by expressly placing on record that, in army uniform, I served as a torturer while exercising the profession and was expelled twice from the Psychoanalytical Society of Rio de Janeiro”.  On the same day, he wrote to the director of the Training Institute, Dr. Zusman, requesting with the maximum urgency a declaration that he had never been expelled from Rio I and had never suffered any other kind of punishment. Dr. Zusman complied with this request on the following day, the same date on which Mr. Lobo wrote another letter to the same Dr. Zusman notifying him - pursuant to statutory requirements - of his reply to the JB and stating that he took the decision “despite once again having been advised by Dr. Leão Cabernite to remain in silence and not to reply to the attacks” and declaring that it was not a “thoughtless decision, since I conversed and discussed the measures with several people, among them Dr. Vitor M. de Andrade”. However, we find minutes of the Teaching Committee from December 1979 expressing the desire to throw some light on these events. Finally, on Januaary 8, 1980, Dr. Cabernite attends the meeting and makes his deposition defending his candidate. Present were Drs. Zusman (director of the Training Institute), Víctor (secretary), Leão, Manhães and Hoirisch. The final notes on this discussion taken by Dr. Víctor, secretary to the Commission, are illuminating: “After several comments on how difficult it was to resolve this case, since no training analyst was obliged to take him on, it was decided that the candidate would be notified that no solution would be possible at that moment and that he should be instructed to wait to see how the situation would develop.” In September 1980, however, according to Dr. Víctor himself, “Dr. Amilcar’s situation was not mentioned at the Advisory Board meeting; I notified Dr. Moura of the matter and he placed it on the agenda for the next meeting of the Teaching Commisson on October 7, 1980.” Note that he does not say who spoke nor what was said. At the meeting of the Teaching Commisson on October 7, “it was decided to expel that colleague definitively, considering that the process of his training had been suspended for 6 years; he was notified of this by Dr. Moura on October 10, 1980.” The “irregularities in his professional life” - which figure in the text of the minutes of this very meeting - are thus forgotten. Dr.Víctor also declares that no relationship existed between this decision and Dr. Hélio Pellegrino’s letter giving notification of a complaint made public in the PUC Round Table against the then candidate Amilcar Lobo.

		According to Mr. Lobo’s deposition, he went “for years without meeting (his) analyst! More than twenty years!” but, according to Dr. Cabernite, they met once when he came to wait for the Teaching Committee to decide on his readmission - a situation which both describe in more or less the same terms (Bella Roma pizzaria, etc.) - and once when, having gone to visit Dr. Marafelli in hospital, he learned that Mr. Lobo was hospitalized there too, after one of the occasions on which he was attacked. He visited him out of “charity”. But he does not remember whether it was Dr. Nilo Ramos de Assis, a personal friend of Mr. Lobo’s, who informed him of what had happened and of the latter’s lamentable state of disorientation. They are claimed to have met again only at the CRM in the late 1980s. Nonetheless, in 1981, Mr. Lobo waited at a bar near the Rio I headquarters in case he were to be called by the Assembly then in session. This is not so far-fetched considering the Teaching Committee’s decision on January 8, 1980: he was to await developments, and only then would a solution for his case become possible. Let us return to considering how the situation developed.

		The above letter, sent on October 2, 1980, by Dr. Hélio Pellegrino to Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, then president of Rio I, states: “that Mr. Rômulo Noronha de Albuquerque, a former political prisoner, in a scientific debate at the PUC (Catholic University), claims to have seen Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva in the torture squad in the role of overseer of the victims’ physical and mental state”. It never received any official reply from Rio I and, as Dr. Víctor declares in his text of March 27, 1981, to the plenary meeting: “I did not even mention that letter to Dr. Moura” (in fact, he did not mention it to anyone). The PUC debate was covered by the newspaper Jornal do Brasil in an article by Roberto Mello under the headline Os Barões da Psicanálise (The Psychoanalysis Barons), which in turn triggered the process which culminated in the expulsion of Hélio Pellegrino and Eduardo Mascarenhas. According to Dr. Andrade, though, he personally telephoned Dr. Mascarenhas to notify him of the Advisory Board’s decision to expel them, days before Dr. Pellegrino sent his letter of complaint on October 2, 1980. We did not have access to the documents from these meetings and we are thus unable to confirm this allegation that the complaint was a consequence of the decision to expel them. All we have is Dr. Andrade’s word.

		It is hard to see this set of facts as an agglomeration of coincidences; just as it is hard not to find it strange that, on the same day that the Teaching Committee decides to expel Mr. Amilcar Lobo, Dr. Moura hands the following declaration to Mr. Lobo: “Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva concluded his theoretical training at this Institute of Psychoanalysis in the period from August 3, 1970, to June 27, 1974.” 

		Dr. Cláudio Campos analyzes the relationship between them in the following manner:





What is serious, then, is not his being Dr. Leão’s client ... a torturer can be anyone’s client. What is serious is his being considered a professional psychoanalyst, or a candidate professional psychoanalyst; that is absolutely beyond question. (...) And in fact, as of the first complaint, Dr. Leão, as a training analyst, could not agree to continue with Amilcar as a candidate (...) What was established here, in fact, was that one narcissistic, disturbed personality allied with another. I do not have the slightest doubt about that! This was my doubt earlier: I thought that Dr. Leão had been the victim of a torturer; today I do not think so! I think he was conniving; he was a co-participant; he knew; ideologically, he thought it right to torture in order to obtain information. He, like many people. (...) it was the position of a large part of Brazilian society. The military dictatorship was not the fruit of half a dozen people; it was the fruit of a large part of Brazilian society which thought that these methods were valid. They were methods that were valid as a tactic of the War College (ESG) called revolutionary war. 





		Returning to the words of Dr. Nei Moreira da Silva, CFM rapporteur:





Drs. Cabernite and La Porta, Amilcar Lobo’s analyst and professor, could never declare his innocence ... much less using the power of their positions. What better example could there be of covering up for a torturer? Representing as an “attack against psychoanalysis” this complaint against a doctor that they acknowledgedly knew attended to political prisoners under torture! An attack against them, that it was, and that cut their pride to the quick!/ But the paroxysm of pettiness was yet to come. The police investigation - in the technical sense of the term - conducted with success to identify the complainant, that deserves praise. What is incredible is this inversion in using the method, which could have been successful if directed to Amilcar Lobo from the outset. But no, in his folly, Cabernite - although he denies it - went as far as to reveal the name to Amilcar Lobo ... What argument remains? The quarrels between Cabernite and La Porta merely indicate that they did everything in such common accord that it became impossible, for them themselves, to define where each one’s part ends and the other’s begins. In this way, they cast the blame on each other./Amilcar’s readmission into the Society reveals that they had not suspended him because they found his presence uncomfortable, but merely to let things cool off. (our boldface and emphasis)





		Further on in the same text of March 27, 1981, Dr. Víctor de Andrade states somewhat obscurely: “we must keep this fact in mind: Dr. Amilcar Lobo’s expulsion from this institution does not mean we have passed sentence that he is a torturer. We do not have grounds to declare that, although we do have grounds to expel him from our Training Institute. (...) We must not lose sight of the fact that a condemnation of Dr. Amilcar Lobo within the institution is not only an institutional death sentence, but a condemnation which could ruin his life and that of his family. And we are not about to do that without being fully convinced that Dr. Amilcar Lobo is (or was) a torturer. We are judging Dr. Amilcar Lobo merely as a candidate psychoanalyst - understood as a person with certain personality characteristics needed to perform the difficult task of psychoanalysis - and not as a criminal. To cast sentence on the basis of suspicions, however great, in itself constitutes a misdeed” (our underlining).  We obviously disagree with this view of Dr. Andrade’s.

		If still necessary, observe that even in the findings of the preliminary CRM hearings, the rapporteur perceived quite clearly what kind of bond existed between the two, Leão Cabernite and Amilcar Lobo: 





These quotations show the profound trust existing between Dr. Leão Cabernite and his analysand, Dr. Amilcar Lobo. They show, moreover, that his greater interest was in establishing, proving and denouncing whoever had sent documents out of Brazil evidencing the sad situation the country was in as concerns torture.





		In his final defense, Dr. Leão Cabernite presents the following version of his relationship with Mr. Lobo and of all the issues that it entailed for us all:





in order to spare Dr. La Porta, they resolved to forget all these events (Obs.: it seems to have been Dr. La Porta “who changed the course of the suspicions initially surrounding Walderedo, following the question that he heard during the Bion conference.”) ... It is also a known fact that Dr. La Porta was brother-in-law to the then Minister-in-Chief of the National Information Service (SNI) in the Médici government. ... meanwhile, it was heard said with reasonable frequency that, at the time, Dr. João Cortes (sic) de Barros had one of his sons-in-law working in the SNI. It is also known that... (he) was then president of the ABP, the other board members being Dr. Luiz Werneck, Secretary, and Dr. Mário Pacheco de Almeida Prado, Treasurer. ... and they chose Cabernite as a scapegoat, on the basis of merely certain episodes in an atypical analysis, disturbed from the outset by a variety of extra-analytical factors, which would have upset the setting of any analyst in the world.





		As much as Dr. Cabernite insists on saying that he is not defending Mr. Lobo - often still calling him “doctor” despite his having been debarred as a doctor - the conviction remains that this is not quite true. There is a fondness between them which, in our view, does not weigh against either of them; quite the contrary. The point that deserves serious reflection and questioning has to do with the use that was made of Rio I as an institution in defending a candidate. Moreover, what selection criteria are adopted? Or, in other words, what kind of psychoanalysts does Rio I wish to form?

�Dr. Cabernite, Dr. LA PORTA, BOARDS, CLIMATE AT THE TIME, THE HANDWRITING ANALYSIS AND ITS SEQUEL:









		The covering letter under which the expert findings were referred to Rio II, the date of which (July 15, 1974) is handwritten, is missing the first page, which would state the identity of whoever requested the analysis. There is merely a mention: “consulting party as above”. Unfortunately, the disappearance of documents or parts of documents is common among us. However, among those still remaining we have one which is fundamental to what concerns us at the moment, precisely the findings of the sworn specialist:





Having seen and examined everything, the expert gives the conclusions he reached in the form of the technical report below./(...)/From the analysis performed, the expert managed to find convergent graphical elements in the specimens compared, all indicating the same hand./(...)/At this stage, the expert feels it should go on record that the document in question, described in item A, takes the form of a photocopy, a fact which prejudiced the tests, given the possibility that a montage of copies could have been made, consequently making it impossible to form a firm conviction./The convergent graphical elements identified constitute only general, formal characteristics of some symbols. As this is a copy - technically a precarious basis on which to assess all the graphotechnical elements - the expert reserves the right to offer a full, definitive conclusion, only if provided with an original document or at least a more suitable copy and also with graphical patterns of the suspect hand, comprising sets of elements homographical with the text in question./This being the case, at this stage, given the stereotypical nature of certain symbols, which are drawn in particular, very characteristic manners, it is possible for the expert only to identify circumstantially the hand of the person who filled and signed the card described in item two - with the exception of the date 17 December, 1972 - with the author of the writings in question.





		This is the expert’s text stating his conclusions. Nonetheless, Rio I took it as being conclusive which, clearly and vehemently, it is not. It is known that, since March 1974, the conviction already existed that the complainant to Cuestionamos on Mr. Lobo’s activities at the PE on Barão de Mesquita street was Dr. Helena Vianna. Most of the documents encountered indicate that, in fact, it was the developments resulting from this veritable police investigation carried out by the Society that led not only to Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s analysis with Dr. Cabernite being interrupted (although the letter he himself wrote, dated June 26, 1974, is on record, as is Dr. Cabernite’s communication to the Teaching Committee, one day later), but also to his expulsion from the Training Institute/Rio I - officially in 1980, while everything indicates that it was in fact in 1981. In 1974, Dr. Dutra was Secretary of Rio I; in 1980/81, it was Dr. Santa Rosa.

		So that this whole situation be made clear in even greater detail, let us return to the minutes of the Teaching Committee meeting of October 7, 1980. This meeting is important because it is when the decision was made to expel Amilcar Lobo definitively from Rio I. In the minutes, it is recorded that Drs. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, president of the Society, João Coutinho Moura, director of the Training Institute and Dirceu de Santa Rosa, secretary, were present. The meeting began with Dr. Víctor presenting a request from Dr. Azulay for a candidate of his to be admitted to the next class; it continues with Dr. Moura claiming a need to hire an “executive accessor” (sic) for the Selection and Assessment Commission, in order to set up “infrastructure” with regard to the criteria. Dr. Víctor then nominates Dr. Carlos Alberto Barreto. Dr. Moura talks about the problems of the fifteenth class and only then does the situation of Amilcar Lobo come up for discussion:





The Teaching Committee, having heard from several sources about the irregularities in his professional life and the long interruption in the process of his training, a fact of considerable importance as an expression of the difficulties referred to previously, then decided to exclude Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva from the Rio I Training Institute’s roll of members. Finally, Dr. João Coutinho de Moura informed the commission that... (Obs.: bureaucratic matters: who started what with whom)







		There is not another word that might clarify what “irregularities in his professional life” are being referred to. It is to be supposed that either it is known what this is about or there is a wish not to leave any trace that could one day be taken as a clue towards bringing to light what happened here in those dark years. The indications we have speak in favor of the last hypothesis aired. Curiously, the documents relating to these “irregularities in the professional life” of Mr. Lobo were never exhibited or used by the successive Boards to defend Rio I from the criticisms that have been leveled at it - and let it be said, these were neither few nor slight.

		In 1974-75, the president of Rio I was Dr. Leão Cabernite; the secretary, Dr. Antonio Dutra Júnior; treasurer, Dr. João Marafelli Filho; and the director of the Training Institute, the same Dr. Dutra. According to Dr. Cabernite’s final defense: “Let it be repeated that the decision to discover the author of the complaint was not ideologically compromised in any way; that is why it had the explicit support of all the board members, who even approved the recourse to handwriting analysis (Obs.: he thus admits that this was the responsibility of the Rio I Board in the early 1970s) and knew who had been the author, although it was in fact of unknown origin, having been brought forward by some member of the society or even from outside.” It is amazing how, even today, Dr. Cabernite still expects this version to receive credit. He does not even attempt to give any - acknowledgedly nonexistent - justification for an act of such institutional violence.

		In 1980-82, the president was Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade; the secretary, Dr. Dirceu de Santa Rosa; treasurer, Dr. Jacob David Azulay; and the director of the Training Institute, Dr. João Coutinho de Moura. This Board also defended the handwriting analysis and the measures taken on the basis of the related findings. To this very day they defend it, minimizing its importance and the subsequent developments.

		For Dr. Cabernite, at least at the Special General Assembly of November 25, 1986, there was ‘no problem’ in Mr. Lobo’s remaining among us for such a long time and under such grave suspicions (which, as we know, proved true):





It has been said by me several times - and confirmed by Dutra, La Porta and Ronaldo Fabião - that Amilcar Lobo always presented himself as a protector of the political prisoners, to whom he gave medical care. All those who knew him at the Society had this same impression of him. Thus, the subsequent discovery that the report in the newspaper “Voz Operária” was justified does nothing to sully the name of Rio I. (our boldface)





		This is not the view of this Ethics Commission. For this reason, we shall have to proceed step by step in order to permit everyone to assess this ‘case’ better. When he testified to this Rio I Ethics Commission on December 14, 1994, Dr. Leão Cabernite refused to have his deposition tape recorded. The normal procedure adopted by previous Ethics Commissions had been merely to reconstitute the depositions taken. We had taken the precaution of tape recording the depositions to ensure greater fidelity in transcription, but still all in a relatively informal atmosphere. With the fax from his son, however, it became necessary to hire a legal advisor and to formalize the process. In the light of this attitude on the part of Dr. Cabernite, who refused to have his deposition recorded, it became necessary to formalize still further the ethics inquiry proceedings.

		Below we present his latest version of how he came to know of the existence of the handwriting analysis. According to the reconstitution of his words in December, 1994:





One day he was at the Society when an employee handed him a brown envelope with nothing whatever to identify the sender. On opening it, he found it was the expert findings signed by Mr. Mauro Ricart Ramos, which pointed to circumstantial evidence (“It is possible for the specialist to indicate circumstantially the hand of the person who filled and signed the card ...”) identifying the supposed complainant to Cuestionamos, Dr. Helena Celinia Besserman Vianna. He later learned that other training analysts had also received identical envelopes. All were “very content” because finally it was possible to prove the truth of the accusations against Mr. Amilcar Lobo. This is claimed to have been the great concern among the training analysts: to be able to prove the truth or otherwise of the accusations made against him. Dr. Leão brought the then Board together and they took the decision to refer these findings to the Board of Rio II. (Obs.: Except that attempting to identify who made the complaint and then, immediately the identity is believed to have been established, requesting Rio II to ‘take the appropriate measures’, given that she had ‘attacked psychoanalysis’ by denouncing abroad ‘a fact all too well known and discussed here’, is not attempting to establish the truth of what happened�; our boldface.)





		In his second deposition to this Commission, in October 1995 - this time recorded and transcribed - he was to repeat the story of the envelope, except that - after his memory faltered several times - he would say that it was together with the correspondence addressed to him as president of the Society. Another six training analysts are claimed to have received similar envelopes by an identical process: internal Rio I correspondence. Training analysts are even claimed to have requested the text so as to take photocopies. He did not manage to give any plausible reason for the inexplicable - as well as absurd - fact that a document of unknown origin (which is what he would have us believe) was transformed into an official Rio I document. He says that, on the occasion, nobody realized its importance, from “purity of spirit” and “ingenuous belief”. How then to explain its being referred to the ABP and to Rio II? Nobody requests that a colleague be punished, as was done in relation to Dr. Vianna, ‘easily’ or ‘lightly’; one has to be deeply convinced that it is the only thing to be done. They took - and take - so much care about not judging Mr. Lobo and in protecting themselves from the risks they imagined to exist involving his expulsion and yet they did not hesitate to expose Dr. Helena inevitably to far more serious risks. The argument of ingenuity thus does not stand up to any kind of examination.

		In his final defense, he states that: “It is worth stressing that all our thinking was in terms of attacks against Rio I; the was no suspicion that political ideology might be involved. This was the climate in which the handwriting analysis occurred ... All these agencies (Obs.: which would correspond in present-day terms to the Board, Faculty Members, Scientific Commission, Ethics Commission and Psychoanalytical Care Department-DAP) were acting in the certainty that Amilcar Lobo was innocent and it was then that the correspondence was written in which Rio I pointed to Dr. Helena Besserman Vianna as the representative of Rio II who, it was supposed, wished to destabilize Rio I. ... Anyone prepared to analyze the tone of the document will see this ingenuous belief on the part of the leading figures at the time ...” (our underlining).

		As he had declared in his Communication to Rio I No. VI, of November 25, 1986: “Today, it is very easy to talk. At that time, the most that anyone dared was to send an anonymous complaint to a foreign publication. ... There is nothing anti-ethical in telling the truth. ... An anti-ethical attitude would be to remain silent or try to make arrangements to forge a ‘truth’”. We agree that it may even be easy to talk - sometimes and for some people - but that is not his case at all, as can be seen from this absurd version he presented us in December 1994 and, in a way, reaffirmed on October 16, 1995. Given the possibility of ample defense - whether in the course of the Assemblies held in 1986 or under the present Rio I Board for the two-year period 1994-1995 - he very often preferred to remain silent or “make arrangements with the truth”. We decline to comment further on the version presented on December 14, 1994. If it is taken as true, the interpretation it entails is far harsher. We have to relate to the Society other versions of the same facts given by Dr. Cabernite over the years.

		One first version: in the newspaper Jornal do Brasil of September 16, 1986 we find, for example, the following statements by Dr. Cabernite: “...even as president of the Society, I was prevented from participating in these investigations, since to do so would be to make analysis of the suspect unworkable ...” We know that this is an untruth. Was it the journalist who altered the information that he was provided with? We do not believe so. Then how does that leave his affirmation to the Ethics Commission on September 28, 1986: “Dr. Leão said that in his capacity as President of Rio I, he demanded that the investigation be carried out by a legally sworn specialist ...”. That is, he explicitly takes responsibility for the request for handwriting analysis. A short time later the same day, he reaffirms his responsibility: “With all this having happened and, as president of Rio I, having to take part in all these acts ...”. Or, as he himself had said, days earlier at the Special General Assembly on November 11, 1986: “However inappropriate the decision to consult a sworn specialist may have been, this was never done for the purpose of informing against anyone, but merely to identify who in psychoanalytical circles was trying create embarrassment for psychoanalysis ...”. That is, he admits his participation in the handwriting analysis, to the point where he defends and “explains” it. It is just that, days later, on November 25, 1986, he goes back to the previous position from a different perspective: “As for the episode of the handwriting analysis, although it does not represent a link between Rio I and the security agencies, I reaffirm that I had no participation in this being done. The investigations were carried out by La Porta, so that I do not know if he delegated this function to some other person” (our boldface).

		A few days after this latter declaration and the article in the Jornal do Brasil, Dr. Cabernite made a deposition to the Rio I Ethics Commission (September 28, 1986; reverse of page 7 of the Ethics Commission Minutes Book and confirmed on October 16, 1995 before this Commission), where we find another version of the facts, after assuring this Commission, under the secretaryship of Dr. Paulo César Hermida, that: “Amilcar never spoke the name Rubens Paiva to me, to me! (...) He then said that in 1973 there began to be a ‘buzz’ about psychologists being tortured at the PE with accessment (sic) from a doctor, and that this was claimed to be Amilcar, whom several people at Rio I, even his class colleagues, knew served at the PE”. In his deposition to this Ethics Commission, Dr. Cabernite says he “advised Amilcar to get out of the Army, even if it were necessary to approach someone for that purpose” and that the latter declined Dr. Joseph’s invitation to move with his family to the USA only for reasons to do with his wife: it was claimed to be a very delicate situation which he could not allow himself to tell us about and that we saw no reason to probe. We saw earlier that Mr. Lobo gave another version for not having accepted the proposal: ‘it would upset my personal, family and professional plans ...’.

		In his written deposition of December 14, 1994, however, Dr. Cabernite states:





The first information on Amilcar Lobo’s involvement with torture appeared in mid-1973 during the IV Brazilian Psychoanalysis Congress. At that time, no-one took the accusations seriously. After all, at no time had his behavior raised suspicions of his having sadistic personality traits that might link him to the rumors. This was the dominant impression in all the people who knew him in the Society./In October of that year, Rio I received a communication from the Latin American Council of Psychoanalytical Organizations (COPAL), notifying it of the anonymous complaint directed to the Argentine magazine ‘Cuestionamos’ and linking Amilcar Lobo to torture. As I was that candidate’s analyst at the time, I could do nothing towards investigating the situation, above all because nothing was revealed to me in analysis that might lead one to suspect that the accusations were true./ The communication from the COPAL surprised everyone at Rio I where Amilcar Lobo was well liked and his behavior could not be reconciled with the accusations made against him. Everyone knew he was a doctor conscripted into compulsory military service and designated to serve at the Army Police, where he attended to officers and soldiers. It was also known, from him himself, that there was a department, DOI-CODI (Department of Internal Order/Operations Center for Internal Defense) functioning at the PE where political prisoners were tortured and that he had treated some of them on certain occasions ... (our boldface)

	



		We saw earlier that Mr. Amilcar Lobo became indignant when the PIC was confused with the DOI-CODI and that it was his routine attribution to provide treatment to prisoners who, without exception, were tortured. Dr. Cabernite knew this, so much so that he October 7, 1986, he stated: “In the course of analysis, he showed his anguish at the suffering of the tortured political prisoners he was obliged to treat.” Can Dr. Cabernite’s 1994 version be believed?  This knowledge is also attested to by Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, in the following terms:





His colleagues in the 9th class got to know that, as a doctor, he attended to political prisoners, whom he treated, while giving out the information that his activity was exclusively that of a doctor who, with diligence and humanity, treated people who had been victims of torture. He stated that he never failed to obey the Hippocratic oath. He always put across the image of a protector of prisoners and of himself as a victim of the torture setup. This was also what Ernesto La Porta established in the investigation that he carried out as Director of the Training Institute and also in his capacity as professor of a group psychotherapy course organized by him at the Carlos Chagas Graduate Medical School. It was also what Leão Cabernite always claimed to know, which should be true of that former candidate’s other two analysts of, as well as with the whole group of training analysts. ... when in fact they were all horrified by the existence of torture without being able to do anything. Strictly speaking, by those (Obs.: CRM) criteria, all reasonably well-informed people in Brazil would be guilty of that crime, since it was widely known that torture existed. No-one complained simply because there was no-one to complain to.





		We have seen that this is not quite the case. According to Mr. Amilcar Lobo, the stories he told became the subject for jokes in his class. What is different - if there be any need to explain - is that the Brazilian people are not socially and civilly responsible for training professionals! Meanwhile - as we do not find the same constancy, coherence and firmness in Dr. Cabernite’s declarations as Dr. Andrade does - let us continue with our task. Returning to the minutes of the 1986 Ethics Commission, confirmed in October 1995:





In October 1973, Dr. Leão received a strange (sic), incomprehensible telephone call from Dr. Zimerman (sic) of Porto Alegre, then president of the COPAL (Latin American Psychoanalytical Confederation), talking about a ‘package’ that Dr. Abuchaim’s sister had brought him. A few days later, he received the ‘package’: an illegible photocopy of the Voz Operária and a letter from Dr. Evelyne Kestemberg. He telephoned back to Dr. Zimerman to say that the photocopy of the newspaper could not be read. Dr. Zimerman arranged a new copy and the letter that Dr. Kestemberg sent on the same day (the letter is dated October 29, 1973) to Dr. Lebovici, then president of the IPA. Dr. Leão replied to Dr. Zimerman on November 12, 1973, that he would write to Dr. Lebovici on the 19th of that same month to explain to him the measures taken. (Obs.: This is exactly as it is written in the minutes; our boldface).





		Dr. Lebovici was apparently confused about which Society in Rio he should report to in order to clarify the facts. Dr. Cabernite did not fail to record this fact in a text in the newspaper Jornal do Brasil of September 16, 1986: “As we were always having to deal with people who wished to denigrate Psychoanalysis, we felt it was one of these cases, since there was no sense in denouncing abroad, as something highly secret, an episode that was discussed openly in Brazil. ... (As for the handwriting analysis) performed by a sworn specialist, it served merely to settle doubts, since another person had also been considered as probable author of the complaint, due to a misunderstanding arising from the confusion caused by the IPA in correspondence sent to Brazil” (our boldface). He is referring implicitly to Dr. Walderedo Ismael de Oliveira, of Rio II.

		The mistake in the IPA correspondence (Dr. Lebovici wrote to Rio II instead of Rio I) also served as the basis for one more version by Dr. Cabernite of the events. According to the article by Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, annexed to Dr. Cabernite’s final defense (received by the Commission on October 31, 1995): “This confusion between the two organizations is regrettable, the whole issue bearing on the very existence of the two organizations.” In the newspaper article quoted above, it is the IPA that is held responsible, in the last analysis, for what the Rio I Board saw fit to do. In 1994, he would say something rather different. Recapitulating the facts, he would say that the complainant was initially thought to be Dr. Walderedo de Oliveira “because the IPA addressed to him the letter that should have been for Rio I”. Shortly afterwards, there appeared the first note from Dr. La Porta (May, 1974), which - in his opinion - changed the course of the suspicions. Now it was no longer Dr. Walderedo, but rather Dr. Helena Vianna. To the 1986 Ethics Commission, he narrated it like this:





About two months later (after the note from La Porta), there began to circulate in Rio I a technical report on handwriting analysis carried out by a specialist on the basis of handwriting appearing in the newspaper sent to Marie Langer, which concluded that there were strong indications that the hand was Helena Vianna’s. Rio I, under my presidency, did not request nor pay for the work. Nor did I./ In possession of the document, which was signed by a renowned professional ... (our boldface)





		Observe that this is the beginning of the “version” that would be presented to us in December 1994 and October 1995: “there began to circulate a technical report on handwriting analysis ...”. Apparently nobody was surprised and, moreover, it was taken as a “reliable, legitimate document”. He even told us in October 1995 that the letter of referral to Rio II had been ready since November 1973 (this fact was then denied, on the same day!) and that he knew who had written it, but that he did not want to name the person as it was someone who had died. We have seen the version that figures in his final defense, where it is clearly admitted that the Rio I Board had responsibility in requesting the handwriting analysis, but even so he insists on using indeterminate forms of speech when saying who brought the findings. There is no way that this version can be taken as it stands; it should, however, be taken into account seriously for the distortion evident in it and the scorn it shows for the dedication of those prepared to work for Rio I on both the Ethics Commissions (1986 and the present) - and which we are all demonstrating by meeting here to assess this report.

		Let us consider a passage from the minutes of the Ethics Commission of September 28, 1986:





On December 17, Dr. Lebovici wrote to Dr. Leão saying that he had already written to Dr. Walderedo I. de Oliveira about the accusations against Dr. Amilcar. This letter arrived during the vacations and he only found out in March. He called the Board together to consider the events and documents, given that Questionamos (sic) had already been published, but without information from the handwriting analyst, as in the handwritten note to Voz Operária, and information from Dr. Amilcar. At this meeting, due to the reference to Dr. Walderedo and because it was Walderedo who had vetoed his admission to Rio II when he came from Porto Alegre, Dr. La Porta said that the anonymous complaint came from Dr. Walderedo. (Obs: This confused information is transcribed as it appears in the minutes. The letter that is claimed to have arrived during the vacations is claimed to be the one from Dr. Lebovici informing him of having received Dr. Zimmermann’s letter of referral about Rio I’s letter of November 12, 1973. On the basis of that letter, he thus felt equipped to reply to the concerns that had been expressed to him, with the reservation, nonetheless, that he believed there was a problem in the psychoanalytical movement that would be better cleared up on his coming to the Latin American meeting in 1974).





		Remember that, in the previous version, he received a telephone call from Dr. Zimmermann informing him that he had received a package consisting of a photocopy of the newspaper Voz Operária and a copy of the letter from Dr. Evelyne Kestemberg, president of the Paris Society. Thus, before his vacation, not only was Dr. Cabernite very well informed, but he had already replied.

		In his 1994 deposition, Dr. La Porta did not deny that he initially believed Dr. Walderedo to be the complainant, giving the same reasons claimed by Dr. Cabernite; except that, according to him, the one who appeared in his consulting rooms “one fine day” was Dr. Cabernite:





‘La Porta, I want to talk to you!’ He said: ‘Look, I told Amilcar to come to you ...’ And I found it natural that he should want to talk to me, since I had interrupted the course (of psychotherapy), since I was Director of the Training Institute, I found it natural and said: ‘All right, tell him to come and see me and I’ll talk to him.’.... exhibiting a card, a piece of paper, and saying that now they could identify whoever had denounced Dr. Amilcar. (our boldface)





		From this meeting between the two Boards of the Rio de Janeiro societies - they do not inform us of the date but, according to Dr. La Porta’s second note, it was certainly after June 11, 1974 - it is worth transcribing in greater detail:





a letter comes out complaining about how the thing had been referred, to Dr. Lebovici, as well as a meeting to be scheduled with the Board of Rio II, and also a communication to Dr. Amilcar which then brings a declaration from the Army signed by Gen. Sylvio C.C. da Frota praising Dr. Amilcar and denying the accusations (Obs.: this is one of the ‘controversial’ points). The meeting with the Rio II Board is attended by Dr. Mario Pacheco de Almeida Prado, Dr. Cortes (sic) de Barros and Dr. Walderedo. The documents were shown and Dr. Pacheco said it was evident that the anonymous complaint had been made by Dr. Helena Celinia Besserman, since her handwriting was very well known at Rio II and she was a very dangerous woman ... On March 8, 1974, Dr. La Porta sent a handwritten note to Dr. Leão saying that she had exposed herself in São Paulo (sic) at Dr. Bion’s Seminar by asking about analyst torturers. They called a new meeting of the Rio I Board; Dr. La Porta did not attend the first, but communicated in writing that Dr. Amilcar had to defend himself and, at the meeting he did attend, he repeated that he had an acquaintance in the National Information Service (SNI), later it became known that apparently his brother-in-law was adjutant or accessor (sic) to Gen. Sylvio Frota, and that it would be necessary to submit the handwriting to analysis. Dr. Helena’s registration card was located in the archives of the Brazilian Congress, which confirmed what Dr. Pacheco had said. Then Dr. Leão said that, in his capacity as President of Rio I, he demanded that this investigation of the handwriting be done by a legally sworn specialist with registered findings and that he would not pay a cent out of Rio I funds. The investigation was carried out and, on July 15, 1974, in a letter signed by the Secretary of Rio I, Dr. Dutra, the copy of the specialist findings was referred to Rio II with a justificatory covering letter from Rio I. The President of Rio II, Dr. Walderedo, replied with a series of conjectures, ‘getting out of it’ - says Dr. Leão - in an undated letter marked Reserved (Obs.: as on the specialist findings, where the date is handwritten and, thus, subject to manipulation), a few days after acknowledging receipt of the correspondence of June 15, 1974. With all this having happened and, as President of Rio I, having to take part in all this, said Dr. Leão, it became impossible to continue analysis with Dr. Amilcar and I interrupted it for this reason in December ‘73 at the start of the rumors and attacks. During the events of ‘74 he was no longer in analysis with Dr. Leão. (our boldface)





		Evidently, on October 16, 1995, Dr. Cabernite did not confirm the portion of the minutes that talk about the request for the handwriting analysis, nor the request for a ‘communication’ to Mr. Lobo. We saw that, in the final defense (October 31, 1995), placing responsibility on the whole Board, he admits that Rio I requested the analysis. Remember, however, that Gen. Sylvio Frota was disputing nomination as candidate to the presidency of Brazil (which he lost to Gen. Geisel). Nonetheless, there are other declarations by him that, as president of Rio I, he demanded that all this be investigated. He made it clear to us on October 16, 1995, that this first meeting was with the Board of the ABP, composed at the time by members of Rio II. He insists in stating that he never went there, to the ‘other society’, to deal with the matter; occasionally, however, he does admit to having gone there “one single time”, as if geographical location - in the strict sense and of itself - were sufficient mark of his neutrality. Both the Rio II minutes and Dr. Helena Vianna’s deposition to the CRM mention the date of at least one meeting held there: October 25, 1973. This deposition states:





The deponent states that on October 25, 1973, Dr. Leão Cabernite approached Rio II and astonished everyone by affirming that this complaint of torture was to destabilize psychoanalysis and originated from people of Marxist ideology, namely Dr. Helena Viana, and that he had established this by investigating the handwriting using government experts. She then states that Dr. Cabernite repeatedly proclaimed the innocence of his candidate and concomitantly demanded punishment of some kind for the deponent.





		Returning to the minutes of the 1986 Ethics Commission, note that Dr. Cabernite explicitly assumes responsibility for the request for handwriting analysis: “he demanded that the handwriting investigation be done by a sworn specialist”. Note also the precaution of not stating the names of the Rio I board members who attended the meeting with the Board of Rio II - and that is known not to have been the only meeting. He says only that Dr. La Porta did not attend the first, although he was sent a note. In addition to him himself, it can be supposed that Dr. Dahlheim attended that meeting, given that he is the third signatory to the letter in reply to Dr. Zimmermann. Although, in his deposition on December 16, 1986, Dr. La Porta told the Ethics Commission that both he and Dr. Dahlheim signed “on trust” and at Dr. Cabernite’s request - giving one to understand that they did not participate in writing it. However, they surely did not sign a document without first reading it! On this minimum presupposition, Dr. La Porta’s argument falls. In October 1995, Dr. Cabernite was to give the names of nine teaching analysts who participated in these meetings: Fábio, Dahlheim, Marafelli, Dutra, Inês, Nylde, La Porta, Manhães and himself - the same list of names given by Dr. La Porta at the 1986 Special General Assembly de 86 and which, in our opinion, is not plausible. We do not deny the possibility that these nine - plus Dr. Noemy Rudolfer - were informed of how the matter was being dealt with, but that is a long way from participating in a decision-making meeting, as we all know well. This deplorable letter leaves us with no comment to make, since it more than speaks - it shouts - for itself. 





Rio I decided to bring officially to the knowledge of Rio II a fact regarded as of the greatest gravity, to request that the appropriate measures in this regard be taken as quickly as possible./ The justificatory letter is accompanied by evidence that can be evaluated by yourself and which represent threats to Psychoanalysis./It is known to all that a rumor is being put about that Rio I is giving training to a torturer of political prisoners./Having examined the matter, the Board, the Advisory Board and the Teaching Committee of our Society decided to take this step that we are taking because they consider that the circulating of this rumor - that we know to be untrue - in Brazilian and international psychoanalytical circles, anonymously and mentioning Rio I by name, in addition to being in patent bad faith, is intended to destroy and demoralize Brazilian psychoanalysis. Rio I was used as an example and “evidence” that Psychoanalytical Institutions are decadent./ The facts:/1- The 2nd volume of Questionamos - A Psicanálise and Suas Instituições [We Question: Psychoanalysis and its Institutions] (in Spanish, Cuestionamos 2) by Marie Langer and collaborators, has just been published in Argentina; this publication is purely political in nature./(...)/4- The word “Roster” does not figure on the ABP Listing but rather the word “Listing”. Thus,  only an analyst accustomed to our terminology could have sent the newspaper./(...)/ 8- After this letter from Dr. Zimmermann, Dr. Lebovici wrote to Rio I for the 1st. time (photocopy annexed), which motivated a ‘tit-for-tat’, clarified in a reply from Dr. Cabernite, which gave origin to another ‘tit-for-tat’ (photocopy annexed)./9 - Despite the intensity of the rumors, Rio I did not judge it necessary to take any measure other than to send a circular to its members and candidates at the Institute alerting them to the disruptive, demoralizing, destructive purposes of the rumor being spread for political purposes. (Obs.: In his deposition to us, Dr. Leão stated that he held a meeting with the students, besides 1 or 2 Special General Assemblies with the members of Rio I; this fact was denied by Dr. Nilo Ramos de Assis, as we have seen.)/10- With publication of the 2nd. Questionamos (the 1st volume has already be translated into Portuguese by the publisher Editora Vozes, of Petrópolis), and the mention of Rio I by name, we decided to establish the origin of the anonymous information. It was not difficult. We remembered that Dr. Helena Celinia Besserman Vianna, Associate Member of Rio II, had publicly questioned Dr. Bion on his last day of talks in Rio, asking him textually:/‘For example, I would like a concrete example: if you were to receive a patient in your consulting rooms - sent by someone else or on certain referrals - and he said he wanted treatment and perhaps to become an analyst by virtue of the fact that he was a doctor, but whose complaint was a very great difficulty in putting up with himself because he was perverse, had committed atrocities against others, would this meet your minimum conditions for accepting a patient like this?’/These words were transcribed from the official recording of the talks, cassette No. “10-Rio”, put on sale by the ABP, which hosted the scientific meeting. Should Rio II not yet be in possession of this recording, a copy can be provided by us if necessary or, we believe, by the ABP itself./11- Alerted by Dr. Helena B. Vianna’s clear interest in provocation, by her asking a question that was non-scientific and less still constructive, in the presence of dozens of witnesses, we decided to examine a probable link between Dr. Helena and Langer’s “complaints” to the IPA, to other Societies and in Cuestionamos./(...)/13- Despite the striking similarity in the handwritings, we decided to hand the evidence over to a skilled handwriting analyst, justly considered one of the greatest authorities on the subject. (...)/We would like to express to Rio II our discomfort at causing you this bother (...) Other measures are in progress. (...)/We are certain that Psychoanalysis is under threat from unscrupulous individuals active among us and thus most dangerously placed./ Dr. Helena C. B. Vianna circulated the most serious accusations anonymously, beyond the bounds of medical ethics, the spirit of psychoanalysis, human decency or mental normality. At no time did she come to us to learn the truth or otherwise of the accusations aimed to destroy the institution of psychoanalysis. (our boldface)





		We find the Rio II Board’s change in position so surprising that, in our opinion, it does not correspond - as Dr. Cabernite would have it - to “getting out of it” but rather a revision (elaboration) of a previous, clearly mistaken position. However, Dr. Cabernite reaffirmed this impression, at the same time as he denied it in October 1995, when he told us he suspected that two people were responsible for the handwriting analysis: one member of Rio I and another of Rio II. Whatever the case, what has to be considered are the terms employed by Rio II in its reply to such a scandalous ‘justificatory letter’ produced by Rio I:





In dealing with the dossier that was referred to us, we bore in mind always the need to preserve the scientific standing of psychoanalysis, the national and international reputation of our societies, the ethical principles guiding individual medical conduct and the dignity of those who are the victims of slander and defamation./Despite our studying the matter within this frame of references - which are, in fact, permanent concerns of all of us - we felt that we lacked legal and statutory grounds to adopt any measures to identify the author of the occurrences cited, as requested by your Society, since the elements brought forward by you are merely circumstantial.





		Meanwhile, this last version for the 1986 Ethics Commission, is the information suggested by Dr. Cabernite himself, that the letter from General Sylvio Frota was requested by Rio I itself and not - as he would have it believed later - that it arrived during his vacations and mainly for the purpose of pressuring him for having interrupted Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s analysis. Of course, this was denied in October 1995. Except that the dates point in this direction (as argued by the CRM rapporteur, for example), although Dr. Cabernite does not give them credit.

		We find, nonetheless, another version for how and when he received the General’s letter: “when he returned to his activities on March 4, 1974, he received a letter with the seal of the Republic from the hands of a uniformed soldier ...”(CRM). The CFM quite rightly questions the ‘intimidatory’ character that Dr. Cabernite attempts to lend this letter by resorting to the argument of the time lapse between when the analysis was interrupted and the arrival of the letter. It is known from documents and Dr. Cabernite’s depositions that this ‘analysis’ continued; it had merely ceased to be training analysis.

		The intentional indefiniteness of the claim that Dr. Helena Vianna’s registration card was “found in the archive ...” serves to confirm the deliberate distortion of the event perpetrated by Dr. Cabernite. We know about the version that it was Dr. Pacheco, of Rio II, who identified her handwriting - an assertion that would later be proven correct, not just from the result of the handwriting analysis, but from the very fact that Dr. Vianna confirmed that she was the author of the handwritten complaint. Except that, apparently nothing changed for Dr. Cabernite; the handwriting analysis and its sequel continued to be a fact of minor importance. That is not quite true, however, considering his later diligence in placing the responsibility for it on Dr. La Porta. He subsequently even went as far as to insist that it was Dr. La Porta, in his second note, who identified her. Who identified her, after all: Dr. Pacheco or Dr. La Porta? From the deposition made on October 16, 1995, the answer is: Dr. Pacheco.  From the final defense (October 31, 1995) it would be Dr. La Porta. There is nothing to be said. And exactly who was it who went to look for Dr. Helena Vianna’s registration card? We obtained no reply to this, which was to be expected. Continuing with the questions which have to be asked: Why were Mr. Lobo’s statements about his activities at the PE not taken seriously? If it is true that he hid nothing here (in the Society)? Was there fear of Mr. Lobo but not of the consequences of exposing a colleague to the forces of repression?

		The final defense states: “... Dr. Helena Besserman Vianna ... who supposedly wanted to destabilize Rio I. This was the only intention of the complaint: to make known to our sister organization the name of one of its members who was supposedly attacking Rio I. Any other intention is the fruit of later fantasies by those ignorant of the climate that existed at the time.” Except that, everything indicates that the climate was highly persecutory. It is worth saying that, while it favored ‘fantasies’ by some, it permitted absurd, improper acts to be perpetrated in the name of a supposed defense of psychoanalysis.

		The first letter from Dr. Zimmermann, president of the COPAL, of October 29, 1973, to Dr. Cabernite, president of Rio I, requests clarifications but already alludes to some kind of information, possibly exchanged with Dr. Cabernite in the telephone calls that had occurred. Its contents is as follows:





I have just received photocopies of the newspaper in question sent by Dr. Evelyne Kestemberg, president of the Paris Psychoanalytical Society, and two other letters that I am annexing, one of which is addressed to the president of the International Psychoanalytical Association, Dr. Serge Lebovici, in which you will see the matter is treated very seriously ... As president of the COPAL, I must clarify the problem in the best way possible, so that Psychoanalysis in Brazil, and Brazil itself, are not involved in defamation and lies, since that little clandestine rag has no respectability and even less responsibility: no-one can be sued for printing slanders since, of course, nothing is signed. I cannot, nor should I, simply ignore the problem: on the contrary, I feel that this matter deserves to be fully clarified to the International Psychoanalytical Association, the French Psychoanalysis Society and the Argentine Psychoanalytical Association, so that the present distorted image of Psychoanalysis in Brazil correspond to what it really is in fact. Given that your name was mentioned regarding this problem and given the long friendship that unites us, I would like to ask you to help me with the most correct information possible in order to facilitate my task of clarifying things for those three organizations. (our boldface)





		It took the Rio I board less than two weeks to meet this request. The letter in reply is signed by Drs. Leão,  Dahlheim and La Porta. The date is November 12, 1973. Note that there was no way the weight of these signatures could be ignored nor, in principle, could they be placed under suspicion. They sign, respectively: as President of Rio I, Senior Member of the Advisory Board and vice-president of the IPA and Director of the Rio I Teaching Institute, which is emphasized by Dr. Zimmermann to Dr. Lebovici to guarantee that this is a case of mere slander and to protest Mr. Lobo’s innocence.





	Regarding my request for information on the Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva “case”, I have to notify you that: 

	1 - It is a case of a false complaint, spread in the form of a rumor on the occasion of the IV Brazilian Psychoanalysis Congress (and due to the fact that a need has been expressed to prevent psychologists from exercising psychoanalysis without competent psychoanalytical training). A number (sic) of attacks were made against psychoanalysis at the time (May of this year) in a long, well organized campaign. The Amilcar “case” arose at a round table on psychotherapy, the complaint being presented as an “example” of how psychoanalysis is “reactionary”.

	2 - Dr. Amilcar Lobo has been in analysis for 6 (six) years. The first two years were with Dr. Walderedo Ismael de Oliveira, president and training analyst of Rio II. He then began training analysis with Dr. Antonio Dutra Júnior; at the end of two years, Dr. Dutra interrupted his activities in Brazil to do re-analysis in London, also for two years. On that occasion, Dr. Amilcar continued his training with Dr. Leão Cabernite, a training analyst and President of the Society. Dr. Amilcar has now been in this his third analysis for about two years.

	3 - Around three (sic) years ago, Dr. Amilcar was called up in the regular way by the army (sic) to do compulsory Military Service, and was designated to train at one of its units where he is responsible only for treating soldiers and performing selection examinations on recruits who intend to serve in the unit. His training ends next January.

	4 - The anonymous claim by the clandestine newspaper is entirely false and totally groundless. Possibly the fact that Dr. Amilcar Lobo served in a unit used as a prison for civilian prisoners lent itself to feeding the tendentious fantasies which gave rise to the rumor. (Obs.: Except that we know from him himself and from the documents that he would terminate Mr. Lobo’s analysis one month later, in December 1974. How could he make claims with such certainty and then, in such a short time, change his opinion so? What can have happened to force him to interrupt the analysis?)

	5 - It is not the first time that Psychoanalysis has been attacked in the form of unfounded gossip against Rio I, its members and candidates, by the spreading of rumors designed to destroy an Institution that is growing and developing. Recall the ridiculous arrest of our training analyst, Prof. Werner Kemper in 1956, described by Ernest Jones in his biography of Freud. (Obs.: which is well known to be untrue!)

	This is the information we can give, regretting that the name of a candidate of our Psychoanalysis Institute has been used so sordidly for ends entirely foreign to our clinical and scientific purposes”. (our boldface)





		Colleagues should note the careful and deliberate omission of the fact that these prisoners were, without exception, all political prisoners and all tortured, as it is more than proven that Mr. Amilcar Lobo told his analysts. This, without our referring to the improper and vehement defense made of an analysand. We all know that there is no way an analyst can have information sufficient for him to affirm categorically anything about the conduct of one of his patients. How is one to understand three experienced and titled analysts’ proceeding in such a way? (Although the text from Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade of October 1995 states clearly that a psychoanalyst, experienced or not, can do so). For us, the members of this Commission, one has to consider, moreover, that they officially pledged the word of the Institution and, at the international level, in the ambit of the IPA, they halted the proceedings to establish responsibilities, as we shall see below.

		One passage of the letter from Dr. Lebovici to Rio I, of December 17, 1973, deserves special attention:





Consequently, I think that I can use your testimony (Obs.: Dr. Leão’s), that Dr. Lobo Moreira da Silva was slandered, to reply to colleagues who approach me. This situation really constitutes a problem and there is something worrying in it for the psychoanalytical movement. I think that we shall have an opportunity to talk about this during a trip that I propose to make with Professor Widlöcher next July on the occasion of the COPAL congress. (our boldface)





		According to declarations by Dr. Cabernite, he remained silent the whole time at this meeting between those responsible for the IPA and the boards of Rio I and Rio II, and that this matter was not discussed; except that, at another moment, he states he asked Dr. Zimmermann to include the subject for discussion at the Congress. That is one of Dr. Leão Cabernite’s countless inconsistencies.

		On two occasions when they recall this meeting, Drs. Lebovici and Widlöcher, for their part, claim that Dr. Cabernite boasted of the measures taken to identify the complainant (the handwriting analysis) and that they repeatedly urged Dr. Cabernite to interrupt the analysis, which could no longer be considered training. Dr. Wallerstein says the same in a letter to Dr. Helena Vianna - he claims to have talked to Dr. Cabernite during the IV Brazilian Psychoanalysis Congress and also to have recommended the same step. In 1993, for example, Dr. Cabernite would deny in the Assembly having received all these warnings. On October 16, 1995, too: he was never warned of the need for this measure; except that we have the letter of November 20, 1981, from Dr. Limentani to Dr. Víctor, the president of Rio I, in which item 6), a) reads:





Rumors continue to reach London regularly about the fact that a person involved in tortures still continues as a candidate of the Society despite the strong warning given in 1974 by the past president of the IPA, Professor Serge Lebovici, that the candidate’s training analysis should be interrupted. (our retranslation)





		And, meanwhile, Dr. Cabernite, on October 31, 1995, stated:





Being at a remove from events, (Obs.: Dr. Jeremias) seems to choose, as reliable sources on the basis of which to form his opinions, people who have not proven worthy of deserving this trust. For example, Dr. Robert Wallerstein, directly responsible for the last major upheaval in Rio I. That gentleman quite simply demanded Cabernite’s expulsion from Rio I on the basis of a commitment that a member of the organization’s board had entered into with him. (...) To complete his irresponsible incoherence, if he was so sure that Cabernite was conniving with torture, saying he had documents that proved his participation, why was it only on the last day of his mandate, after twelve years on the board, eight of them as president, that he resolved to demand Leão’s head?





 		Dr. Cabernite, at times went as far as to deny that this conversation took place or, when he admitted some conversation did take place, he would say that this subject was never even mentioned -  a meeting he is claimed to have had with Dr. Walderedo, his “witness”, that he ‘entered mute and left in silence’, as he told us in December 1994. However, on being reexamined on this fact in October 1995, he would say that they did converse on this subject (Walderedo, Lebovici, Joseph, Widlöcher and he himself), but that there was no kind of recommendation on the part of the IPA members. Now, he would say that he had received a recommendation in private from Dr. Lebovici that he interrupt the analysis and that he was trying to comply with it. We have seen already that other IPA analysts urged him to terminate the analytical relationship but ... he only did so when he found the way to do so “without attracting reprisals”. As much as this, in itself, may be among the most powerful of arguments, when placed side-by-side with other declarations by Dr. Cabernite himself, the uncomfortable impression remains that something is false.

		One example is in the Special General Assembly of November, 11, 1986, where he states:





However inappropriate the decision may have been to consult a sworn specialist, this was never done for the purpose of denouncing anyone, but merely to identify who, in psychoanalytical circles, was seeking to create embarrassment for psychoanalysis at a moment when means were being sought to disconnect Amilcar from training without attracting reprisals from military circles. I had already been advised, in private, by the then president of the IPA, to terminate Amilcar’s analysis, even though I did not think him guilty and could discover nothing concrete in relation to his guilt. Although investigations had been made, no formal complaint existed, except the one in the clandestine newspaper. ...”. (our boldface)





		Dr. Cabernite thus finally acknowledged that at least one member of the IPA administration in fact urged Dr. Cabernite to interrupt the analysis with Mr. Amilcar Lobo. This being the case, all the other versions with respect to this interruption lose their standing as exclusive - but not as concomitant - versions. Meanwhile, we all know that it would be impossible to extinguish a “formal” complaint unless it were of the kind made by Mrs. Inês Etienne Romeu to the newspaper Voz Operária and by Dr. Helena Celinia Besserman Vianna outside Brazil. But Dr. Cabernite and all the other Rio I training analysts considered this kind of complaint not only “inappropriate” but “false”, since - from what was affirmed on November 12, 1973 - there was nothing to be denounced! The letter from Gen. Sylvio Frota attesting to good record and behavior as a doctor at the PE, as we have seen, was quickly transformed into a “threat from the Army against Dr. Leão for interrupting Mr. Amilcar’s analysis”. As for the other fact flaunted by Dr. Cabernite as a threat to his person - the call to the DOPS (Department of Public and Social Order) for questioning - we have to say that, in his deposition on December 14, 1994, he and his son and lawyer, Dr. Hermano Cabernite, made it clear to us that they were very frightened, but when they arrived there, after hours of questioning on the relationship between Psychoanalysis and Politics, they realized that what they really wanted was to probe his situation as an Egyptian naturalized Brazilian. In any case, in his two depositions to this Commission and to the CRM, the description is made in dramatic tones:





The Accused was interrogated for hours and asked insistently if he had any complaint against the Regime, if he was not satisfied, etc. and alerted that he was a foreigner (albeit naturalized) and could be expelled from Brazil. (Obs.: This is claimed to have happened in April, 1979)





		In his final defense, Dr. La Porta says that: 





In that connection, Leão stated at a Rio I Assembly (at which he, Leão, declared he had been summoned by the DOPS (Department of Public and Social Order) without knowing why), an Assembly at which I was present, he is claimed to have said: “La Porta got up like a madman and, with one finger raised, shouted: ‘it was me who told the National Information Service to summons you to the DOPS (Department of Public and Social Order).’ ” And he adds that Dr. Garrido, also present at the same Assembly, had said: “Shut up, Italian, don’t be stupid.” I mentioned this to Garrido and he told me: “I never said that, neither in my analysis with you, nor privately, and much less in public.”/I thought that the one who must be gravely ill was Leão; his categorical declarations, telling of or describing absurd situations and making false accusations against me, thus projecting his guilt onto me, at the same time transforming me into his persecutory object and the culprit of all that happened to him. He also frequently refers to death threats that he claims he, his brother and mother have received./ Leão’s discourse is always the same, his defense is always the same. In the first place, he denies the obvious (negation); he then tries to place me in situations that occurred to him (projection). Leão is totally lucid, but already one can glimpse some initial decline in his memory; he is always haughty, “above all suspicion”, making accusations and persecuting those who disagree with him ...





		He later tries to explain why Dr. Cabernite might have chosen him as his persecutory object - the only one to “know the truth about Amilcar and then protect his analysand” - in the following terms: “I was the only ‘foreigner’ in Rio I; that is, who had not done analysis with Dr. Kemper”.

		As we have seen, it was only in 1986 that Rio I - pressed by the series of articles in the major Rio de Janeiro and São Paulo newspapers and magazines and even including Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s confession of guilt (see his interview with VEJA, September 3, 1986) and by the desire to have the IPA intervention suspended -  began the process (incomplete to this day) of investigating what had happened. Permanent Special General Assemblies, dismissals from posts and responsibilities, suspicions that Rio I was ceasing to be a scientific society and becoming a political society, etc. The Regular General Assembly of June 11, 1986, was notified that a Site Visit Committee, composed of Drs. Wallerstein (president of the IPA) and Weirshel (secretary of the IPA) was coming; Rio I intended - and managed - to suspend the intervention. Studies were presented on what each person and each group thought had happened - and still was happening - with us. Despite all these efforts, however, it was to take many years and an apparently “untimely” step by Drs. Wallerstein and Segal in 1993, for Rio I finally to set itself to investigating anything specific.

		Reading the minutes of the 1986 Special General Assemblies, it can be seen that, at the decisive moments, the question that could finally clarify things is lacking. We lost ourselves in details and forgot the main point. Several times, individuals or groups of analysts made attempts to arrive at a minimum understanding of the “Amilcar case” and desisted halfway (example: the 1986-87 Ethics Commission/87) or ended up defending Dr. Cabernite (example: Dr. Víctor’s 1993 text). The only time in the history of Rio I that an Ethics Commission dared make a pronouncement contrary to Dr. Cabernite’s point of view, warning him that it was inappropriate for him to equate student and analysand in his conversations with the CRM, the reply it received from him was to disqualify the members of the Commission, as we shall see below when we deal specifically with the issue of the atmosphere reigning among us in Rio I.

		We decline to refer to the series of articles published in the Rio de Janeiro and São Paulo press, as a whole, since they add little of substance to what we were able to discover in response to the Applications we received. They are also subject to criticism by Dr. Cabernite, who refused to reply to any question based on them, along with all the others he refused to answer in his penultimate deposition to this Commission, in December 1994.

		To return to our previous concern: the versions of what happened. Several times over the years, Dr. Cabernite was to deny having had any part in the handwriting analysis - true, most times he was to take the precaution to specify “in doing the analysis” - but we have already commented on this issue of responsibility for the decision to have it done, responsibility for administering the process as such and, lastly, for referring the expert findings to Rio II. For that reason, we shall not return to this point here. Although we have the minutes of the 1986 Permanent Special General Assemblies, where he at times admits, yes, he took part in the meetings that culminated in that malign “providential measure”, there are other exactly opposite declarations. ‘You can even have Dr. Pacheco called ... nothing will be proven against him’, ‘no evidence can exist of nonexistent events’, etc.

		In short, as we stated earlier, the only declaration that does not undergo transformations concerns not having “paid a penny”. This attitude of not burdening the Society’s “coffers” is not new. There is a similar example in the Special General Assembly of June 15, 1976, when approval is given to hire a typing service “without onus for the Society’s coffers” which would be equivalent, in present-day terms, to contracting consultancy in computation. Dr. Cabernite does not accept this argument; he did not, however, present us with any other that was even reasonable.

		It is known that the early analysts laid out considerable sums from their own pockets; even Dr. Cabernite himself contributed, and considerably, even financially, to purchasing Rio I’s headquarters. Of course, there is no way of proving this fact materially. Although he and his lawyer insist on Dr. Jeremias Lima’s being reexamined: “The question to the witness would be whether any documentation of this payment exists; whether this payment made to the expert, Mauro Ricart, appears in Rio I’s accounting records”. They return to this: “The question was clear: whether the witness has any proof, any document, to prove the Society paid and whether payment for the handwriting analysis appears in Rio I’s accounting”. These alone they would consider evidence. For all of Dr. Jeremias’ arguments - which include reading the text of the letter referring the expert findings to Rio II, where it states: “Having considered the matter, our Society’s Board, Advisory Board and Teaching Committee decided to take this measure ...” and item 13 of which states: “despite the striking similarity between the hands, we decided to submit the evidence to a renowned handwriting analyst ...” - there was no way that Dr. Cabernite and his lawyer would accept the conclusion that is clear to everyone.

		At the CRM, Dr. Cabernite said he “knows or suspects” who was behind hiring the sworn specialist. But at the Special General Assembly of November 25, 1986, after reading Dr. La Porta’s note of May 8, 1974, we find the following affirmation:





If one pays close attention to the contents of this letter (Obs.: which we are calling a note), one will note that it is quite similar to the communication issued jointly to Rio II by all the steering bodies, which says several times that it was not written by me. La Porta says that I showed the findings of the handwriting specialist at a meeting of the Teaching Committee. I do not remember this fact, but if I did this, La Porta must have given me the report since, as I said, I had no part in carrying out this analysis.





		In his deposition, Dr. La Porta would say that, as director of the Institute (for the two-year period 1972-73, when he was also secretary of Rio I), he had lent Training Institute money to the Society which at that time was already tied up with construction work.





Leão carried out a series of building projects here, didn’t he? To improve the head offices. Not major construction work, but it was a start ... Very well, but on this occasion, the Congress (Obs.: the 1974 COPAL congress; the monthly quota) was increased a little, but the Institute had a fund, but Leão needed money from the Institute, he asked me and I passed it over to him to finish the building work. The Congress was imminent and the never again did the Institute have funds, at least in my time then. Therefore, I did not participate in paying for the handwriting analysis (unintelligible). At that time, I did not pay, right? The money went there, and from there forwards I ... Later, the following year, I was already no longer director of the Institute.





		Dr. La Porta is responsible for yet another version of the facts surrounding the handwriting analysis. The suspect of having brought the complaint is no longer Dr. Walderedo, but rather Dr. Castellar. This was when attempts were still being made to uphold the idea that: ‘On the supposition that it is a colleague interested in denigrating the image of Brazilian psychoanalysis, a facsimile was sent by Dr. Evelyne Kestemberg (President of the Paris Society) to Dr. Zimmermann for handwriting analysis with a view exclusively to settling the doubt as to whether there were a possibility of it being someone else with no political militancy’ (our boldface). It is Dr. Castellar himself who detailed this version to us at the Special General Assembly on October 7, 1986, where he narrated a dialogue that took place between him and Dr. La Porta when the rumors about Amilcar Lobo were beginning.





La Porta: “Castellar, the situation is bad at Rio I because it is going around that you denounced Amilcar to ‘Questionamos’. Rio I has a dossier saying that you have sex with patients. Be careful. Quieten down.”

Castellar: ‘Rio I is going to have to prove that part. As for Amilcar, I am only sorry it was not me who denounced him.” Dr. La Porta asks to speak and makes the clarification that he was not threatening Castellar when he said that. (Obs: From Dr. Leão we have the following statement in this respect: ‘Castellar’s name was not considered, because there was no record of any hostility to Rio I on his part.’)





		A variant of this version is given by Dr. Cabernite; here the suspect was Dr. Walderedo de Oliveira:





And so you can see how the name of the author of the anonymous letter was arrived at and also the diligence in investigating the case. The handwriting analysis was carried out because the possibility was pursued persistently that it could be some other colleague at Rio II who, at the time, nurtured great hostility for Rio I - despite having no connection with political movements. (...) No police assistance was resorted to at any time, but rather a legally sworn specialist was used privately, which is quite different. (...) Once the analysis was finished, although Rio II and the ABP already knew how the case was going, an official communication was sent to Rio II exclusively for the purpose of showing that Dr. Besserman’s conduct towards Rio I had been hostile. This measure had no connection with party political matters, and the same thing would have been done had it been established that the author of the complaint were the other with no party connection. (1986 Special General Assembly)





		In his deposition of October 16, 1995, he was to tell us that ‘at the time, this did not carry the same weight and importance that was later attributed to it. In recent years, Dr. Cabernite has employed the argument that the “Amilcar Lobo case” was nothing more than a ‘regrettable accident in the organization’s history’; or the argument of the ‘ambush’ into which he is claimed to have fallen, always in the effort to make us believe that what happened is not a fact of extreme gravity. Dr. Manhães goes along with him in claiming the following in her refusal to testify before this Commission:





When he took on Dr. Amilcar Lobo as a candidate, to stand in for his analyst who had gone to do an internship in London, Dr. Leão Cabernite ran the risk of having fall into his hands the roulette ball that could have hit any one of us training analysts.





		It is thus confirmed that, in the early 70s (or mid-70s at the latest), practically all the training analysts or at least - as Dr. Galina says - those who participated in the institution’s major decisions - already knew of Mr. Lobo’s involvement with the agencies of repression. This is what Drs. Wallerstein, Lebovici and Widlöcher concluded by other means and affirmed by letter in 1993. And did nobody (neither in the ABP, nor in Rio I and nor in the IPA) realize that it was not enough to interrupt the analysis temporarily, which is what was finally attempted here? That to cover for a participant in a torture squad would irremediably compromise Rio I, politically and morally? That the Sisyphean task of discriminating and working through this whole period and all these events was always up to us? The task is Sisyphean, if seen from the perspective of each individual, but not from the perspective of an institution. Forty years of existence by a professional institution in a discipline which has existed only 100 years is no mean thing. From this point of view, we face the task of conquering and building a future with the kinds of suffering that are inherent to a process like this, one that is known to entail achieving greater degrees of definition and observance for the ethical and bureaucratic rules by which we operate.

		As Dr. Chebabi says in the Jornal do Brasil of September 2, 1986: “psychoanalytical thinking in Brazil, as Dr. Leão Cabernite shows well in his letter to the Jornal do Brasil of September 16, 1986, has become an ideology.  The ingenuity is in supposing that one can avoid being political and even that one can turn a science into an ideology without recognizing that one is engaged in politics” (our boldface). The author of the anonymous document mentioned above (annexed to this report) also believes that “psychoanalysis does not have real concepts” although “it explains everything...”. That is, it is nothing more than an ideology! Dr. Chebabi concludes his article in the Jornal do Brasil by saying: “apoliticism results inevitably in the politics of connivance with the reigning system”(November 17, 1986).

		It is our opinion that the process leading to Mr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva’s readmission and its formalization in August 1975 unmistakably has this character - it was a political act although the descriptions on record attempt to give a different idea: that it was the result of Dr. Manhães “fit”. Now, psychoanalysts - as a duty of their office - have the training necessary to deal with occasional fits, do they not? According to the description by Mr. Lobo himself:





As time went by, it became clear that something unprecedented was happening with the members of the Rio I Teaching Committee since, after fifteen months, I was notified by Dr. Leão that no conclusion regarding my participation in the torture of political prisoners had been annexed to my curriculum. ... Time was slipping by quickly and nothing was happening. One night, at the end of a three month wait, a long wait, Dr. Maria Manhães, a professor at the Society and my first supervisor, asked me to go to her apartment, in Copacabana, to put down her greatly loved little dog which was dying. Dr. Maria Manhães was the training analyst who held the first interview with me when I registered with Rio I. Knowing her wish, I took with me injectable digitalis, a heart stimulant which is fatal in large doses. I applied this medication to the animal and the dog died a short time later. We then sat and fell into conversation, until there came a time when the question arose of the impasse created by the Teaching Committee (sic) in relation to my request to be temporarily removed from the Society. I put my point of view that the training analysts were reluctant to expel me definitively or to readmit me to Rio I’s roll of candidates, because they had not discovered any more conclusive evidence of my activities as a military doctor working with political prisoners. Dr. Maria Manhães heard me out attently and, at the end, told me that she was participating in these meetings and that my case had been mentioned on only two occasions, and then fleetingly. This revelation surprised me since, for two months, Dr. Leão Cabernite had merely given me excuses which had left me at a dispiriting moment (sic), believing that the other members of the Teaching Committee were avoiding, at all costs, discussing and deciding on my suspension from the Society. Nonetheless, at that moment, a person who always enjoyed the most unrestricted trust and affection brought down an edifice built up by a man who was my psychoanalyst and who was also a person who, inside me, I undeniably considered irreproachable. That night, Dr. Maria Manhães, with tears in her eyes, assured me that at the next meeting of the Teaching Committee she would bring up my problem and would demand an immediate pronouncement from the members participating. ... /The promise really was carried out and there was a vote on my reentering the Training Institute (pp. 79 to 81; our boldface).





		According to the version presented by Dr. La Porta, the meeting of the Teaching Committee that decided to readmit Mr. Amilcar Lobo happened in the following manner:





In 75, at a meeting of the Teaching Committee, which is the highest echelon, it was called the Teaching Committee, whereas the Director was Dutra ... Suddenly Maria Manhães had a fit, gave a yell, ... (unintelligible) got a fright ... Went really pale, looked like something serious was going to happen there ... And started to cry and shout and say she couldn’t stand any more (unintelligible). Then explained that ... it’s there in Amilcar’s book, she told it differently, but in Amilcar’s book there’s a story about a little dog she had killed, that he went there to kill the little dog and so on. But she didn’t tell us that. What she told us is that one Friday, prior to that meeting, she was lying down resting and ... Amilcar, right? Had already arrived, laid down to rest, when suddenly the maid arrived and said: ‘Doctor, Dr. Amilcar Lobo is here and wants to speak to you.’ Send him in, she got dressed and went there, saw Amilcar crying, talking about suicide, frightened to be saying those things, at the time he seems to have had no documents, wasn’t even registered, it was Teaching ... Commission ... The fit mustn’t have been recorded. Well, and that he talked about suicide because he could no longer stand that situation of promises that Leão had made of going back and he wasn’t managing to talk to Leão any more, and so on and so on. So, that she couldn’t stand it any longer, and the shock she gave those people, and everyone said: ‘But then, let him come back, come back and try to get a training analyst, no?’ Then the training analyst: ‘no vacancies’. ... Then Galina who was already participating, said - ‘Send him to talk to me’.





		In his communiqué to the Special General Assembly on October 7, 1986 the text that Dr. Cabernite presented to the Assembly was a little different from the text of the minutes of the same meeting but in no way changes the substance of the situation, except for one important statement that we will quote here:





In the course of the analysis, he showed his anguish regarding the suffering of tortured prisoners whom he is obliged to treat, not just by being a doctor, but also out of human solidarity. (our boldface)





		Human solidarity?!? Is this not over-stretching the supposition that Rio I is still the same “irresolute”, “retrograde” Society - as was his assessment in the 70s and early 80s, and communicated to all of us at one of the Special General Assemblies in 1986 - the same Society that he did so much to rebuild in his successive mandates?

		The CRM and the CFM have already demonstrated exhaustively that this allegation is totally ungrounded. So much so that they punished Mr. Amilcar Lobo with the penalty of debarment from the profession and Dr. Cabernite with the second heaviest punishment provided for in cases of breach of medical ethics: 30 days suspension from practising. The decision is known to have been difficult - Dr. Cabernite very narrowly escaped being debarred as a doctor, as requested by the CRM/RJ and confirmed by the CFM. The president of the session of the CFM (Dr. Ivan de Araújo Moura Fé, who was rapporteur of the CRM!), who judged his case, gave the deciding vote, and broke the tied vote on August 10, 1994. In short, the rapporteur’s vote was:





As for the punishment requested for the appellant - the maximum penalty, debarment from exercising the profession - I find that applying this would equate those who knew about torture and kept silent with those who actually practised it, which I consider inappropriate since it is a crime of undeniably lesser gravity. Both are grave, although different in magnitude./ ... Instead of denouncing the occurrence of torture, the appellant’s action was to proclaim the accused’s innocence and to discover the origin of the complaint. He did not make the atrocities committed known to the various organizations dealing with the problem, for which purpose he even enjoyed certain facility granted by his personal and professional prestige. He kept quiet. He held silent. It was easier, more convenient. We cannot demand that everyone be a hero, but we cannot absolve omission.





		There was thus no point in Dr. Cabernite’s writing to us, as he did in 1994, saying that he considered himself ‘not punished, but desisting from continuing with the process’. This is an untruth and aims only to attempt to muddle our minds. It is enough to consult the reports of the proceedings referred to and which are annexed to the case papers. Contrary to his supposed intentions, he convinced us rather that we have to confront the truth of the events that occurred here in the 1970s and their immediate results in the early 1980s. In October, 1995, he was to admit, through his attorney, that he had been punished.

		Since 1946, there have been international laws (“All care and precaution must be taken to prevent the most remote condition of injury, death or incapacity”) that, with each new wording, state more and more firmly and explicitly that it is a breach of ethics in the exercise of medicine to treat torture victims, since this conduct is understood as connivance with torture. This is the case, for example, of the Tokyo Declaration, adopted by the 29th World Medical Assembly (Tokyo, Japan, 1975). It is annexed to our report, for those who wish to read it.

		As for the relatively recent argument used by Dr. Cabernite that ‘psychoanalysis is not medicine’, we would like to call to mind - more than his declarations to the contrary in the 1970s (declarations which were even rather offensive to  non-doctors who do practice psychoanalysis) - that, as president of the ABP, he launched a campaign, the Julianelli Bill, to make the professional practice of psychoanalysis legal exclusively for doctors. In his curriculum vitae, annexed to his final defense (item J), there are two articles published on this subject: “Regulamentação da Profissão de Psicanalista” (Regulating the Profession of Psychoanalyst, 1972) and “As Comissões de Defesa da Profissão de Psicanalista and o Estudo do Futuro da Psicanálise no Brasil” (The Commissions in Defense of the Profession of Psychoanalyst and Studying the Future of Psychoanalysis in Brazil, 1974). The ABP even set up a Commission especially to provide input to and monitor progress by the draft bill in Brazil’s National Congress. Note that, when the president of the ABP was precisely Dr. Cabernite and the secretary was Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade and the Commission composed basically of members of Rio I. There can be no denying that Dr. Cabernite fought fiercely for a conception of psychoanalysis that seemed most appropriate to him - for whatever reasons that may have been. In his words: “what the ABP and the IPA define as such”. The definition was unlikely to be accepted, but it was what he upheld even in a joint interview with Dr. Víctor published in the newspaper Jornal do Brasil in December 1979. In October 1995, he was to say that he always fought against regulation of the profession of psychoanalyst and attributed this initiative to an institution in São Paulo. In remained to him to “disarm” this measure.

		This, except that things change from one day to the next: from 1993 to date, the IPA has been dominated by “liars”; thus by non-psychoanalysts, etc. Dr. Cabernite became its fierce adversary. Let us examine his conception of psychoanalysis. It is to be supposed that, at least formally, one would find, at the heart of this conception, that psychoanalytical technique is grounded on the fundamental rule of free association/poised attention, analysis of resistances and of transferences - everything that Dr. Cabernite failed to respect (or rather, what he says he did not) in his relationship with Mr. Lobo, when it was a question of considering his “not knowing” about ‘real’ events lived by Mr. Amilcar Lobo. “He knew nothing of the external reality” lived by him in his activities at the PE but, as we have already shown, he did know about “his anguish at the suffering of the tortured prisoners he was obliged to treat” (October 7, 1986); he did know that he was approached by colleagues in his class on the training course to obtain a table at the Canecão show house, to obtain a firearms license, etc.; as he also knew about his matrimonial difficulties. However, Dr. Cabernite would have us believe that he knew only “the clinical events that occurred to him himself and gave rise to his symptoms of anguish and suffering”.

		We ask: What “clinical event” is it that caused such anguish? Is it not grounded in some real occurrence experienced by the patient? In any case, what is really decisive is that he felt he “had to take concrete measures to establish the identity of the complainant”; that is, defend the accused as the target of “slanders” and, at no time, investigate his participation.

		There is the study by Dr. Víctor de Andrade, dated October 1995 and requested by Dr. Hermano Cabernite, in which he intends to differentiate ethical transgression from technical transgression in such a way as to demonstrate that what happened in the Leão-Lobo relationship was not either - and certainly not in psychoanalysis. Scholar that he is, though, he recognizes that: “The technical rule of neutrality is usually confused with that of abstinence, according to which the patient should be maintained in a state of frustration, considering that the two overlap and that actually the rule of neutrality comprehends and goes beyond the rule of abstinence...” However, as we are seeing, Dr. Víctor’s efforts in 1995 were not sufficient to dispel the impression that this conception of psychoanalysis was lost from sight in the way Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s analysis was conducted and, unfortunately, also in the political struggles between and within the societies at the various levels - local, national and international - in which Dr. Cabernite was involved.

		On October 16, 1995, when reexamining Dr. Jeremias Ferraz Lima, he was to attempt to establish a difference between technique and ethics which is hard to understand clearly in our day. He was to reaffirm that psychoanalysis had “gone out of fashion” and that what one could see today was the practice of a “cheap” psychotherapy as opposed to a good psychotherapy, “like what we practice here”. Observe, however, his warning to us in 1986:





We confront a turnaround in the way of conceiving and practicing psychoanalysis. This turnaround threatens to be irreversible if not understood in time by our fellow members. ... Those who live will see psychoanalysis practiced among us by the measure of the parallel Societies - that is, to the lowest common denominator - or even more a caricature of the psychoanalysis carried on by Freud and confirmed by the IPA. Let them make no mistake - those who are unwilling to take a position at this moment or who dream of the Brazilian (Society) as an island of security - for they will be involved, if they are not already. (Minutes of the Special General Assembly of November 4, 1986)





		Can there be greater caricature than to consider psychoanalysis an ideology? What is surprising - if there is anything to be surprised at any longer - is that Dr. Cabernite always held several positions, performed a series of task assigned even by the IPA (as he shows us in his curriculum vitae, presented at the 1986 and 1993 Special General Assemblies and included in the supporting documentation) and reaffirmed, for example, in Dr. Zusman’s deposition. In this way, intelligent and experienced as he is, he had long realized that psychoanalysts - whether on the IPA board or not - are human creatures and, as such, have their personal ambitions and idiosyncrasies - and not just those that can be talked about in public with impunity. Even so, he insists: “his ideology is psychoanalysis”, “he is not political”, etc., when it is known - even from him himself - that having the International Psychoanalysis Congress held here in Rio de  Janeiro would pave the way for his election as president of the IPA. This, clearly, was his plan and, should it have worked out, would have been grounds for great satisfaction at Rio I. We do not share his view of professional politics: he says that he sees it only as something undesirable, although he has engaged in it as few of us here have. We consider it legitimate and inherent to life in a society. For that reason, we do not see why one should hide or attempt to disguise it under other names - among other things, because saying that psychoanalysis is an ideology is far more grave than might appear at first sight. This report is not the place for us to pursue that particular discussion. Let the suggestion remain that our colleagues give it thought.

		Meanwhile, another “surprise”: Dr. Cabernite resorted to almost the same arguments as Mr. Amilcar Lobo in order to defend himself at the CFM:





The Appellant claims that the Code of Medical Ethics does not apply to this case in question, given that the code current at the time did not typify this - that is, the crime of torture - as a breach of ethics. He also claims the CRM is incompetent to judge the appellant, Leão Cabernite, since at the time the misdeed occurred, he was not registered with the Rio de Janeiro Regional Medical Council.



		As mentioned by the rapporteur of the CFM proceedings:





In acknowledging the right to punish on the basis of cognizance of the deed, one cannot speak of a prior Code, nor prior registration. The fact is that, at the time cognizance of the deed occurred, the Code of Medical Ethics covered the misdeed, and the doctor was practising medicine.





		Mr. Lobo claimed the CRM was incompetent to judge him because: “the Council could not judge a military doctor” (deposition of February 15, 1995). Dr. Cabernite claimed he was not registered as a doctor with the CRM when the events that gave rise to the complaint took place. Mr. Lobo appeals to the Amnesty Law which, as we saw from the findings of the CFM rapporteur, does not apply to issues of ethics but only to crimes. Mr. Lobo claimed that punishment had prescribed, unaware that this prescribes only five years after the date that the facts are brought to the attention of the appropriate authorities.

		The CFM rapporteur adds to his argumentation against the CRM’s alleged incompetence to judge such a case - alleged via his attorney Dr. Hermano Cabernite - the fact (uncontested to date) that the only people who have entered Rio I for psychoanalytical training since the 1980s have been doctors and psychologists. Add to this that the Psychologists’ Code of Ethics is just as rigorous as the Code of Medical Ethics.

		Returning to internal, official Rio I documents, we once again find his argumentation evolving. In the minutes of the Special General Assembly of October 7, 1986:





This person expresses revolt at this fact and feels impotent to modify the situation. ... Throughout out all the analysis with Dr. Amilcar, I never heard of any act of his that characterized him as an active participant in torture, but merely of his activity as a doctor who treated prisoners who had been victims of torture. Of course, this compromised him. So much so that I advised him directly to abandon those activities, which he did not do, judging it impossible. (It seems to us unnecessary to make any other comment on the incongruency of such declarations when contrasted with others already quoted by us.)� “What to do then? Denounce?/ To whom? Few are the men who can be considered heroic, and we cannot demand heroic acts of anyone./And of me, what did you expect me to do? Denounce him as a torturer ... Although it shared the same conviction in relation to the Amilcar Lobo case, the Board of the Society wanted to know the origin of the anonymous complaint. (our boldface)





		Dr. Cabernite proceeded with his defense by resorting to technical arguments of the type “reinforcing the patient’s healthy parts”, etc.; he claimed to have notified ABP and Rio II of the fact - while demanding that Rio I proceed with the measures it had taken - as if this exempted him from responsibility for the deplorable decision to defend a candidate of his by all means, including handwriting analysis. 

		On November 11, 1986, he went as far as to affirm that “there is no evidence of a non-existent fact”, in the following terms:





As I imagined, he (Pellegrino) did not bring forward any evidence - and he could not have, since there is no evidence of a non-existent fact. ... let Dr. Pacheco be brought here and let him prove what he said in the minutes. ... he has no scruples in distorting facts and exploiting one side of the truth as being the whole truth. ... It was not written by me, neither did it bear my signature. ... That is the only document that exists on the matter and I defy anyone, including Dr. Pacheco, to demonstrate my participation as ‘mentor’ of this episode ... I also did not participate at any stage in the efforts to identify the author of the complaint ... I never had any contact of any kind with the sworn specialist, nor did I authorize payment via the Society’s coffers. ... La Porta was the one responsible for investigating the case and he had family connections with the National Information Service (SNI). Even so I do not believe that La Porta used such shabby means. ... I do not agree ... when they say that Amilcar received special treatment at Rio I, despite its having extremely firm statutes at the time. I do agree that there was a great deal of complaisance with him ... at our Institute, ... no candidate is failed or expelled. All those who enter leave as graduates. The only ones to be expelled are those who take the initiative of having this done. ....The case of Amilcar falls rigorously into this category. Seeing implications of a political nature or of connivance with military agencies is to distort the facts out of all proportion ... (our boldface)





		Would it not be exactly the contrary? To deny the political implications of such vile actions, is that not to ‘distort the facts out of all proportion’? One more version that we encountered of Dr. Cabernite’s part in these occurrences dates from the Special General Assembly of October 14, 1986 where, in response to the deposition by the former political prisoners, Dr. Cabernite declared, in the tone of one swearing an oath, “that this is the first time he has heard of such horrendous facts” (our underlining). Moreover, Dr. La Porta was to say something very similar in his deposition to the 1986 Ethics Commission. Dr. Cabernite insisted on claiming that there is no evidence that Mr. Lobo was a torturer, given that there was a difference between participating in a torture squad and being a torturer. It is all too clear that Dr. Cabernite knew and knows that, in practice, this difference did not and does not exist, since several times he states that he induced Mr. Lobo to get out and, as shown by us earlier, he maneuvered in such a way - we are obliged to admit this as a possibility - that, had it not been for the intervention on the part of Dr. Manhães towards readmitting Mr. Lobo to the Training Institute/Rio I, the results might perhaps have been different.

		Nor do we accept the distinction proposed by Dr. Portella that “Amilcar Lobo proceeded in the torture chambers much more like a doctor and not as a psychoanalyst. It is just that the repercussion as a ... (psychoanalyst) is far greater” (Special General Assembly of November 18, 1986). We have no way of knowing, nor can one presume such a marked dissociation in a person who makes a point of declaring that he complied, to a large extent, with the requirements for becoming a psychoanalyst as expressed in the regulations of Rio I and the IPA . What is - and all this time has been - at issue is the type of person that the institution Rio I, as a Society linked to the IPA and which trains psychoanalysts, considers unacceptable as a candidate. We all know that saying “yes”, which would be desirable, is at least an exercise in useless rhetoric - there is no way of knowing what kind of attributes the person should have, whom can be recommended, when and how someone becomes a psychoanalyst or not...

		On November 25, 1986, as we saw above, Mr. Amilcar Lobo was to be finally transformed into nothing less than a “protector of political prisoners” and thus a person of the greatest moral integrity, since he was “lending human solidarity” to those who had been tortured! This affirmation is immediately followed by another: “Thus, the subsequent discovery that the report in the newspaper Voz Operária was justified does nothing to sully the name of Rio I”. We ask, in that case, what more would have to happen for one to consider that it might sully the name? Also, one cannot forget that in 1994 he was reaffirmed in this role as ‘protector of prisoners’ by Dr. Cabernite, even after having said in 1986 that he had ‘never heard from Mr. Lobo anything like what the former political prisoners told us’. In his second deposition to this Commission he was to say that: “what I most wanted in the world was for Amilcar to confess ...”. Remember that in the 1986 Special General Assembly, Dr. Cabernite declared that his analysand manifested anguish over the suffering of the tortured prisoners. Therefore, he knew and knew very well what Mr. Lobo experienced (if he suffered, it did not curtail his activities) in the PIC on Barão de Mesquita street and in the Casa da Morte (House of Death), in Petrópolis.

		However, at one point Dr. Cabernite said something to us that we consider absolutely pertinent to the moment we are living here and now. In his words on the same day, October 7, 1986, words which really deserve to be heard, he says: “Let the  Society assume, entirely, its omission and responsibility”. (our boldface)

		As much as they may and should be shared in this case, however, omission and responsibility cannot be attributed uniformly, as was said so well by Dr. Lindemberg Rocha at the 1986 Special General Assembly. So much so that it caught our attention that he is changing his versions, making a small piece of the truth clear in each of them. Except that, in this case, we can see clearly not only the delaying tactics adopted by Dr. Cabernite, but also his transparent conviction that no-one would ever dare face the same facts, and even using documents in his own handwriting to bring to the Society a different view of the events from its own. Many years have passed (22 years!), which suggests an immense deliberate effort on his part to obstruct the investigation and reconstruction of the events, so great is the degree of intimidation and distortion that he lends to his versions of those events; and so great the charisma that he still wields among us, as is demonstrated by what occurred in the Special General Assemblies during 1993. Another indication of what we are saying is that it is enough to realize that we of this Ethics Commission were not the first ones to bring up this “regrettable case”. There can be no denying that fear is the rule within the institution when confronted by the truth of the matter. However, like the psychoanalysts that we are... recalling, repeating ... we are working it through, are we not?

		While he is quite right in saying that one cannot expect that we all be heroes, it is at least unexpected of a psychoanalyst - and even more so from one who makes such a boast of being a professional journalist, also a graduate in Philosophy as well as Medicine, of having received a number of honorary commendations - that he should be so disposed to investigate not the complaint but rather the complainant, and with such zeal as is shown by his own declarations and the documents. In fact, he never defended himself in the usual sense - at least what could be understood as a defense, given the gravity of the accusations. He has always preferred to attack others; never - or rarely - did he manage to go beyond “if I erred, forgive me”. He thus continues to believe that he acted in the worthiest and most upright manner possible.

		As for the version presented on November 11, 1986, we would like to make some further comments. Pressed by Castellar to say who asked for the handwriting analysis:





... Dr. Leão does not know, says it was at a meeting of all the training analysts at the time. Dr. Leão explains that they were seven but Dr. Jeremias does not accept this. Dr. Leão says he suspects that it was Dr. Amilcar who did it. ... (Obs.: Once again, it was Dr. La Porta who would set about naming them: ‘Dahlheim, Manhães, Fábio, Marafelli, Inês, Dutra and, he himself, La Porta.’ Note: can he have “forgotten” Dr. Leão?)





		When Dr. La Porta (secretary) temporarily stood in for Dr. Cabernite as chairman of the Congress, we were duly informed by the latter that Dr. La Porta only created difficulties: witness the commotion over the group led by Dr. Roberto Martins, from Rio II (it included Dr. Walderedo), which submitted a paper (the official Rio II report) containing observations which in Dr. La Porta’s view - according to Dr. Cabernite - could offend the Brazilian government and/or the United States of America. Dr. La Porta would not accept it unless it were rewritten, which of course did not happen. A serious professional signs what he writes - is that not so? - and thus assumes responsibility. But curiously when Dr. Walderedo “fights”, “breaks off relations”, it is with Dr. Cabernite; and evidently moved far more by the suspicions raised against him as the complainant to Argentina, seen as supposedly interested in destabilizing Rio I and ‘boycotting’ the IV Brazilian Psychoanalysis Congress organized by Rio I, than by the paper refused by Dr. La Porta. We do not know whether he went as far as to break off relations with Dr. La Porta, for these same reasons.

		We believe that Dr. Cabernite, by keeping the notes from the former medical lieutenant, Mr. Amilcar Lobo and exhibiting them in 1986, together with Mr. Lobo’s declaration that Dr. Cabernite had met him in private to inform him of progress in the investigations into the first supposed complainants, entitles us to expect an answer to one more question - even if he did not ask for the notes to be written, as some can clearly be seen to have been and one (the request to hold over his registration) is clearly admitted to have been.

		That is to say, can the note of July 12, 1974, to judge even from its tone, be considered as more than likely evidence of the extent of the interference - and hence power - that Mr. Amilcar Lobo, supposedly a common candidate, came to have in Rio I? Despite the affirmations by Dr. Cabernite, cited above, that he never had never been treated as someone special? Recalling that:





It having come to my notice that there is a rumor circulating in which I am violently attacked and that people connected directly with the psychoanalytical movement are helping spread this rumor and that the Psychoanalytical Society of Rio de Janeiro has evidence of the identity of these people, I hereby request that this evidence be remitted to me so that I can take the necessary - including legal - measures to put a stop to these rumors. (our boldface)





		On October 14, 1986, he was to say that the authoritarianism of Rio I did not stem from Brazil’s post-1964 political regime, but rather from Dr. Kemper. To ignore the conditions in which Germany was formed in the inter-war years, a period in which it is well known that psychoanalysis disappeared as an effective technical frame of reference for clinical practice, is to hinder any comprehension of the facts. The term “psychoanalysis” survived there only as an empty word, given that it maintained no relation to lived experience.  Dr. Cabernite did not live through the same circumstances as Dr. Kemper. The difference is known to lie in what one does with the legacy one inherits and not in the legacy itself, in itself. Or as Dr. Víctor said on March 27, 1981: “This is our legacy. A latent crisis, for lack of the courage to take consistent decisions, that has lasted 20 years”. There is thus no point in holding Dr. Kemper or Mrs. Kathrin Kemper responsible for our difficulties. It is up to us to ask ourselves what have we been capable of doing to date with what Freud taught us, bearing in mind that that is (or should be) our greatest legacy. The argument that, in the last analysis, Dr. Kemper is responsible for our misfortunes is thus illegitimate. But, in his words:





This original authoritarianism also produced a congenital complacency, since members became accustomed from the beginning to bowing to Kemper’s will without reacting. The Amilcar Lobo case falls within this historical context of institutional complacency and can only be understood from a historical perspective. ... I do not deny that at times I have acted in an authoritarian manner, among other reasons because it would have been difficult to do otherwise in raising up a Society that seemed to me to be irresolute and settled into its posture as a backward organization. (our boldface; October 14, 1986)





		Given his intellectual qualification (he knows well that the issue of authoritarianism is far more complex than he seems to believe) and his institutional trajectory, not only in Rio I but also in the IPA (to the point where he was considered as candidate to be its next president), we ask: could this not be just one more justification for the authoritarian attitudes in his performance as Rio I’s highest executive for four consecutive mandates, in addition to his two years as secretary in the administration of Dr. Manhães, that he always makes a point of including and having us remember? Exactly at the moment when (at Dr. Manhães’ suggestion) the famous and problematical Advisory Board was set up (minutes of the Special General Assembly of May 8, 1969), to be a sovereign body in the life of the Society throughout all the years of his administrations and the period when Dr. Víctor was president.

		To give a better and quicker idea of what was happening here, it is enough for us to reproduce a passage from Dr. Galina Schneider’s deposition (which, let it be said in passing, cost her a criminal suit for slander brought by Dr. Cabernite and apparently now withdrawn after she confirmed her declarations) where she told us about the fact of Dr. Cabernite’s having been the author of the idea of the handwriting analysis:





... the proposal ... came from him, right? That proposal, that suggestion of doing that came from him ... and as he was the person who sustained ... that position of Amilcar’s innocence, then he too had the power to suggest a solution to the situation ... and that was the solution ..., it was felt at the time that it should take that direction, right?





		In his letter of defense against the complaints by Dr. Wallerstein, he says: “All in all, the CC (Obs.: the Rio I Advisory Board) was basically an Ethics Commission with decision making power only in relation to expulsion of members and whose primary aim was to maintain IPA standards. Beyond that, the CC was, to a certain point, an inactive body ...”. The argument of “congenital complacency” is unworthy of his acknowledged intellectual merits. It is very small thing and does not serve as an argument for such a serious situation.

		In a letter to Dr. Etchegoyen, on November 15, 1993, Dr. Cabernite intends to defend himself from the IPA expulsion order and, in reply to the arguments presented by Dr. Wallerstein, presents us with the following arguments, which constitute aspects of one more new version of the occurrences:





1) What leads Wallerstein to be so sure that I protected a torturer when there is evidence that, at the time, there existed a consensus in Rio I, independent of any ideological current, as to the candidate’s innocence? In that case, would all the Institute’s training analysts and the members of the Society’s board have been protecting a torturer, given that, in a written declaration, they attested to the innocence of the candidate involved? (Obs.: It must be remembered that, for all of them, the basis was Mr. Lobo’s assertion that he was innocent!) /2) There is a presupposition that, as an analyst, I should know about the candidate’s illicit activities. What is the basis for this conviction, when it is known that not even patients tell the whole truth to their analyst?  /3) Why characterize me as the analyst of Lobo, when I was one of his three analysts? Moreover, I began to analyze him in an emergency situation, when his first training analyst, whom he was with when he began training, moved abroad. (Obs.: What emergency situation, if he was out of analysis from ‘late May to early June’ and only approached Dr. Leão in late December?) He remained with me a relatively short time, since I soon interrupted the analysis, because I judged it contaminated by many external factors. After that, he continued in analysis with another colleague, with whom he appears to have remained to the end. This was his true analysis, since the previous ones were interrupted in a short time. (Obs.: The first two lasted around two years each - as he stresses in the reply to Zimmermann’s complaint [November 12, 1973] and in other documents - and it is known that he did not terminate analysis with Dr. Oswaldo Domingues de Moraes). Moreover still: when Lobo’s first analyst returned from abroad, where he remained three years, he took the position of Director of the Institute, having participated in the joint meeting of all the boards as a result of which there emerged the joint document in which Rio I’s official opinion on the matter was expressed. Just like me, he and the other board members acted in good faith, with no intention of protecting a torturer. /4) Why see me as capable of protecting a torturer, if in my conduct, in all senses, there is no indication of a connection with situations of this kind? Those who attempt to incriminate me do so for political motives, wanting to see in me links to the military dictatorship. Nonetheless, I challenge anyone to point to evidence of this kind of link, whether with the military regime or with any kind of political movement. In the same period as I was analyzing Lobo, I also analyzed several people whose ideology was left-wing, including one candidate well known to be left-wing, who continued his analysis with me to its conclusion, even knowing of the rumors surrounding Lobo. There are various examples of neutrality on my part in relation to colleagues’ ideology. (Obs.: It is exactly because he is acknowledged to be a competent analyst that his position in defense of a patient at any cost is surprising.) / 5) Why attribute to me the responsibility for a handwriting analysis, when I took no part in this? Where did Wallerstein obtain this rigorously mendacious information - as shocking as it is ridiculous - that I threatened a colleague with reporting him to the police?





		We saw above the declaration by Dr. Galina who, effectively once again, constituted an exception. Let us now look at Dr. Zusman’s deposition, where Dr. Cabernite presented us with yet another version:





I understood you to say that I told you that it was I who ordered it done or who did it or whatever - or something like that - that you said something like that. (...) You know why, Zusman? No? I know. But, no ... I think those things like that; you know why? It is absolutely impossible, impossible that you heard that from me, because it was not me. And if you had participated in the meetings, you would remember that I was against it. I had the case stopped, I did not meddle in anything further. You know that very well. (our boldface)



		We could add still other variants to the versions presented by Dr. Cabernite, but that would mean drawing out our report too much without adding anything really significant.

		On April 28, 1994, the rapporteur of the CFM proceedings on Dr. Cabernite described as follows his findings regarding that portion of these versions to which he had access:





It is thus proven, on the basis even of what the appellant himself affirms, that he took cognizance via Amilcar Lôbo’s (sic) accounts of the occurrence of torture of political prisoners, albeit without mention of who practiced it. Knowledge of these deeds led him even to take measures to establish the truth of the facts and the origin of the complaint against Amilcar Lobo, suspicion falling almost immediately on the true author; this fact, however, was admitted only after many years, for the sake of her own safety. In addition to this, from the beginning, he proclaimed the complaint unfounded. That is, when he took cognizance of the facts, the appellant took measures internal to Rio I, but omitted to lodge the relevant complaint with the appropriate authorities./Further questions arise: should he have denounced these facts or did they come under the statute of professional confidentiality? We feel that, from the nature of the facts of which he took cognizance, it cannot be judged fitting for them to be concealed under the mantle of professional secrecy. This exists to protect the Society and not to ensure impunity for those who commit crimes which offend against the very conception of the Society. Thus, the principle that, given just cause, such secrets should be revealed applied to the appellant’s conscience./He even asks, if the horrors were perpetrated by the State itself, inverting its role from protector of citizens to executioner, to whom he was to make the complaint? Who would be the recipient of such complaints; to whom could he resort under the political conditions of the time? The appellant even claims that such a complaint, if carried through, would constitute a serious risk to his safety. The psychoanalyst who forwarded the press clipping - the starting point of this whole episode - found a way. Many  others existed. The appellant did not hit upon what was perceived by thousands of citizens who, by diverse means and scorning personal risk, denounced the crimes committed by the State to countless Brazilian and international human rights organizations. (...) Many paid a high price for this but, with their acts, they did not let the seed of liberty die and finally it germinated with the re-establishment of democracy in Brazil. These men and women are those we call the salt of the earth. Of them, Brecht said that there are those who fight for a day, they are good; there are those who fight for a long time, they are excellent; there are those who fight for a whole lifetime, they are indispensable. What can one say of those who never fought? (...) We cannot demand that all be heroes, but nor can we absolve omission. (our boldface)





		Let us now consider Dr. La Porta’s participation at greater length. We have first to consider Dr. Cabernite’s suggestions pointing to Dr. La Porta which, once again, are ambivalent - one moment he suggests involvement, the next he says that hiring the handwriting specialist “would be very shabby” and thus... “cannot have been Dr. La Porta” (Ethics Commission, 1986). It has to be noted that the time interval between one declaration and the other is a matter of days. Dr. Cabernite is conspicuous for being very precise whenever he repeats any one of his versions. As much time as may have passed, as different as the setting and people with whom he is talking about the matter may be, he practically does not change one comma, so strict is he in the use of the terms, although the content of the versions may change. Dr. La Porta acknowledges that he was really very much involved with all the measures taken between 1973 and 1975. What undeniably speaks in his favor, mitigating his responsibility, is the fact that he was Mr. Lobo’s professor and not his analyst; added to which there is his having acknowledged his error and, certainly, the realization that Dr. Cabernite was and is far more skillful than Dr. La Porta, far better prepared than he for these games of institutional politics. For that reason, we do not entirely share the opinion of the rapporteur of the CFM proceedings. It is true that Dr. La Porta spends most of his time blaming Dr. Cabernite, and vice-versa, although in our view there are differences between them, at least after 1981 (see his declarations in Helsinki to the IPA board).

		There can be no denying Dr. La Porta’s participation, if for no other reason than that it was admitted publicly by him in his draft self-criticism, dated November 18, 1986, and submitted to the next Special General Assembly. In it we find the admission that the two of them were the “leading participants”, although the effort to identify the complainant against Mr. Lobo must be attributed to Dr. Leão, while he himself was concerned with the “search for information”. So much so that, in his 1994 deposition to this Commission, despite the alterations regarding the extent of his involvement in this whole process, he narrates the origin of the idea that he (La Porta) interview Mr. Lobo in the following manner:





(It was Dr. Leão who appeared in his consulting rooms one fine day saying): ‘La Porta, I want to talk to you!’ He said: ‘Look, I told Amilcar to come to you ...’ And I found it natural that he should want to talk to me, since I had interrupted the course (of psychotherapy), since I was Director of the Training Institute, I found it natural and said: ‘All right, tell him to come and see me and I’ll talk to him...’





		As to what he, Dr. La Porta, believes to have been the motives for this proposal by Dr. Cabernite and as to the content of the interview itself, he says:





... that visit that he had Amilcar make to my home was to say that I ... he told me everything that he had not told Leão. He told me. He did not tell Leão?! - in 30 months of analysis! Even if it were 18 months! But me he told, even in three or four hours?





		The uncontested fact is that he interviewed Mr. Amilcar Lobo and is claimed to have assured his peers that he discovered nothing that could incriminate him, as is also stated in the letter from Dr. Paulo César Hermida to Dr. Cabernite - which serves to confirm what has already been admitted publicly by Dr. La Porta himself, albeit giving a version that, besides making him more responsible, now also involves Dr. Ronaldo Fabião:





In those months of October and November, we had already entered the second, practical part of the course, where every Wednesday we had collective supervision of a group in which Amilcar and Paulo Tavares acted as co-therapists. This group ... it was then that the group heard the rumors that were already going about in Rio I and outside that Amilcar was a torturer. He (sic) brought his version to the suprevision and said he was thinking of going to court. Dr. La Porta thought that the rumors had to be better investigated, he said he had a connection, either in the DOPS (Department of Public and Social Order) or in the Security agencies, but so as not to waste supervision time he thought it better for Amilcar to arrange an afternoon, at the weekend, to tell his whole truth and he, Dr. La Porta, would arrange the investigation. And one weekend in November, Amilcar went to him and they had a long talk, as Amilcar himself told us./I do not think it was in Dr. La Porta’s interest for the thing to get into court because witnesses and depositions could reveal that he had a client, a doctor and candidate to Rio I, a great friend of Amilcar’s who, without any links to the armed forces, had worked for a month at the PE, to help his great friend and obtain a firearms license, which was very difficult at the time.





		Dr. Cabernite, for his part, insinuated - when not stating explicitly - that Dr. Dutra and, less emphatically, Dr. Manhães participated (and were thus, co-responsible), along with Dr. Fabião (who ended up calling him a “liar” for this at the Special General Assembly). He told us many stories about people, including his former clients and members of the IPA. Some of these were denied immediately: for example, regarding Dr. Weirshel, Dr. Zusman denied that what he was saying was true. Curiously, however, he never referred to Dr. Dahlheim, the second signatory of the letter of November 12, 1973, to Dr. Zimmermann. Why would this be? We do not know; we can only suppose that, at that time (from 1973 until early 1993), Dr. Cabernite believed he had to defend the IPA’s image at all costs, and Dr. Dahlheim was the IPA’s first Latin American vice-president. On his conception at the time, Dr. Dahlheim probably had to be spared possible criticisms. Could this not be one of the reasons for concentrating so much on holding Dr. La Porta responsible?

		Dr. La Porta admits joint responsibility, with the other training analysts of the time, “for the errors committed”. In his words, what happened was: “dictatorship, collaborationism, submission, rebellion...”. But, at the moment, what we are most interested in highlighting in his text is:





Leão once entered my consulting rooms and showed me a hand-printed text and told me that we had a document that, by way of handwriting analysis, would allow us to discover the true person / (sic) that he continued to believe the complainant was Dr. Helena. He was convinced that the complaint was more serious than Amilcar’s steadily more evident involvement in a torture squad. He showed that document at a meeting of the Teaching Committee and repeated what he had said to me, affirming that the handwriting analysis would bring out the truth; his truth! Dr. Leão, you have to cure your amnesia, because you did not delegate anyone to continue with that investigation./The truth is that the hand-printed document remained with you. I do not know who handed it over to the handwriting specialist, but whoever produced this piece of evidence did so on your orders.





		He also told us that there was a meeting with the higher echelons of the ABP, suggested by him, Dr. La Porta, in a note of June 1974, where he wrote:





Leão added details: handwriting analysis of that document bringing the complaint about torture was not sufficient. It was up to the ABP - and not just Rio II - to solve or pursue that Kafkaesque process, as described by him to the 1986 Ethics Commission.





		Moreover, Dr. Cabernite - let it be said in his favor - does not deny this fact. In October, 1995, he even went as far as to declare that it was the first meeting, except that on November 15, 1993, he would say that: “The truth is that many people participated in the conversations over that case, including the Board of the Brazilian Psychoanalysis Association (ABP). Composed of members of our sister organization, whose president was the chief suspect of attempting to destabilize Rio I (at the time held to be the most likely hypothesis), this board was informed immediately of what was happening. All the steering bodies of Rio I participated in the conversations with the ABP Board. At the time, what was sought was only to establish the truth of whether the president of Rio II wanted to destabilize Rio I...”. As regards the meeting with the senior members of Rio II, Dr. La Porta goes as far as to include practically all the training analysts at the time, which is not the case. From Dr. Cabernite’s declarations in 1993, only the representatives of the various steering bodies were present. In October, 1995, “all the ten training analysts” were claimed to have participated in these meetings. We know well that not all the training analysts were “equal” in the eyes of the Society’s board. This, moreover, is an undeniable and inescapable question of principle: we really are always unequal. In his final defense, we find another, more detailed version of this meeting with the ABP Board:





Lebovici sent a letter here, to Rio de Janeiro, asking questions about the accusation in the “Voz Operária”; by mistake, he sent the letter to Walderedo ... and Walderedo replied that he did not know Dr. Amilcar (he who had already been his first analyst). At that, Lebovici sent me a letter and in that letter he said that Walderedo had already informed me about etc., etc., etc., ... Then, I phoned Walderedo, I raised hell with Walderedo, Walderedo raised hell with me, we were on unfriendly terms for quite a time, then we made up and it was all explained. Then, what were we going to do? Is it or is it not Walderedo? Then I said, look here, let’s do the following. Walderedo does not want to give clarifications. I asked him what he knew and he didn’t know anything. We didn’t know anything, nobody knew anything. Then the idea came up of calling in the ABP Board to resolve the case. And the ABP board was..., we called it in precisely because the ABP Board was the other Society. ... and then Drs. Côrtes de Barros, president of the ABP, Luis Werneck, secretary, and Mário Pacheco da Almeida Prado, treasurer, came here. We explained the situation and showed them the “Voz Operária”. Right away, Mário Pacheco said “I know who did that.” I said: “Great.” Once again: “Who?” “Helena Besserman Vianna” ...





		To recapitulate the main points covered thus far in this item. One of the aspects to be considered is the request for the handwriting analysis in itself - a decision that violates all and any of the premises of psychoanalysis.

		Another aspect: it is unlikely that this accusation remain within the ambit of the psychoanalytical Societies, witness later events: see, for example, Não conte a ninguém (“Don’t tell anyone”), nor could it be otherwise since Dr. Cabernite immediately made the result of the handwriting analysis known, in private, to Mr. Amilcar Lobo - as stated by Lobo himself, in his book:





In 1973, when the Argentinian psychoanalytical magazine “Cuestionamos” published the article ... the article that led to my exclusion from the Psychoanalytical Society of Rio de Janeiro (Rio I), as soon as the author or the accusation was discovered ... I was called to the General Headquarters of the Ist Army by the then Colonel Cid Noli, of the second section, who right away said to me: /- Lobo, if this Psychoanalytical Society is causing as much trouble as all that in this area, we’ll shut down the shop right away. If you want, start arranging some other specialty right now. We’re going to shut down this Society. As for this Dr. Helena, you can be sure: we’ll put a bomb in her consulting rooms and blow it all up./I was frightened and could only reply: /- Colonel, for the love of God, don’t do that under any circumstances. It would do me far more harm than you can imagine, in all senses./Colonel Cid looked at me for a long time and then went away to talk to two other Army officers who were there and who had not introduced themselves when I arrived. After about ten minutes, he came back with a discreet smile: / - All right, Lobo. We understand your reasons and we’re going to stay quiet, but with one reservation: this doctor is going to go through a rough patch, that I guarantee. You can go now, but wait and see./ Even so I still argued back: / - Colonel, remember that today we’re going through very difficult, dark times. Don't rush into any decision about Dr. Helena ... (p.70/71; our boldface)





		We know from Não conte a ninguém (“Don’t tell anyone”) that Dr. Helena Vianna did in fact end up going through a “rough patch”. We shall not detain ourselves with the details, which by now are public knowledge. We also know from Mr. Lobo that Dr. Cabernite asked him “jokingly” (but quite suggestive enough of the risk Dr. Pellegrino ran of also “getting blown sky-high”):





- Amilcar, you have an acquaintance among these military types, why don’t you suggest they put a bomb in Hélio’s consulting rooms? The guy has already overstepped all the limits and it’s the only way. He’s already tried suicide three times and what he really wants is to die, anyway./ Except that Leão said this in a joking tone, but with anger. Maria Helena was dismayed and stupefied. (p. 88)





		In October, 1995, though, he was to say that Dr. Hélio repented and that they became “friends” in the end. This seems unlikely to us because, to this day, Dr. Cabernite keeps the tape from his telephone answering machine to “prove” the conversation he held with Dr. Pellegrino in which the latter urges him to say who called for the handwriting analysis and says that, if it were the Army, he would back him from then on. We all create our fantasies about the dead and we can say what we like about them - this we know well. Let us see, once again, how Dr. Cabernite explains the request for the handwriting analysis:





However inappropriate the decision may have been to consult a sworn specialist, this was never done for the purpose of denouncing anyone, but merely to identify who, in psychoanalytical circles, was seeking to create embarrassment for psychoanalysis at a moment when means were being sought to remove Amilcar from training without attracting reprisals from military circles. I had already been advised, in private, by the then president of the IPA, to terminate Amilcar’s analysis, even though I did not think him guilty and could discover nothing concrete in relation to his guilt. (Special General Assembly, November 11, 1986) 

	



		Even if we consider the hypothesis admitted by Dr. Cabernite that this all remained within the four walls of the psychoanalytical institution, given that his “ideology was psychoanalysis”, how are we to understand the document filed in the Rio I secretariat, and thus in an official file, an unsubstantiated document, with record sheets from the DOPS (Department of Public and Social Order), possibly distributed internally in Rio I and containing confidential information from the DOPS about the former political prisoners who denounced Mr. Amilcar Lobo and about Dr. Pellegrino? Or the text by the “long-standing member” of Rio I, defending the practice of torture in Brazil as legitimate, because “a veritable dirty war” was being waged at the time? It is annexed here for the more curious and tolerant, since it is distasteful stuff. Whoever the author was, the question remains: what was this relationship that the institution maintained with those in power at the time, even if - as attested by this document - they were the agencies of repression of the military regime then in place? We insist: what relationship was this, even when the institution was aware that the Brazilian state was killing and ‘disappearing’ people? How is it that an unsubstantiated document was so “easily” transformed into an official document of the institution? It is filed in an official file: “correspondence received - 1983”. Is repetition, with no elaboration, to be our fate? We believe that it cannot continue to be so.

		As Dr. Wilson de Lyra Chebabi says, however: “apoliticism results inevitably in a policy of connivance with the system in power” (November 17, 1986). Now, what psychoanalysis was this that was being practiced here that led many not to realize that perhaps the regime in place in the 1960s and 70s might perhaps not last forever, as some among us may have wished?

		Commenting on the coincidence between the date of Mr. Lobo’s note requesting the accuser’s identity and the date the expert findings were referred to Rio II, Dr. Jeremias Ferraz Lima, says in his deposition to us:





But how could he know that, if the analysis was dated the following day? Or was he requesting, authorizing the Society to do the handwriting analysis ... What I can say is that I think this measure was a measure, not as concerns the ethics of psychoanalysis, but counter to good relations, that is, a police-type measure, in terms of the relationship between the Society and the other members and the other Societies, wasn’t it? Because when a Society takes a stance, it’s not a question of psychoanalysis, it adopts a police stance intimately associated with people linked to the repressive - right? - apparatus, right? Because, he’s even mentioned by Tortura Nunca Mais (Torture Never More), as someone who falsified certificates, someone suspected of having falsified certificates in this case (...) the press published several things, I have many things that the press published about Mauro Ricart (...) So, that is to say, this was someone ... expressing an ideological position in his findings, wasn’t it? That is to say, this person is not neutral, the Society’s relationship with this person, to my way of thinking, compromises psychoanalysis, doesn’t it? Far more than the much mentioned psychologist’s inventing slanders ... to my way of thinking, this procedure was far more hostile to psychoanalysis than the ... psychologist’s action as concerns the psychoanalytical movement. (...) Because the issue of ethics there has to be analyzed along two vertices. First vertex: the ethics of psychoanalysis, the ethics that instruments the practice of psychoanalysis; secondly: the ethics that establishes a relationship among analysts themselves as people and as professionals who are part of an institution and sister institutions. (our boldface)





		We all know that we were living in a country at one of its darkest moments. Institutionalized violence arrested people, tortured, killed, dismembered and ‘disappeared’ people and bodies. What we are focusing on is how this same institutionalized violence was expressed here in Rio I. What it is fundamental to highlight in this kind of generalized authoritarianism is that the decision by the Rio I Board was always to try to discover who accused and not to investigate the accusation. Both in the case of the accusation - “rumors” - about the extent of Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s involvement in the torture setup that existed at the time, and in the case of the accusation brought formally to Rio I by Dr. Pellegrino on October 2, 1980. Since, even though Dr. Víctor be right in declaring that the letter of accusation was a consequence of the decision to expel them - of which Dr. Mascarenhas had prior notification - there remains the undeniable fact that this “case” and the decision for expulsion were and are linked to the participation in a Symposium that became known as the one where a fiefdom in psychoanalysis in Rio was denounced. The accusers would be punished - that has been the rule among us. (Dr. Helena Vianna was punished, too - at Rio II - as we are informed by her book of 1993). They alone are considered ‘remiss’, ‘destructive’, etc. There is no interest - at least to go by existing documents - in finding out what further information the accusers could furnish - because they already knew all that they were interested in knowing? We have sufficient evidence pointing in this direction to consider it conclusive.

		Be that as it may, at first, what is really surprising is that we are dealing with respected, experienced psychoanalysts trying to convince us that they were all (or nearly all) dizzy from supposedly seeking “material proof” that Mr. Amilcar Lobo “participated actively in torture”. It is almost as if they believed it possible to “prove” that he actually “tortured” - placed people on the ‘parrot perch’ or something like that. And all this, when the accusation - from the time Voz Operária was published - had been that he participated actively in a torture squad as a doctor, which he was at the time. Considered today, such ‘disorientation’ on the part of experienced professionals seems quite implausible, but we are well aware that it may be a partial truth, like all truth.

		First they took Dr. Pacheco’s word as the ‘truth’; then Dr. La Porta’s note was used as confirming what Dr. Pacheco said. They arranged the handwriting analysis, and “other measures” - as stated several times; assured Rio II that Dr. Helena Vianna was the accuser and demanded punishment in the terms described; assured the IPA - and through it the other psychoanalytical Societies - of Mr. Lobo’s innocence; and thus, for 22 years, managed to put off the day when the truth would come to light and prevented those who did not share the board’s ethical and political stance from speaking out, given that the information on the “Amilcar Lobo case” was always kept tightly under lock and key.

		This was so much so that in items 11 through 13 of the explanatory covering letter to Rio II, we find the following:





11- Alerted by the clear interest in provocation and accusation on the part of Dr. Helena B. Vianna who, in front of dozens of witnesses, asked a question which was not scientific and far less constructive, we decided to examine a probable connection between Dr. Helena and Langer’s ‘accusations’ to the IPA, to other Societies and in Cuestionamos. 12 - The words written in Voz Operária were hand printed. Dr. Helena B. Vianna filled in her registration card for the IV Brazilian Psychoanalysis Congress in the same way. With this card, it was possible for us to manage to prove that the author of the anonymous accusation really was Dr. Helena B. Vianna. 13 - Despite the striking similarity between the hands, we decided to give the evidence over to an accomplished handwriting analyst and hear his opinion...





		For years, it was on record in Rio I that the only internal measure taken by the Society to investigate Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s situation was the interview (“interrogation”) held by Dr. La Porta in late 1973. According to Dr. Cabernite’s reconstituted deposition to us and his declarations at the Special General Assemblies of October 7, 1986 and on December 14, 1994, there was also a meeting with the students of the Institute and ‘one or two’ Assemblies with the then members of Rio I. Unfortunately, we found no trace of these. This fact has also been confirmed by Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, since his administration (1980-82). We do, however, have Dr. Nilo Ramos de Assis’ declaration that no record exists simply because they never took place. There was merely a single seminar in his class with Mrs. Besoluchet where the matter was broached.

		As indicated by Dr. Hermida’s letter (April 28, 1981), presented by Dr. Cabernite as evidence of Dr. La Porta’s participation and as recorded in the depositions of Drs. La Porta and Leão to the CRM and CFM, there was only Dr. La Porta’s interview with Mr. Lobo. When asked if he had held this interview, Dr. La Porta also presented one more version of it: “Dr. La Porta confirms this, saying that Dr. Amilcar sought him out” (Ethics Commission, 16/12/86). So many versions, so many distortions and inversions, leave us with the impression that, in fact, they were incapable of recognizing that they were unequipped - really unprepared - for initiatives of this magnitude: identifying accusers and judging guilt and guilty. In the end, they preferred to defend interests other than those of psychoanalysis.

		To return to one important point: on occasions (in Dr. Zusman’s deposition, for example), Dr. Cabernite was to say that other measures were under way to identify and punish the accusers. What measures? This, he does not make clear. He says on February 8, 1995 that “it was he who had it stopped”. Stop what, exactly? The nature of these “other measures in progress” is unknown, as we said earlier. When questioned, on October 16, 1995, about “the other measures in progress”, he evaded the issue with: “request for punishment, etc.”. The only thing that is well known is the lamentable measure of the specialist analysis of Dr. Vianna’s handwriting which, of course, was not interrupted.

		This being the case, we ask: why has it been impossible, to this day, to establish the truth, even if only partial and fragmentary - which is the only kind of truth there can be about an institution and/or individuals?

		It is in relation to this process that we feel we are providing effective collaboration, despite the difficulties encountered - which are not only ‘external’ to our Commission, although such ‘external difficulties’ should not be understated. Consider Dr. Cabernite’s new tactic: he first of all filed an ethics application against Dr. Galina Schneider, which was not accepted immediately, the decision being postponed until the Commission drafted its findings, when it would be checked against the other items of evidence and depositions. He then brought a lawsuit against her, for her declarations to this Commission, at the same time as these internal proceedings were under way to establish his participation in the episode. After being set a time limit to review the process and present his defense, he sent us a letter in which he claimed not to be aware of any ethics proceedings against him! He claimed not to know that these proceedings have assumed the proportions that they have precisely as a result of his son’s letter of mid-1994 alerting all of us at Rio I to his right to adversary proceedings, even under our Statutes (it was thus recognized that proceedings did exist and that he was the accused). We came to have an attorney advising this Ethics Commission precisely as a result of having our attention called in this way, as the society as a whole is aware. Both Dr. Cabernite and Dr. La Porta received copies of the transcriptions of the tape recordings of the depositions of Drs. Jeremias Ferraz Lima and Cláudio José de Campos Filho. Their attention was drawn to their right to request re-examination of the deponents should they consider this necessary. They did not do so. At no time in the course of all these months did either one of the two in relation to whom we are carrying out these proceedings ask to bring forward any new deponent as a defense witness or any other kind of evidence that he might deem relevant, in the way that Dr. Cabernite does now. We thought that events had made it unnecessary to comply with rigorously all and any juridical formalities - given that the applications were more than public; the process was admitted to exist by the defendants (so much so that they attended when the other depositions were taken and examined the deponents at the time whenever they wished); not only had the IPA required that ethics proceedings be carried out to investigate this situation, but this requirement had become a rallying point for the two platforms that contested the last elections. It would be enough to assure them the opportunity to defend themselves as they deemed appropriate. We therefore did not demand that they immediately sign receipts for the copies of the two depositions taken when they were not present because they had received no notification from us, or receipts stating that they had waived their right to re-examine Drs. Jeremias Lima and Cláudio Campos. In October, 1995, we decided to call these two deponents again for them to be re-examined by Drs. Leão and La Porta, so that we could guard minimally against possible further ‘lawsuits’ by Dr. Cabernite, giving him five more days to present a defense, which were finally transformed into 15 days at the request of Dr. Cabernite’s attorney. Even having said (in a tape recorded deposition) that in this way he felt his right to defense had been fully guaranteed, in his second written defense, he claims that it was he who “demanded” that Drs. Jeremias and Cláudio be re-examined and ... that his right of defense had not been fully assured by this Commission. Although we had taken cognizance of the letters from Drs. Etchegoyen, Herrmann and Carlos Edson, who wanted the Commission’s final report by the end of October, 1995, at the latest, so that it could be considered by the Rio I General Assembly and by the IPA Executive Board which was to meet in mid-December, we had to grant him the 15 day extension, which made it strictly unworkable to meet the deadline requested by the Rio I and IPA boards.

		That is to say that, now, the law has to be obeyed to the letter. Dr. Cabernite avails himself of all and any legal pretexts to prevent the proceedings coming to a conclusion - see his refusal to record his first deposition to this Commission and the failure to meet the deadline for presentation of his defense. It is thus fully demonstrated that assessing Dr. Leão Cabernite’s conduct in the “Amilcar Lobo case” is neither easy nor free from risks. We are cognizant of his letter to Dr. Etchegoyen of January 17, 1994 (thus prior to the last elections), where he already gives his verdict on our performance: we are claimed not to be upright, honest, well-intentioned - in short, trustworthy - people. Let us see passages from the “reply” that the 1991-92 Ethics Commission received. Despite any remarks that Commission may have deserved, it certainly did not deserve the reply it got:





At first, astonished; then immediately, indignant. That was how I felt on taking cognizance of the considered findings of the Rio I Ethics Commission of November 12, 1991, with regard to the applications that Dr. Ernesto La Porta brought against me. I was left in doubt as to whether this resolution could have sprung from the same Rio I that I watched emerge and grow, to whose construction I contributed so much, in the broadest emotional, intellectual and material sense - ... . I was dumbfounded by the fact that this report goes beyond the scope of the brief from which it originated, to make an untimely, inappropriate and inept warning to me, revealing an ill-disguised, perverse bias in relation to the proceedings of the Regional Medical Board (CRM) dealing with the Amilcar Lobo episode. In that, coming from an ethics (sic) Commission, such an attitude is extremely grave, I shall have to bring to light certain facts that I have refrained from talking about, but which circumstances now make it imperative that I expose, since this malice has reached the point it should never have reached; that is, the ambit of an ethics (sic) Commission of a psychoanalytical society. Let us consider the facts./ ..../ Secondly, the interpretation that the Commission gives to Dr. La Porta’s unintelligible claim: he felt that I committed a grave breach of standards of professional psychoanalytical ethics by saying at the CREMERJ that Dr. Amilcar Lobo was undergoing training with me at the same time as he was doing group training with him. Even if I had said this, I do not see how such a statement constitutes a breach of ethics. The Commission could not find otherwise when it declared that “we cannot characterize equating the function of training analyst with that of group therapy professor as a breach of ethics, but rather as an impropriety.” Dr. La Porta knows perfectly well that no such equating occurred, since he participated in the CREMERJ proceedings in all their details, and it is thus no secret to him that this impropriety in no way altered the essence of what was at issue. .../ The Ethics Commission’s partiality is evident, as is a tendentious pre-judgment when after considering, according to good sense, that there was nothing in Dr. La Porta’s application that constituted a breach of ethics on my part, it decided to punish me with a warning that I must be “more careful conceptually when referring to the precepts of psychoanalytical training, so as to safeguard their quality and specificity.” Under normal circumstances, any ethics (sic) Commission, once it determined that the application was improper, would limit itself to the ambit of its functions and consider the matter closed. But no! The Commission decided to go ahead and overstep its functions, in the desire to teach me how I must conduct myself in relation to the use of psychoanalytical concepts, in a procedure that might perhaps be appropriate only if coming from the Training Institute’s Assessment Commission in judging the work of some candidate for promotion. Even in such a case, however, it would be inconceivable to apply any kind of ethics penalty./ I think that there was no need for the Ethics Commission to expose itself so greatly or to demonstrate so blatantly its partiality in relation to proceedings which are going beyond their brief, since the care taken in explaining what we all know is designed to give Dr. La Porta an indemnity safe-conduct against the CREMERJ, at the same time as it seeks to attack me. It is logical that my reaction to this could not be other than indignation and the most vehement rejection./As for the warning that was made to me, I must declare that I do not accept it, judging it disrespectful and - I would even say - insulting, considering the circumstances in which it was made./ ... Moreover, experience in dealing with matters of this kind have (sic) shown me that it is useless to give a lot of explanations to lay people, who have great difficulty in understanding not only what training analysis is, but even in learning the real meaning of a psychoanalytical process. Obviously, if an important matter were at issue, I would have made the proper correction. In this connection, it is worth putting on record how delicate, embarrassing and, I would even say, surreal it is for a psychoanalyst to be questioned on ethical issues connected with the exercise of our science, by a lay body like the CREMERJ, whose members do not grasp the authentic meaning of a psychoanalytical process, which is intrinsically so different from medical activities. When what is at stake is training analysis, then, the questioning becomes boundlessly absurd ... / (Obs.: a similar situation occurs, in his view) at Rio I, when a training analyst is assessed by associate members who are not training analysts, as are the members of this Ethics Commission. ..../... the Ethics Commission ... missed an excellent opportunity to remain silent, so as not to demonstrate the extent of its institutional immaturity and its ignorance in relation to certain psychoanalytical matters. ..../ Among the disadvantages of having certain posts occupied by people lacking sufficient institutional experience, one of the most important, I feel, is the lack of lived experience and knowledge of the history of the institution./If they had this kind of lived experience, I think that some of the members of the Ethics Commission would not commit the imprudence of endorsing the ‘considered findings’ that I am talking about, except those who may be influenced by extra-psychoanalytical or anti-IPA motivations.





		Note that in this extraordinary letter of 25 pages (certainly larger than the final defense he presented), Dr. Cabernite admits that: “The difference between a course and training analysis is so obvious to any psychoanalyst, that it is incredible that a psychoanalytical body lend itself to wasting time giving such obvious explanations within a psychoanalytical institution.” And shortly afterwards: “It is logical that this is not an explanation given with the intention of having an effect on Rio I; it is designed rather to have an impact on the CREMERJ ...”. That is to say, he recognizes legitimacy and veracity in the argument that gave rise to the Commission’s findings. It is just that, as he understands it, an Ethics Commission can and should only investigate the explicit conduct of the psychoanalytical institution’s members and within its proper sphere and may not do so with regard to what it perceives to be the intention, shall we say. Those who are ‘not training analysts’ do not have the proper, necessary competence to assess the conduct of a training analyst. This is an old, overworked argument. As a training analyst, he may establish a fraudulent equivalence for the purposes of his defense at the CRM hearings, but the Ethics Commission, legitimated by Rio I, may not warn him about this conduct. This is a peculiar logic that deserves to be pondered by the members of the society. This is so true that, given the applications received and accepted by this Commission, one might think us safe from challenges of this kind. Our mistake: Dr. Cabernite persisted.

		On October 16, 1995, Dr. Cabernite innocently let slip: “these ethics proceedings may be the last nail in Rio I’s coffin, I have heard talk ...”. His great argument is that if, in previous years, Rio I had two official notes published defending him and paid tribute to him on his seventieth birthday, acknowledging the value of his contribution to the Society, it is not our place now to review the facts and try to see in a new light events that involve him so directly - as if he were not a psychoanalyst and thus did not know how the process of the construction of reality occurs: remembering (and thus associating), repeating and working out.

		However difficult, laborious, unpleasant and even painful it has been for us to carry out this ethics investigation, we feel that the demands - especially those of Dr. Cabernite - may come to have great significance for Rio I. It is up to us, today, here and now, to define the course their possible effects may take. We can achieve a greater degree of awareness that we form part of an Institution, with rules and norms that are independent of the will of each of us, given that the Institution is much greater and different from the sum of the people who go to make it up. Such a course will enable us to surmount the climate of those times which, in a way, are still very much present - authoritarian and personalist - among us.

		Take Dr. Zusman’s deposition as an example of the level of fear that Dr. Cabernite attempts to instill even today:





Twelve years after he (Obs.: Wallerstein) decided to talk, after I had held, you know, so many positions there, you know. Because, firstly Sandler then Etchegoyen ... Ana Maria, the fear she has, in short these are things that I’ve already said here, bringing forward documents, my friendship with Etchegoyen was so great that the fright that he must have had ... it was not possible for him to help in all this. And they were afraid of me and ... really, they were afraid of me! And fear, because their reasons, I don’t know how to understand, they were afraid of opening up, they were afraid that it would leave, that power would leave America. (our boldface)





(When Zusman heard the accusation of Mr. Lobo’s group therapy client) I decided to talk to Leão. Not for him to give me ... to breach professional confidentiality, but for me to let him know what I was hearing, what was happening. When I said this to Leão, Leão got mad: “That’s, that’s an attack on psychoanalysis, I’m indignant.” He was ... really indignant. It wasn’t false. I looked at him and saw that he was angry (...) And Leão’s word was sacred for me, right? - and for the others too.





		We believe we have produced sufficient evidence that there was pressure from several quarters to have the facts brought out. From what is set out above, it is easy to see the reasons why, to this day, this has not happened.

		Meanwhile, we have the minutes of December 21, 1976 and March 27, 1979 in which Dr. Castellar Pinto denounced the turmoil that Dr. Cabernite was to cause between him and the Society, besides making it clear that, in those dark years, members had no right at all to engage in matters that the Board considered its exclusive preserve - “confidential matters” - and if this exclusiveness were disrespected, “such an attitude would be considered offensive to the Society’s Board and could have unpleasant consequences.” Dr. Castellar merely wanted to read a letter in solidarity with Drs. Fábio and La Porta who had been warned by the Board for supporting the associate members in their claiming the right to vote. This serves to suggest the dictatorial, threatening climate reigning at the time - shadowy, if you will, given that secrets seemed to proliferate - where there was more in the air than problems and suspicions about how the Society was being run.

		Moreover, it is very common to find declarations of a threatening tone, especially in the minutes of the Assemblies, in the heat of lively, personal debate, but also not uncommonly in official Rio I documents. When asked about his assessment of Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s personality on his readmission, Dr. Schneider also informs us about the authoritarian structure in place at Rio I during those years:





It was something we did not talk about, I think that each one kept it to himself. It was a period when there was not much sharing, right? It was a very frightening subject, you see? With no way out at all, right? Very much without ... , people ..., at that time there was no question of questioning (sic) things, you see? The few times that I questioned something there, in the Teaching Committee, I got a real bawling out ..., right? That possibility did not exist, you see? There was not much you could do, right? The only thing I could do was to advise against his readmission, right? Active participation of mine towards barring him, right? That is to say, he didn’t tell me anything about his activities, but ... from his character, from his way, it was consistent, right? Putting the two things together, right? I ... I took the firm position that we shouldn’t, right? That the conditions for him to resume training analysis did not exist. That’s all I know.





		In order to give a better idea of the political positions and the consequent climate that reigned among this cast of characters, we quote this passage found at the beginning of what is intended to be a technical report on a specialized test performed by a professional carefully chosen ‘to be competent, impartial and not connected with the police’:





The documents examined can be described briefly in the following manner:

a) photocopy of a page from a newspaper or magazine, the text of which is build (sic) around an article of an offensive, lying and evidently subversive nature, violently attacking officers of the Brazilian Army, among them Colonel Fiúza de Castro and Lieutenant Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira. (our boldface)





		Another type of example of the climate reigning at that time is found in Dr. La Porta’s deposition:





So, in that letter, I requested a new Assembly to review the case of the expulsion of Pellegrino and Eduardo Mascarenhas. And then, the next day, reading a newspaper, I see my letter in the newspaper. I say to myself: hey, I didn’t send this letter to the newspaper, I sent it to the Society, but at the same time I had already been called in by the Society, right? For a new meeting here, at night, right? And in the light of the way things ... were heading in the Society, I confess to you that it made me ... worried about what it might be, being called in at night, you know? So, I consulted a lawyer friend of mine and he said: ‘Look, La Porta, take a lawyer along with you, because otherwise they are going to draw up whatever minutes they like, and then afterwards there will be one hell of a row!’ Then I got someone, a lawyer, who came with me. When he entered, Leão protested and the others protested, because you couldn’t have lawyers present. It wasn’t allowed, get out. But there, I remember what Portella said: ‘No, I think he’s got the right to have a lawyer with him.’ And so then the lawyer stayed and we ... then the slander started against me. That the letter had come out in the newspaper. They didn’t like that ... (unintelligible). Hoirisch: ‘Look here, you can’t make statements to the press.’ Things like that; this and that. But I didn’t make any statement to the press. And Víctor: ‘You made a statement to the press, it’s written here.’ I didn’t make any statement to the press. Then Leão said the following: ‘I’m going to ... to take you to court.’ Then the lawyer said: ‘You’ll have a job, Dr. Leão!’ Whew, when he said ‘You’ll have a job, Dr. Leão’ he almost got beaten up, you understand? They wanted to throw him out of there and I don’t know who it was said: ‘So you mean you came here to defy us, and so on and so forth.’ I know that the lawyer became the... the punching bag there. That took the heat off me a bit, didn’t it? Well, that business ended up there, me denying the story, repeating that I hadn’t sent the letter, that yes I wrote the letter, but I sent it to the Society and not to the newspaper. (...) But before the letter, I got a ghastly letter, didn’t I? From a member of the Board saying - it was even a Sunday evening and he found me at my daughter’s house: ‘La Porta, this is so-and-so, I’m calling you to tell you that you’ve been struck off as a training analyst. That means you won’t be giving any more seminars, won’t be doing any more training analysis. Good night.’ (our boldface)





		Nonetheless, on November 15, 1993, in his letter to Dr. Etchegoyen, Dr. Cabernite was to defend the very structure that fostered the kind of climate described above, claiming that: “what is called the ‘old oligarchy’ was no more than a structure set up in the image and likeness of the structure of the IPA, with even the same concerns. It faced different problems, however, since what was called “left-wing’ by the Site Visit Committee really was left-wing with all the political connotations (here, of course, I am referring to the leaders), while what was called ‘right-wing’ was merely a group of people who, since the organization was founded, had sought to maintain harmony with the IPA, without any interests except those connected exclusively with psychoanalysis.” He even went as far as to challenge anyone to point to “any decision by the Advisory Board that was the subject of controversy among the colleagues” - with the evident and admitted exception of the expulsion of Drs. Pellegrino and Mascarenhas. This argumentation is so brazen that we decline to comment on it.

		On October 31, 1995, referring to Dr. Jeremias’ deposition, Dr. Cabernite says: “In these circumstances, raising objections to his technical conduct is an improper  - and, to a point, unethical - intrusion on the part of someone who did not live through the process and perhaps has still not acquired experience sufficient to assess how far a technical norm can or cannot be flexible, or even when an issue is ethical or technical.” Earlier in the same document, he had attempted to disqualify Dr. Jeremias’ deposition as well as his application to this Commission on the argument that: “Dr. Jeremias took cognizance of the facts on hearsay, or by way of incomplete documents that could lend themselves to mistaken interpretations, principally when manipulated in a spirit of prejudice.” (author’s underlining)

�Drs. Leão Cabernite and Ernesto La Porta:







		In the Ethics Commission minutes of September 28, 1986, repeatedly cited by us, Dr. Cabernite says of Dr. La Porta:





he has a weak character and an enormous paranoid anguish, so much so that either ‘return’ or ‘reply’ or ‘reply overleaf’ was written at the end of all his notes. What he never suspected - proceeds Dr. Leão - is that Dr. Leão made photocopies of all the material before returning it. In addition to persecution, he also had a vocation as a censor, which he says Dr. Leão is in several statements ... (our boldface)





		Also mentioned as evidence of this latter trait is the impasse that Dr. La Porta created with Drs. Walderedo, Roberto Martins and others of Rio II with respect to the official report on “Generation Conflict” to be presented at the IV Brazilian Psychoanalysis Congress, which was not accepted because it included the affirmation that the United States and/or the “Pentagon” would be accused of filicide for sending their young men to Vietnam. “According to La Porta, the accusation could affect friendly relations between Brazil and the United States. Rio II refused to modify it in the way La Porta was suggesting and, as a mark of protest, he resolved not to participate in the congress.” Note that, in our previous item, it was recorded that, in fact, when Dr. Walderedo “broke off relations”, it was with Dr. Cabernite and not with Dr. La Porta. In October, 1995, Dr. Cabernite was to say that Dr. La Porta was known as a “trouble maker” which made it difficult to “negotiate” his coming from Porto Alegre to Rio. Rio II was unwilling to accept it; Rio I too, at first; except that on Dr. Kemper’s insistence it was decided to approve his affiliation here. Dr. La Porta contests this fact in his final defense, in a letter to Dr. Mário Martins (1958) and in Dr. Cyro Martins’ introduction to his book (1995), thus showing himself to be well liked in Porto Alegre.

		We are not interested in - and nor is it proper to enter into - assessing characters, no matter whose. Nonetheless, we do face one question: what is one to think of a person who photocopies all and any documents, notes, etc., even those sent by allies and supposed friends, without having any reason - at least apparently - for such a suspicious measure?





(Asked whether “at this time, relations with Dr. Leão were still very good”) Well, they were still good. So much so that I wrote some little notes to him and he never replied to them in writing. We hardly met. He only said anything to me when we met in the corridor. Except that once, I suspected that and wrote like this: Reply overleaf. He did not reply. I said: “Something’s up here.” That’s where my suspicions began.





		Is this not even more significant, if we bear in mind the joint claim by Dr. Cabernite and Dr. Víctor in the newspaper Jornal do Brasil of December 10, 1979 that, in order to be a psychoanalyst, one had to have certain special personality qualities - “above all, solidity of character”? It is quite true that writing “reply overleaf”, etc., indicates that both suffered from quite similar phantoms.





It cannot be forgotten that, besides being professor of that group course, La Porta was Director of the Rio I Institute. And at the Training Institute, Amílcar received the same kind treatment and was well received by his colleagues, who considered him the victim of the perverse setup to which he had to submit. This is said with no intention of saying that La Porta knew that Amílcar collaborated with torture and wanted to protect him. On the contrary, what is wanted is to clarify that it is supposed that he acted according to the  general consensus that existed in Rio I that the candidate was an innocent victim of a system against which one could not rebel. He thus appeared to act with the purpose of defending someone whom he judged the victim of injustice. (Final defense, October 31, 1995)





		One has to bear in mind that, for an experienced, talented psychoanalyst - as he declares himself to be - it is surprising not to find any reference anywhere to having worked out with Mr. Lobo the sadistic aspects activated by the situation he was living in at the PE, in the period in which he was in analysis (the initial period, of course) or - to put it differently - Mr. Lobo’s active aspects of conscious or unconscious connivance and complicity in relation to treating tortured political prisoners. The only - and indirect - reference is to be found in the affirmation that he showed strong feelings of guilt and anguish.  In the depositions to the CRM in 1990, we find the following statements by Dr. Cabernite about Dr. La Porta:





Finally, he says that Dr. La Porta prevented Dr. Amilcar - when he was in his training class - from bringing a lawsuit against someone who formed part of the experimental group that he, Dr. La Porta, had formed and handed over to the therapeutic care of Dr. Amilcar, who filed a legal suit against this person, in this case complainant (...) He declares that Dr. La Porta is known as someone who defends himself by taking the role of accuser ...





		Commentary: it may be true that this is how Dr. La Porta is known and with good reason; however, there is not the slightest doubt that this description also fits Dr. Cabernite, given the series of declarations of his transcribed above, where he systematically involves Drs. Dutra, Manhães and La Porta, for example. In this same CRM text, he confirms this procedure, since he continues in the following manner:





that when the ‘Forum’ was formed at the Society to discover the facts regarding torture, he was one of the first to join this Forum, despite Dr. Amilcar’s being his group trainee, in the same way that he was training in analysis with the deponent and also despite his two analysands’ being connected with this issue of torture: ...





		From the 1990 CRM proceedings, declarations by Dr. La Porta on Dr. Cabernite:





he declares that, as the accusations of torture leveled against Dr. Amilcar Lobo intensified, he went to see that doctor’s analyst who was President of Rio I and who had consulting rooms on the same floor of the same building as the declarant. He declares that the person to whom he refers in his deposition is Dr. Leão Cabernite, analyst of the accused, Dr. Amilcar Lobo; he declares that, in the meeting in Dr. Leão’s room, he managed to discuss what was being said about Dr. Leão Cabernite’s analysand, which was causing him worry because it was even involving the clinic of the deponent, now declarant./Asked what were the terms of his meeting with Dr. Leão Cabernite, he declared that, after the explanations he gave, Dr. Leão had told him that the course should continue; that the insinuations and accusations against Dr. Amilcar Lobo constituted more an attack against psychoanalysis itself and that the deponent could continue with the course, because Dr. Amilcar Lobo was not even a torturer at all. (our boldface)





		In the minutes of the Ethics Commission of December 16, 1986, Dr. La Porta says:





... Dr. Leão made one other unethical declaration describing him as someone who was intimate with the National Information Service (SNI) and talking about ‘La Porta’s false information’. ... He says that Dr. Leão could not say that in public; he even came to hear of these newspaper declarations from a patient. Commenting then on what he replied, he said it may have been offensive and unethical but it was a retort. ... That Dr. Leão feels offended when they said he was part of the National Information Service and that, in one of the letters that he replied to Dr. Hélio, he reacts (sic) and feels offended; but, he did that in relation to him, Dr. La Porta.





		We do in fact find reference, in the deposition made by Dr. Cabernite, as well as in his final defense, to Dr. La Porta’s family relationship with the Minister-Chief of the National Information Service, Gen. Carlos Alberto Fontoura, who is presented as “advisor”, “adjutant” to Gen. Sylvio Frota, etc. On October 16, 1995, Dr. Cabernite does not repeat this same disqualification. On the contrary, he indirectly praises him by even reminding us of Gen. Sylvio Frota’s position as nominee to run for the presidency of the Republic:





What is important is to bear in mind that the whole time one was thinking on the basis of the certainty (Obs.: that is to say, no-one was thinking...) that an attack was being made on Rio I, originating with Walderedo, with Amílcar Lobo merely a scapegoat, a perfect battering ram to destabilize Rio I, which at that time was beginning to dominate the psychoanalytical scene in Brazil. Considering that everything at Rio I spoke in favor of Amílcar Lobo’s innocence, there was a growing supposition that there existed a plot by Walderedo against Rio I. Until Dr. Ernesto La Porta, while attending a conference by Bion ... - at which Cabernite was not present - had his attention caught by a question ...





		We have seen that, in his deposition to both the 1986 Ethics Commission and the present one, the version is different. It is said to have been Dr. Pacheco who identified Dr. Vianna’s handwriting, at the first meeting that took place with the ABP Board. It is possible that it was this flow and ebb in the attacks launched by one and another that led the CRM board members to the conclusion they reached: “The quarrels between Cabernite and La Porta indicate only that they did everything by common accord to such an extent that it became impossible for they themselves to define where each one’s part ends and the other’s begins. In this way, each casts guilt on the other./ Amilcar’s reincorporation into the Society reveals that they had not excluded him because his presence made them uncomfortable, but merely to let things cool down” (our boldface). This is the opinion of Dr. Nei Moreira da Silva, rapporteur of the CFM proceedings, who goes on to say:





One crucial, regrettable aspect of this whole process is the absence of any recognition of the grave errors committed by the two doctors. La Porta cast all the guilt onto Cabernite, who never perceived anything wrong in what he did - admitting at most and distantly that Rio I was very ‘complacent’. In short, there was a lack of ‘in sight’ (sic) from the two of them in scrutinizing all this painful past, with a view to drawing some lesson from it./I cannot but quote one of the preliminary comments to Leão Cabernite’s defense, with which his attorney takes up several pages. He claims that the profession of psychoanalyst is not recognized and that being a medical doctor is not a prerequisite for practising it, which would preclude any judgment of it in this tribunal. He forgets to mention that, at the time Leão was President of Rio I, only medical doctors could enter. Countless other arguments are dispensed. Can this not be a cult to lies? (our boldface)





		We do not know what Dr. La Porta’s argumentation was, since the proceedings returned to the CRM/RJ because he did not attend Dr. Paulo César Hermida’s deposition. The proceedings have now to be redone and are thus not available for consultation. He presented Rio I with a self-criticism in which he recognized his errors although, as we have already shown, at times he confirms and at others seems to be unaware of it.

		We also know that Dr. La Porta was not the only one to affirm that Mr. Lobo was innocent, neither was he the only one to hear from Dr. Cabernite the reassurance that this former-lieutenant was innocent and to pass on this assertion. Dr. Cabernite also made this assurance to a lady who was a client of the then Dr. Amilcar Lobo and a friend of Dr. Pellegrino, and who came to the latter in anguish at knowing she was undergoing treatment with someone accused of belonging to a torture squad. Referred by Dr. Pellegrino to Dr. Cabernite, that latter declared that Rio I was investigating and meanwhile it was “slander”, “unfounded gossip”, etc. This being the case, there is no doubt that, although the two are the chief protagonists of this drama, other members of Rio I, for convenience of all kinds, played their roles in it: of upholding a lie, without considering that Rio I would continue to exist even ‘after all of this that had happened’, and that it did not deserve to be labeled: “Amilcar’s Society”; “the torturer’s Society”, “Cabernite’s Society”, etc., as it became known all over.

		In the view of Dr. Cláudio Campos:





the hate on the part of La Porta ... (who) instead of defending himself, attacks Leão in all ways. He even presents more evidence against Leão and witnesses, etc.. ... That is his great aim, it is to prove that he was a scapegoat, you understand? And he attacks Leão any way he can, trying to show that he tried to find out, that Leão prevented it, etc., etc.. ... The board does not understand this fight between the two, you see? Two co-defendants implicated in the same accusation, fighting between themselves. They see that... as a subterfuge, you understand?





		What is clear in the end is that Drs. Leão and La Porta were in fact so close throughout the early years of this case that they can be considered to be in collusion, consciously or otherwise.

�Dr. La Porta and the Amilcar Lobo case:







		In 1981, Dr. La Porta made the following declarations to the International Congress held in Helsinki�:





1- As I discovered - little by little - an absolutist, corrupt and lying power structure running Rio I, I gradually attempted to form an opposition, at first in moderation. I hoped that, perhaps, by means of frank dialogue, it would be possible to bring about changes in the power structure with a view to making it more democratic.

2 - At the time of the Amilcar Moreira Lobo case, I at first believed in the word of his training analyst, the president of Rio I.

3 - I became interested, however, in clarifying better the events involving Amilcar and Cabernite, while respecting Cabernite’s word, which was always to affirm Amilcar’s innocence in episodes of torture.

4 - My private investigations, however, were bound to my position as Director of the Rio I Institute and President of the Teaching Committee. It was thus considered from the beginning that Amilcar could not continue training at the Institute, since despite our considering that he had not participated in any torturing of political prisoners at his place of work, nonetheless, from the fact that he treated the prisoners and was consulted as to the torture victims’ physical condition, it was becoming clear that he was involved in the affair./

	Under these conditions, Amilcar was advised to leave the Institute. (Obs.: he does not state when nor by whom.) Meanwhile, the rumors about Amilcar’s conduct were steadily growing, I felt bad - not just for this  reason - about continuing as Director of the Institute and President of the Teaching Committee. Discretionary attitudes on the part of the Board and the Advisory Board, increasingly showed this to be an arbitrary organization opposed to any investigation being carried out with respect to new statutes.

	Thus when, still as Director of the Institute, I invited Dr. Leão Grimberg to come and participate in a Symposium on an Introduction to the Ideas of Bion, I was severely criticized by the established oligarchy in the Society opposed to investigating any new idea. ... (Obs.: he even talks about his reanalysis with Frank Philips).

6 - This was the power group that wanted to perpetuate (itself) on the Society Board, in a routine of fossilizing conservatism of the oligarchic power structure, and not admit any new scientific investigations.

7 - My opposition then began to become more obstinate and I saw that other training analysts and full members were joining me.

8 - This arbitrary, fossilized power structure became intensely corrupt and lying and limited the distribution of patients for training analysis to those who agreed with the those in power. In this way, these came to form a compact group which, as it held the vote, not only defeated any candidate from the opposition but also began with the punishments: I and Fabio Leite Lobo were punished with a Warning in 1978, when we withdrew in protest from an Assembly and, especially me, because I incited the Associate Members to withdraw from the room./(...) 

	In 1976, Dr. Dalheim was elected Director of the Institute, for political reasons.

	In fact, he did not exercise this function, claiming fatigue, the Institute went into collapse which worsened in the following 2 years when there was a pretense at reform of the Institute into Departments, which in fact was no more than a way to distribute posts and department heads in support of the power structure, by now rotten, reactionary, arbitrary and backward-looking. Only a political coup, which also dissolved the Teaching Committee, arbitrarily substituting the opposition members (sic), the Institute was practically paralyzed, to the point where in January 1980, the new Director of the Institute, Dr. João Coutinho de Moura, declared himself powerless to administrate the commissions and teaching at the Institute. (our boldface) (...)

	We accuse the whole power structure of the Rio I board and particularly Dr. Cabernite, Amilcar’s analyst who did not orient him to stop the therapeutic analysis but tried always to protect him as a future analyst.

	It is obvious that Amilcar was and is one more victim of the power structure because he was not duly treated at the beginning of his analysis and, on the contrary, was maintained clandestinely in the position of candidate ...





		In 1986, nonetheless, his positions were to be quite different from this. He was now no longer exactly the valiant, courageous psychoanalyst who admits his own errors and tries to help colleagues understand better what is happening in the institution. He began to oscillate in his declarations. In the newspaper Jornal do Brasil of September 21, 1986, we find:





1 - Dr. Amilcar Lobo never did training in group psychotherapy with me, he was my student in a course that I gave. For this reason, he had no reason to reveal to me what happened in his private life. In this course, he was outstanding as the best student and for that reason was chosen to be the first student to have a therapeutic group supervised by me during the course (around 1972). At this time, I did not know that he was serving the DOI-CODI (Department of Internal Order/Operations Center for Internal Defense) and much less that he participated in a torture squad. (...); 3 - Leão’s affirmation that I offered to discover other information, since the rumors were growing, is true, but Leão took over the investigation and always found Amilcar innocent. (...); 4 - (As regards Amilcar’s return) The need to protect Amilcar and make him an analyst was an imperious wish not just on the part of he himself, but of Leão and Dr. Maria Manhães, Amilcar’s supervisor. This lady showed herself to be always very moved by Amilcar’s situation, and even suffered an extreme nervous crisis and cried on telling us how Amilcar came to her at her home, evidently desperate and talking about suicide, because he could not continue his training (late 1975, early 1976). - (our boldface)





		Note the type of distortion of the facts carried out by Dr. La Porta. He inverts things; it was not he who approached Mr. Amilcar Lobo; on the contrary, it was he who was approached. Moreover, it was Dr. Cabernite who is claimed to have suggested that he be approached! However, in general, the core of the idea is preserved, although - as Dr. Cabernite proves in his defense -, he also lies at times, as in the case of the interruption of the group psychotherapy course.

		Still in the same newspaper article:





I want to make it clear that, while Amilcar was part of a medical team in a place where torture occurred, I cannot know for sure what role the doctor plays in this situation: whether it is merely to treat the torture victims when coming from torture or accompanying them as a doctor in order to establish the torture victim’s ability to continue withstanding the atrocity. It is repugnant to me to accept either of the two hypotheses, especially the latter.





		In 1981, at Helsinki, he showed that he knew very well what was at stake - so much so that, in item 11, he said that “other colleagues connected with the armed forces in times prior to the Amilcar case withdrew from their functions at the PM hospitals when they discovered that people appeared at these hospitals to be treated for body lesions suspected of being caused by torture. I only knew Amilcar who, as Cabernite’s candidate, remained in his post as medical lieutenant at the PM without the knowledge in 1973, of the Director of the Institute (literal transcription)”.  In his 1994 deposition to this Commission, however, he returns to the original version:





We began to do the... the... what’s it called... the supervision. I don’t remember if it was the first session of the supervision or the second when there was, when suddenly... I... don’t know if it was Paulo Tavares or Amilcar himself who said: “Yes,... in the course of the group session, a patient stands up and said, accused him... what’s it called...? Lobo, Amilcar, of being a torturer. There, I heard what for me could be a negative transference thing.





		Dr. Cabernite was to dispute with Dr. La Porta which of them deserved greater merit for this new IPA intervention in Rio I; he believes he contributed, at the same Congress, by notifying that conditions did not exist for the next one to be held in Rio - which also, in his view, prejudiced Dr. Edward Joseph’s plans of making Dr. Cabernite his successor. In October 1995, Dr. Cabernite clarified for us that he had been approached “by someone” who told him he was against the Congress being held here and that, should the IPA persist with its plans, he would organize a parallel Congress. When we come to deal with the IPA’s relationship with this case, we shall see another version of the decision to intervene in Rio I.

		Once again, it appears that we are dealing with non-psychoanalysts. They do not perceive that they say more than they tell and they want to make us believe that they were unable to imagine what role is possible for a doctor placed in that kind of situation? The claim which Dr. La Porta makes insistently that he was ‘tricked” by Dr. Cabernite gives us food for thought. Such “ingenuousness” and “ignorance” of the codes that govern the exercise of the profession may even be acceptable in other professions but that is not the case of the medical profession and neither of clinical psychology - particularly the exercise of psychoanalysis.

		In his deposition to the Ethics Commission, on December 16, 1986, he said:





that Dr. Amilcar was a brilliant student, pleasant and calm, that was why he did not believe the rumors. That was why he held an interview with him and did not discover anything. He also asked Dr. Leão. Dr. Leão even asked him to sign a letter stating that there was nothing to discredit Dr. Amilcar. He and Dr. Dahlheim signed. ... He repeats that, by way of the reanalysis, his credibility in relation to Dr. Leão had changed. He believed in Dr. Amilcar and in Dr. Leão and, he reaffirms, he only now came to know about the torture when he heard the depositions of the former political prisoners. He says that, at first, he even defended Dr. Amilcar. Now he no longer has any doubt, since everyone present heard the depositions.





		We must remember that there are several points of contact between the article by Dr. Galina Schneider and Dr. La Porta’s texts. Dr. Wallerstein was not lying - as was stated here in a Special General Assembly in 1993 - when he said that the Institute was paralyzed (two ‘opposition’ training analysts attested to this, internationally), etc. Where Dr. La Porta goes further than she does is in his affirmation that Amilcar Lobo “was consulted on the torture victims’ physical state”, but in his analysis of the structure of the Society, he is rapidly transformed from ‘doctor-torturer’ into one more ‘victim of the power structure’ that reigned. This coming and going in his opinions makes it clear that there is an ambiguity in Dr. La Porta’s positioning that says a lot more than his words. It even seems that, since his break with Dr. Cabernite, what is more important, for him too, is to attack him (as a means of defending himself) - and vice-versa, as we have shown - than clarifying the facts, properly speaking, where what is at stake, of course, is institutional cohesion. Can we can maintain our institutional cohesion only on bases known to be false?

		On November 25, 1986, Dr. La Porta presented to Rio I his Proposta de auto-crítica (“Proposal for Self-Criticism”):





Although gravitating around the Amilcar Lobo case, Rio I does not figure today as if the problem of torture were its only very serious symptom. Although torture may be the most serious situation, it is a product of diverse factors. I do not intend to deal exhaustively with such a serious matter at the moment, whatever the coordinates that generated the crisis that we are going through in our Society. Nonetheless, one central point in the structure of Rio I is the serious, terrible desire for power, as a power oligarchy, manifest principally by a small group nominated by the IPA after its first visit, which occurred in 1982. I am not referring to the present oligarchy, but rather to the manifestation of authoritarian voluntarism which seems to have always existed since the origins of Rio I. The roots of violence are in Hitler’s Germany with the dismantling of psychoanalysis under that regime. ... We are heirs to that inferno. The time has come, however, to free ourselves of that legacy. Let us stop torturing ourselves. ... so that the truth may be told. For that to happen, amnesia must disappear! Let us have the courage to expose our errors, our collaboration and our submission to power./Dr. Leão, despite his situation as Lobo’s analyst and his temperamental affinity for power and his message that he was the person who worked and did most for the Society (see the letter to Jurema Pio da Silva), this led him to carry greatest weight when it was proposed to discover and prove who was the person who had given rise to the rumor about Amilcar being a torturer. All the other members of the Rio I Board at that time and for another two years (around 1976) to which I belonged too - some more than others - are all guilty of what happened then. Dictatorship, collaborationism, submission, incipient rebellion, among others. Nonetheless, all made mistakes. ... As for the Amilcar Lobo episode and Helena Besserman who denounced it, the situation was divided between Leão and myself as the two leading participants. He seeking the accuser and I - despite my believing that Amilcar was not a torturer - seeking information. This does not exclude participation by the other members of that Board to which I have already alluded.  (our boldface)





		In Dr. Cláudio Campos’s deposition we find several references to Dr. La Porta, beginning with how he is claimed to have ‘come into the story’ through Mr. Lobo, who cited Drs. Dutra and Leão in his first deposition to the CRM. Summoned to appear and make a deposition, Dr. Cabernite began a series of accusations against him, exhibiting the notes written in 1974. We also have descriptions of two meetings between Drs. La Porta and Cláudio Campos, which in no way favor Dr. La Porta.  We have also described two meetings which took place between Drs. La Porta and Cláudio Campos, which do not reflect at all favorably on Dr. La Porta: he exposes the latter unnecessarily to situations which are, to say the least, embarrassing. In his deposition to us, Dr. Cabernite also spent much of the time accusing Dr. La Porta, as if this were the main focus of his interest.

		On October 16, 1995, at the re-examination of Drs. Jeremias Lima and Cláudio Campos, Dr. La Porta - it is not known why - was to insist several times on repeating the two meetings-divergences with Dr. Cláudio. As the latter declared that he was upset by these unnecessary reminiscences of episodes that were so painful for him, Dr. La Porta was humbled and fearful that Dr. Cláudio might not want to speak to him again.





�Rio I and Amilcar Lobo:







Studied and developed by the medical doctor, Sigmund Freud, who was Jewish, psychoanalysis came to be directed scientifically and administratively after the formation of the first Society, by men and women most of whom were also Jewish in origin. I believe that this particularity led to the formation of an institutional structure very much tied to the Jewish religious structure itself. (...) The teaching analysts thus acquired enormous power, an indestructible monopoly structure within the psychoanalytical Societies, very close to the religious leaders of Judaism. (...) the whole time I remained linked to Rio I, I felt the rule of laws that very often inflicted (sic) my code of life and from which I could not escape without bringing about my summary exclusion from the institution. (Amilcar Lobo, p. 90/91; our boldface)





		On September 23, 1980, the newspaper Jornal do Brasil published an article by Roberto Mello entitled Os Barões da Psicanálise (The Psychoanalysis Barons). On October 2, 1980, Dr. Hélio Pellegrino sent a letter to the president of Rio I, Dr. Victor Manoel de Andrade, stating that, during a Symposium at the Catholic University (PUC) on Psychoanalysis and Politics, he had received a public accusation brought Mr. Rômulo Arantes claiming that Mr. Amilcar Lobo had been an active member of a torture squad. He never received any formal, official reply to this letter of his. Nonetheless, the Advisory Board and the Board, once again, preferred to accuse the accusers than to make any pronouncement on Mr. Amilcar Lobo. Dr. Hélio was backed by Dr. Mascarenhas and so began the fracas of Rio I vs. Pellegrino and Mascarenhas, which led to the expulsion of the two of them and, later, their readmission under court order. Dr. Cabernite makes a point of reminding us that he was no longer president. What he does not perceive is that he was a member of the Advisory Board (the highest decision-making body at the time) and that, by insisting in saying that it was he who made Dr. Víctor his successor - besides following in the existing tradition of the secretary being the next president - he leads one to understand that he was never distant from the major decisions, at least during Dr. Víctor’s administration.

		Meanwhile, one has to consider the affirmation made by Dr. Dutra at the Special General Assembly on October 7, 1986, that the full members were not consulted on the expulsion of Drs. Pellegrino and Mascarenhas - who participated not only in the Symposium, along with other members of Rio I, but also made declarations to the journalist Roberto Mello. However, what it is important to highlight is that, once again, the only internal measures taken on the “Amilcar case” were: one, the letter of October 10, 1980, signed by Dr. João Coutinho de Moura, as Director of the Rio I Training Institute, expelling Mr. Lobo:





Considering the lengthy interruption in your training process which, having reached a state of deadlock, makes a resumption of that process absolutely unworkable, at its meeting of October 7, 1980, the Teaching Committee decided to exclude your name from the list of members of the Psychoanalysis Training Institute of the Rio de Janeiro Psychoanalytical Society. (Crise na Psicanálise, p.214)





		This purely bureaucratic text makes no reference to the first reason alleged both at the meeting of the Teaching Committee (October 7, 1980) that decided for his expulsion and in the letter sent to him: “irregularities in your professional life”. This attitude, Mr. Lobo deplores in his deposition to this Commission and in his book (in part, because he was even a personal friend of the then president). Nonetheless, Pellegrino and Mascarenhas were expelled and later readmitted by the courts, but nothing official was said about Mr. Lobo’s involvement - although, by this time, he himself had already begun to make declarations confirming his involvement with the system of repression. Two: a circular by Dr. Victor de Andrade, dated - in a lapse - February 12, 1980 (in fact it should have been 1981), attempting to explain Amilcar’s expulsion to the Society as a whole, for which purpose it recapitulates his entire history in the Institute.

		Three: we have a copy of the letter sent by Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade to Dr. Zimmermann, on May 4, 1981, items 10 and 11 of which read:





In this letter which was widely circulated, they sought to exploit this painfully bitter matter which has been affecting Rio I for some time. In 1973, rumors arose that one of the candidates in training was operating in an army squad responsible for obtaining confessions from political prisoners by means of torture. The investigations that it was possible to carry out at the time discovered nothing that might incriminate the candidate, according to a letter which was sent to you in your position as President of the COPAL, as well as to the then President of the IPA, Prof. Serge Lebovici. During the episode, the training of the candidate in question was suspended (Obs.: which we know did not happen in the way he is suggesting) and, because of a variety of circumstances, he never was able to finish his training, for which reason he came to be definitively excluded from our Institute in October, 1980. 11 - As this was an extraordinarily delicate matter, not all the members were notified of that candidate’s exclusion (Obs.: This is not and never was a statutory or regulatory requirement and nor was it standard practice to do so!), since such a notification could be taken to endorse the rumors that were going around about him, which were never proven. In addition to which, no formal accusation in this regard ever came to us, (Obs.: and what about the letter of accusation from Dr. Pellegrino? What was that, if not a formal accusation?) from anyone who would take responsibility for it. Thus, when they were expelled, Drs. Mascarenhas and Pellegrino were unaware that the candidate who was the target of the rumors already no longer had any connection with the Institution. They attempted to exploit the situation in their campaign by claiming that Rio I was indulgent with a torturer while it was severe with them, seeking to conceal the fact that they had been warned previously. As is well known, this accusation broached a subject that was extremely delicate for the Brazilian government, and its aftermath resulted in pronouncements by the three military ministers. Thus, all the accusations which are being spread against Rio I are either distortions of facts or lies created for the purpose of demoralization and whose final purpose we have yet to understand, especially since they seem to follow a strategically very well organized scheme involving the press, radio and television. (our boldface)





		Why? When they were discussing whether or not to expel Drs. Pellegrino and Mascarenhas at the Special General Assembly of April 14, 1981, Dr. Dutra said:





The Barons of Psychoanalysis would seem to be only six ... and he feels a need to establish... an understanding, to put an end to such threatening secrets that are being circulated, while no-one takes responsibility for revealing them, if they really exist. ... Dr. Leão ... saying that, in fact, there were not only six (Dahlheim, Manhães, Fábio, Marafelli, Inês, Dutra and La Porta himself, according to him himself), but rather ten barons, on the Advisory Board and on the Board... (Obs.: Dr. La Porta “forgets” Dr. Leão, as can be seen; our boldface)





		Are these the same ten that Dr. Galina referred to in her article? Nobody gives the names of the ten “barons”. Reconstituting, we have: on the 1980-81 Advisory Board, Drs. Leão (president), Dahlheim, Manhães, Fábio, Marafelli and Hoirisch. On the Rio I Board: Víctor (president), Santa Rosa (secretary), Azulay (treasurer), Moura (Training Institute), Portella (selection and assessment). Which of them is not considered a “baron” by Dr. Cabernite, since there is one left over? In addition to them, there were also training analysts present on that occasion: Drs. Dutra, La Porta, Zusman, Nylde Ribeiro, Inês Besouchet, Noemy Rudolfer, Galina, Tractemberg, Claudino and Tolipan - with certainty. Let’s see: we have six, seven, ten, eleven, twenty-one people in the 1980s. In 1973-74, according to Dr. Cabernite’s declaration of October, 1995, there would have been nine: Dahlheim, Fábio, Marafelli, La Porta, Manhães, Dutra, Inês, Nylde and himself.

		But, at the Special General Assembly where they were discussing the newspaper article Os Barões da Psychoanalysis (The Barons of Psychoanalysis), Dr. Zusman said:





he declares that he thinks that Drs. Pellegrino and Mascarenhas were already to be condemned for other possible infractions of the statutes, thus, continues Zusman, they would not have been expelled because they did not scratch Leão, since it is his point of view, ..., that in the Society one cannot mess with Dr. Leão Cabernite. ... Dr. Zusman also informs us that, when he was Director of the Institute, he had Dr. Amilcar Lobo’s file in his hands and the documentation that was exhibited later was not in it, and that that documentation was in the hands of Dr. Leão who always held onto the lion’s share of the power. ... and Dr. Zusman went on to say that Dr. La Porta must have been right in affirming that only Dr. Leão knew about Dr. Amilcar Lobo. He ends by saying that when Leão is scratched, things in the Society get stormy. ... At his point, Dr. Leão Cabernite takes the floor to call the Board to bear witness of Dr. Zusman’s declaration that the documents on Dr. Amilcar Lobo were in his power, and he declares that they were in the hands of Jurema Pio da Silva (Obs.: administrative secretary of the Society). Mr. President (Dr. Victor) then confirms that there was a special file of Dr. Amilcar’s - restricted by Dr. Dutra - in the archive. (our boldface)





		All in all, Dr. Zusman’s deposition to us can be summarized basically in the following terms: ‘it is a private question of conscience’. He practically refused to give us any information on the argument that:





I am not ... not remiss in anything relating to what I did, but there are certain questions that I believe, that go a little beyond what should interest the institution. It does not bother me that you press like this. I have ways to defend myself from that and I defend myself from that pressure by denying to do into further detail, right?





		Neither was he subsequently willing to sign the transcription of his deposition, which had been recorded with his consent. He agreed to think about it and we have had no reply to this day. However, Dr. Cabernite took it upon himself to give us one answer on November 15, 1993:





Due to an incident (Obs.: the accusation) which occurred before the Congress was held and as a result of episodes connected with the history of the two IPA affiliates in Rio, it was imagined that the rumors were a way for our sister organization to boycott the meeting that was held by Rio I. The clandestine accusation arises in this context, coming to reinforce the idea of a boycott against Rio I. (...) The movement that took place in Rio I, linking me artificially to concealment of a torturer, only occurred some eight years later, when, out of vengeance, the two colleagues expelled (Obs.: Pellegrino and Mascarenhas) needed a strong reason to prejudice me. As they enjoyed great penetration in the media, as well as political and ideological connections, they circulated a story so craftily contrived that it ended up convincing part of public opinion and certain colleagues at Rio I, principally the discontented associate members, as well as incautious foreigners who do not have access to all the information and are unaware of the more intimate ins and outs of the history of psychoanalysis in Rio de Janeiro.





		We have seen that, according to Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade (March 27, 1981), “when the institution expelled Dr. Amilcar, it ran the risk of thus incriminating him as a torturer and endorsing the rumors that were circulating about him. This, I think, was the reason that four of the Institute’s board members (La Porta, Dutra, Dahlheim and Zusman) preferred to keep him in a kind of institutional limbo - his training was suspended for six years - by not interrupting his training definitively, although they could have done so under the regulations” (our underlining). Like Dr. Cabernite, Dr. Víctor claims that “as strong as the evidence of this may have been (of Amilcar Lobo’s participation in a torture squad), we cannot make a judgment of this kind without thoroughly examining the case, and to us Dr. Amilcar does not yet seem to have had the right to a full defense”. Note that this text of Dr. Manoel de Andrade’s dates from March 1981. In it, to repeat ourselves, Dr. Andrade states: “As for not having replied to Dr. Pellegrino’s letter of October 2, 1980, I did not do so because it contained a serious accusation against a colleague which was never properly investigated within or outside the institution. After all, Dr. Lobo is not only a psychoanalyst, but also a doctor and there are medical institutions far better equipped than ours to investigate matters of this kind. If no-one else was investigating, we were not going to be the ones to do so and, until he is judged and condemned, in all conscience, I cannot judge him. At that time, a reply to Dr. Pellegrino could have been taken as a guilty sentence”. In 1995, however, Dr. Víctor changed his position and came to consider “that psychoanalytical technique involves very different issues from those that arise in medicine and this limitation is obviously regrettable (that of our judging ethics transgressions in the light of the codes of ethics of both doctors and psychologists), which can lead to undesirable confusions”.

		Meanwhile, we have a document (annexed to this report) which we consider to be a reply - although not official, of course - to the formal accusation he brought. The text is shot through with the deepest indignation from those who, like Pellegrino, dared to suppose that the rumors had some basis in fact. After presenting the DOPS (Department of Public and Social Order) files on the former political prisoners who accused him publicly and that of Dr. Hélio Pellegrino, the author lavishes praise on Mr. Lobo, for whom he asks that ‘you leave him in peace to work’. As this is filed in an official dossier at the Rio I secretariat, it is to be supposed that it has been distributed internally, even if only to a few members, as is (was) standard practice in similar cases.

		However, here lies the crucial point in these contradictions.  Dr. Víctor, writing on Ética e Psicanálise (Ethics and Psychoanalysis), as a colleague called on to corroborate Dr. Cabernite’s defense, is categorical in September, 1980: “Under no circumstances whatever, even in the higher interests of science, should a clinical case be presented where a patient may be recognized, unless with the patient’s express consent...”. In October, 1995: “Now, there is nothing in the medical code to prevent a medical professional from making a declaration in favor of a student and patient felt to be the victim of injustice, providing the declaration have nothing to do with professional secrecy. Nonetheless, in psychoanalysis, such a procedure may be counter to psychoanalytical technique and be considered unethical”.  Note that, on the criteria put forward by Dr. Andrade himself, there can be no defending - in principle and without difficulties - the position of Drs. Cabernite, Dahlheim and La Porta. The inconsistency becomes even more transparent if we take his conclusion of 1995: “it is transparent, it is so clear that, for an analyst who presided over a psychoanalytical organization to have replied, in confidential correspondence, to a similarly confidential request for information made by the president of an organization hierarchically superior to his does not even constitute a deviation from good technique, despite this information’s referring to a candidate in analysis with him, given that the candidate had no knowledge of the correspondence” (our underlining).  Now, we know that it was only on March 24, 1981, that Mr. Lobo gave written authorization - “at your request” - for “disclosure of the various stages” of his training process! Dr. Cabernite made several statements to the press about Mr. Amilcar Lobo. He wrote not only to Dr. Zimmermann (who, in turn, forwarded to Dr. Lebovici the letter of November 12, 1973). We know also that Mr. Lobo did know about everything that was done here in his defense. But even in Dr. Andrade’s last text, it can be seen how Rio I is (was) seen by a certain group of its members: “The whole time the CREMERJ proceedings against Leão Cabernite and Ernesto La Porta were in progress, Rio I watched it all passively, not wanting to see that this represented an attack on the institution and on psychoanalysis itself. Not only did it not take any measures to preserve its own integrity, but it also collaborated with the effrontery of the intrusion, by inviting the president of the CREMERJ to participate in a recent meeting of our Scientific Commission ...”.

		As several of our colleagues made written statements in 1986, in an evident effort to comprehend these events, we believe that they deserve to have some passages of their studies singled out. From Dr. Heládio Miziara:





Today, no-one is here seeking a scapegoat, but to free themselves of the mess that has muddied us all and which has smelled bad for so long.  Just as Dr. Portella said ‘Psychoanalysis aborted the doctor Amilcar Lobo’, so I say ‘Rio I harbored this same doctor in its womb for 10 years’ ...





		From Dr. Alexandre Kahtalian: 





In a letter to his client H. Doolittle, Freud asked his friends and analysts to abdicate from this position in defense of Psychoanalysis because it was useless and ineffective. But here it is often invoked by paranoid guardians as a pretext for criticizing texts and acts that have to do with the psychoanalytical institution and the preservation of power.





		From Dr. Jeremias Lima:





Exactly what is meant when a case like this is referred to as this ‘regrettable accident’? Who suffered an accident? Who is regretting? Why did the accident happen?/I agree with the fear of the political regime in place at the time. But  why fear if there were so many denials that Amilcar participated in the torture squad and served it? Fear of whom? Today we know to be afraid of Amilcar himself and of the power he represented... the ‘rumors’ and ‘slanders’ were true ... Why fear at that time, unless they knew the truth and, in fear of it, concealed it?/Attributing to Rio I’s ‘atavistic complacency’ the fact that Amilcar stayed on is another important question to think about. We know that COMPLACENCY means “Pleasure resulting from a cause that also causes pleasure to another’. That is to say that Rio I and its board found ‘PLEASURE’ in having Amilcar Lobo among their candidates and that Amilcar Lobo found ‘PLEASURE’ in holding this position. What would be the source of this mutual pleasure? Could it be torture or the ideology that created and maintained it?  Could it be the desire to have/be an analyst? In this way, when considering the question of complacency we have to consider the desire on the part of the Institution, which hinges on the question of the training analysis.





		From Dr. Wilson Chebabi:





Let us admit once and for all that, for at least two decades, we in Brazil lived a Charcotian - if not Mesmeric - nostalgia, wrapped in the prestige and affluence of the clientele in our consulting rooms. This clientele also lived borne along by the ‘Brazilian miracle’, which contrasted drastically with the heavy levy of torture and hunger that went to pay for the dream of order and progress./We now have the promising opportunity to recuperate our own history, exactly like the patients who really get analyzed, and who are not the majority. ... The aim of psychoanalysis ceased to be the formations of the unconscious, but came to be the homogeneous reproduction of a technical model so as to ensure its neutrality - affective neutrality and political neutrality. It is from this position that the thesis of the apoliticism of psychoanalysis arises. It is no longer possible ... to believe that psychoanalysis has nothing to do with politics and nothing to do with the practice of groups.  (our boldface)





		From Dr. Paulo Quinet:





Setting the institution up as apolitical would not only be false, but by omitting its social commitment, we would be denying its connection with the external reality around us and thus leading it down the dangerous path of ‘institutional psychosis’. Meanwhile, to attempt to subordinate it to a single political ideology would be to transform it into a party appendage, thus depriving it of its principal purpose ...





		We agree with them. What was being reproduced at Rio I was the discourse of the government, which sought at all costs to bring about the de-politicization of Brazilian society so as better to achieve its objectives. All knowledge is intimately, inseparably associated with power, this we know. There is thus no such thing as ‘apolitical’ theory or science. To reduce the meaning of politics to the merely party political is, in itself, a political act.

		Considering another aspect of this issue, we have to single out, for example, a passage from the text by Dr. Lindemberg Rocha:



At the last Assembly, Dr. Jacques began to describe his reading of the minutes from the beginnings of the Society. I think this an excellent measure. We need urgently to get to know our history./ And it is also necessary, however, that these minutes, and others too, be made available to all those interested and not just the Board. (...) I found out (about the situation of Mrs. Kemper) by way of Gradiva. How could this be? Because they are apolitical?/ Just as he did not bring to the attention of the Society the document sent by the Brazilian Bar Association (OAB) in June 1981 with depositions incriminating Amilcar Lobo - some of them heard here, two Assemblies ago; that is, five years later./ (...)/But that was not what surprised me./ It was when Dr. Portella claimed that Dr. Amilcar acted as a doctor and not as an analyst. It even sounds like a philosophical question. Can a doctor and psychoanalyst be just a doctor one moment, and then just a psychoanalyst the next?/ How would Jasper label this kind of thinking?/ There is another claim that deserves our attention: that all of us are guilty, at least of omission./ Without a doubt, in the broader, political and philosophical sense, this claim is correct./ Practically all of us refused to give up personal time for historical time in Brazil under the dictatorship./ Nonetheless, leaving aside generalization and examining our Institution, we must ask ourselves: are we all equally responsible?/ Or do we only become equal when it is time to share the blame?/ In a profoundly hierarchical Institution like Rio I, does the guilt for the events we are dealing with here lie on all of us, but the prestige and the power lie with only a few?/ Can Freud have written Totem and Taboo in vain?





		The claims of Dr. Leão Cabernite can be considered as a reply to Dr. Rocha’s questions:





Anyone examining the case of Dr. Amilcar and knowing the history of the Society will see that this resulted from a visceral, intrinsic complacency which came into being with the organization. I do not deny my participation in this group behavior, since my wish to help people has made me the target for criticism, for not having taken measures to prevent the admission of colleagues who would come to cause problems for the Society. When I referred to the characteristics that were there at the inception of the organization, I meant to say that Rio I was marked by complacency from the moment of its gestation and that the stigma is having repercussions to this day.





		From Dr. Hélio Pellegrino, we shall single out only this passage from his letter of November 11, 1986, in support of the text of the Official Note presented by Dr. Fábio Lacombe (in the case papers), because it seems to us the most appropriate at this point in our report - since here we have to bear in mind that we owe ourselves “words that are just, serene and energetic, in honor of Rio I and of our status as citizens”:





Our General Assembly was convened ... for the specific purpose of clarifying the terms of the relationship between Dr. Amilcar Lobo and Rio I. Everything possible was done in this respect. Dr. Helena Vianna, directly and dramatically involved in the affair, was called on to give evidence. Dr. Amilcar Lobo was called, but he did not appear nor reply to the invitation extended to him. Finally, so that we would have an objective deposition with regard to Dr. Lobo’s role in the DOI-CODI (Department of Internal Order/Operations Center for Internal Defense) of the Army Police (PE), the words of a group of former political prisoners who had been tortured and who had contact with him were heard./ Brazilian society expects us to speak out clearly on this subject that Rio I never faced up to officially. In this impassioned debate, there is no question of pursuing petty parochial political ends here within our institution.





		Several other colleagues spoke out at these Special General Assemblies. We shall take one of the things said by Dr. Portella Nunes as a clue to understanding what was happening here. He quotes a poem, the text of which we have unfortunately been unable to check and, as a result, we can only present the idea as it appears transcribed in the minutes: “The first night, they came and picked a flower in our garden, and we said nothing. The second night, they no longer hid themselves; they trod down the flowers, killed out dog, and we said nothing. Until one day, the weakest of them entered our house, stole our moon and, finding our fear, tore our voice from our throat”. The minutes identify the poem as being by Eduardo Alves da Costa, entitled No caminho de Maiakovsky, (Rio de Janeiro, Nova Fronteira, 1985) (On the Path of Maiakowsky).

		Everything indicates this is how the Rio I board and training analysts behaved and, in a way, are still trying to behave (despite the tragic consequences that this may have for us all), witness the depositions made to us, which mostly denote an unwillingness and determination not to contribute to clarifying the facts: “I don’t remember”; “a private question of conscience”; “I cannot give evidence” for the most varied of reasons, including “as there’s no way of proving, it’s better not to declare”; as well as the Rio I Official Notes (1986 and 1992), the texts of which were written by Dr. Portella and are being studied by our colleague Hélcio Mattos, apparently oblivious of Goethe’s phrase, quoted by Freud in 1913: “That which you inherited from your parents, master it and make it yours.”

		In this limited sense, it can be said that Rio I as a whole still pretends not to see, not to know, not realizing that if it goes on like that, ‘one fine night’ will arrive when all and any possibility of its being - or of coming to be - truly a Psychoanalytical Society, properly speaking, will disappear. The point is not, as Dr. Portella thinks (thought), that “none of us can escape the scourge”. We all make mistakes and, at times, we do not even notice our errors, but what is at stake here are facts that compromise the whole past, present and future existence of our institution. As Hanna Arendt says, the greater problem in these cases is not in the error committed in itself, but rather in the fact of not recognizing it as such. Admittedly, it is possible - as a psychoanalyst would say - to repair it. It is thus not, as Dr. Portella would have it, a question “of continuing to divide Rio I into angels and demons”, it is not a question of “burning more witches” (Special General Assembly of December 2, 1986). The point we are trying to bring into focus has to do with the continued effort over the years by the leaders of Rio I not to confront themselves. Everything indicates that this confrontation can no longer be put off. The argument that it will definitively rupture our institutional cohesion no longer frightens us. Rio I is greater than it itself seems to recognize and admit.

		The deposition from Dr. Cláudio Campos contains the following personal conclusions as to what happened in Rio I:





Well, I have several conclusions. Firstly, that there was a serious and profound perversion in the psychoanalytical institution, commanded by certain personalities, some deliberately and others perhaps thinking that they were gaining some prestige or power in that situation. This perversion extended to the fact of torture. Why torture? Because, at the time of the dictatorship, torture was a common occurrence, as it was a common occurrence in Algeria. (...) It was a common occurrence in other countries where it became a systemic process. And where torture became a systemic process, both torturers and tortured are degraded by the same process, either by omission or by participation. In fact, what one can see in the Society, the deca ... the perverse degradation by omission on the part of several members of the Society who, without a doubt, placed themselves at the service of the constituted powers that intended to extract, yes ... from a need for continuity and a mistaken notion of democratic purity, a truth that they considered single and universal. This single, universal truth also dominated all institutions in Brasil and dominated the whole psychoanalytical Society. There was only one truth that could be told, there was only one psychoanalysis that could be performed, only one word could be exercised! This is the essence of perversion of the psychoanalytical process, as it is a perversion of the democratic process. This led to the Society’s being commanded by an orchestration to uphold the theory of the single truth and to preclude any possibility of dissent. This theory of the single truth leads to there never being any possibility of dissent or divergence. (...)  It was vital to maintain the power system. Dr. Leão Cabernite became the chief and commander of this process, exactly because of the autocratic figure he represents (...), he was the very representative of the single, undeniable and unquestionable truth. So much so that he expelled colleagues, he punished, he did everything he thought right and gave satisfaction to no-one. This tactic was the same tactic as adopted by power in Brazil at the time.





		He also makes other pertinent remarks on the consequences of this “tactic of the single truth”, including some about the type of relationship with patients. Those who wish to can accompany his transcribed deposition which is filed in the case papers. He even handed us a copy of the last letter written by Dr. Fábio Leite Lobo in which he denounces manipulations by Dr. Cabernite to get himself re-elected once again to the presidency of Rio I.

		In mid-1993, we all received an article by Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade which proposed explicitly to give an account of our institutional history but which, at a certain point, comes out openly in defense of Dr. Cabernite. We must all have read this article. Curiously, it came shortly before the IPA request for Dr. Cabernite’s expulsion. This proximity in time did not go unnoticed, of course, and neither did Dr. Víctor’s arguments go unanswered. The reply was given explicitly in a text by Dr. Modesto. Once again the arguments are somewhat ambiguous. Dr. Modesto criticizes Dr. Víctor harshly (August 31, 1993) but, in a way, spares Dr. Cabernite:





Consequently, Leão was a victim of his own actions and of the excess of power he wielded and with which he was confused. He was never A. Lobo’s accomplice; that is another great imbecility that the CREMERJ swallowed. In fact he was afraid that officially expelling A. Lobo would bring reprisals from the security agencies and the generals behind Institutional Act No.5 (AI-5). For that very reason, I think the CREMERJ punishment is unjust, radical and despotic. (...) In legal terms, to keep silent is to abet the criminal, but fear cannot deserve the same treatment. (...) Rio I is not a ‘Cabernite Society’ as many still think. It cannot be portrayed as a mere plaything of personal interests and neither can it connive with group pressures. At this stage, Leão’s forced return - transforming the Society into his defense stand - would be the same as sanctifying officially the continuance of the ‘Leão effect’.





		Of course, Dr. Víctor responded to Dr. Modesto (September 12, 1993):





Why - for those seven years (Obs.: Note, seven years; thus until 1981!) - did A. Lobo remain at the Training Institute, nominally passing through a series of directors of the Institute (La Porta, Dutra, Dahlheim and Zusman) without being formally expelled, while even receiving signed documents attesting to his status as candidate? Can this have happened because they all feared the military dictatorship? This is hardly likely to be the truth. (...) Although the initial near certainty of his innocence was replaced by doubt after a time, no-one dared expel him, not wanting this expulsion to be seen as a sentence, when he had never in fact been judged by any body, within or outside the psychoanalytical institution. The investigations carried out by the psychoanalytical institution were just too precarious (Obs.: That is not how they were viewed at the time!) and their outcome was based largely on the candidate’s behavior and, above all, on the omnipotent, idealized notion that psychoanalysts tend to have of psychoanalysis - it is claimed to produce such magic effects that it would be capable of resolving even character pathologies, and thus be sufficient to dispense with the judicious selection of candidates.





		We have chosen these passages deliberately in order to highlight how allies can very often be confused with adversaries. On September 20, 1993, Dr. Cabernite wrote to us to give his version of the fact that the Board and 1993 Ethics Commission had accepted his request for dismissal but not his subsequent request to ignore it:





For all these years I have kept silent, in spite of everything that has been done to destroy my image. As I am no longer young and am tired of confronting adversaries who use any means to harm me, in a moment of despair I decided to yield to the appeals of members of my family and request that I be severed from Rio I. I strongly resisted doing this since I have dedicated a good part of my life to this institution and it was very difficult for me to leave it. Ten days after my request for severance, I was surprised by the news that the IPA Executive Board (...) had directed Rio I to expel me. As a militant who has been active for forty years in the psychoanalytical movement and participated intensely at the international level, I was overwhelmed by this decision, principally because it was not accompanied by any explanation except that it was in fulfillment of an “agreement” that is claimed to have been made more than eight years ago (...), an “agreement” that I had never heard anything about. None of the Site Visit Committees that visited here had anything to do with whether I might be guilty of something that could suggest the application of some kind of penalty. (...) It was most unpleasant to find myself obliged to go to court against the Society that I helped create and which I think would not endorse a measure like this if it were heard by the Board (Obs.: that of not considering the request to ignore the request for severance). (...) The IPA never held me guilty in the Amilcar Lobo episode and never set up any Site Visit Committee for the purpose of investigating the Amilcar Lobo case and anyway on none of those visits was I ever called on to give information, provide clarifications or answer any kind of inquiry./ Just recently, in September 1992, almost the whole Society, with few abstentions, meeting together in a General Assembly, publicly repudiated the CREMERJ’s action in striking me off as a doctor. (Obs.: Remember that one of his arguments to the CFM was precisely that he was no longer registered there as a doctor when the Amilcar Lobo episode took place.)





		Here is a passage from a letter by Dr. Víctor de Andrade to Dr. Horacio Etchegoyen, dated August 6, 1993:





For many years, Dr. Leão Cabernite has been suffering from a campaign as systematic as it is cruel, begun by adversaries in psychoanalytical politics and spread by political groups outside psychoanalysis, in which there is no lack of anti-Semitic elements, given the Jewish origin of the colleague in question. This campaign, by forging a supposed involvement on the part of this colleague in the activities of his former candidate, exploits an unfortunate episode of this former candidate involved in torturing political prisoners. As the result of a Machiavellian scheme, laid with intensive press coverage, they managed to convince the Rio de Janeiro State Regional Medical Board (CRM), which ended up debarring Dr. Cabernite as a doctor.  (...)/ I should clarify that this debarment of Dr. Cabernite is not yet definitive (...); it still remains to be confirmed by the Federal Medical Board to come into force. (...) We were awaiting a more impartial decision by the Federal Board, when we were surprised by the incredible decision by the IPA Executive Board. This resolution shocked us all, not just for the glaring injustice of the decision in itself, but also for the way it was done; that is, with no judicious investigation of the facts and without hearing our colleague, who is being summarily judged. No proceedings were opened formally accusing Dr. Leão Cabernite, either in Rio I, or in the IPA. (...) By the way, I would like to take this opportunity to offer these clarifications (...): Dr. Robert Wallerstein is claimed to have said that I undertook to him to expel Dr. Leão Cabernite from Rio I and that I had not kept my word. (...) The news is so absurd that it can certainly be attributed only to some regrettable misunderstanding. I must say that I never entered into any commitment of this kind with anyone at all, let alone with Dr. Wallerstein since, when he headed the Site Visit Committee to Rio I, I was no longer president. (Obs.: He begins his letter introducing himself as president of Rio I from 1980 to 1982, the year in which Dr. Wallerstein was here and had appointments set with him)  (...) The decision is also amazing because it prejudices not only Dr. Leão Cabernite in person, but Rio I as an institution, since the latter had taken an official - public - position repudiating the unjust punishment applied by the Regional Medical Board (CRM). The decision is an embarrassment for Rio I in all senses. (...) It is just as well that Dr. Leão Cabernite, being a man of great moral stature, had the greatness to anticipate all this and himself take the initiative of asking to leave the Society, thus sparing his colleagues the suffering that the expiring IPA Executive Board would impose on them. He himself preferred to immolate himself and bear the suffering alone, since certainly his gesture could have been made without great pain. (our boldface)





		Except that, two days later (August 8, 1993), the Board sent a letter to Dr. Etchegoyen notifying him of Dr. Cabernite’s voluntary resignation and the latter, also on the same day, sent the following fax to the president of Rio I:





After learning of the IPA decision in a letter dated July 28, 1993, addressed to Rio I, deciding to exclude me from the Society, in indignation I decided to reconsider my resignation formulated in a letter dated July 19, 1993./ The circumstances created by the IPA decision force me to change my attitude, with a view to better assuring my right to defense./ For this reason, I request that my resignation request be ignored.





		But on October 30, 1993, with Dr. Cabernite’s reconsideration of his resignation request and in an effort to convince the Society as a whole to contest the Board’s decision and the Ethics Commission findings of accepting his resignation and thus manage to be reinstated in breach of our Statutes, Dr. Víctor expressed himself as follows in a letter distributed to all the members of Rio I:



The Board wants to incriminate Leão at any price, and will not hesitate to take measures like these and others (Obs.: hiring a lawyer). Now they have decided to bring in a report from Wallerstein, which - it is intended - will demonstrate that colleague’s guilt convincingly. Good sense anticipates that there will be nothing new in this report since the IPA has conducted no inquiry into this matter, so that whatever is said will not bring forward any evidence for us. On the contrary, I think that those who dedicate themselves to studying the matter in depth and impartially will reach conclusions quite similar to those that I put on record in the recent study in which I related certain aspects of the history of Rio I. Nonetheless, a reading of Wallerstein’s report may be a great value to us, if it reveals the name of the former president who entered into the commitment to expel Leão. (...) For a long time, our institutional experience has shown us that we should look within the organization itself for the solution to our problems. Until now, external interventions have been of no use to us. (...) It is time to consider Leão reinstated in Rio I. (...) Later, if the members so wish, we can open internal proceedings which will point to our own truth ...





�Rio I/Rio II:







		It is on record in the minutes of the 1986 Ethics Commission, as well as in  Dr. Cabernite’s second deposition to this Ethics Commission, that Rio II not only was aware of, but also collaborated in, the initial identification of the person who, in 1973, brought the accusation in Cuestionamos about Mr. Lobo’s activities. It is a documented fact that, on receiving the expert findings from the handwriting specialist, its board was unwilling to continue to have any part whatever in this process. Other meetings are claimed to have been held between the two boards, after referral of the expert findings. At one of these, the members of the Rio II board are said to have asked the members of the Rio I board: “But what is it that you want? Do you want us to hand this woman over to the police? There was a general: No, No, No.” (deposition by Dr. La Porta in 1994). In his deposition of October 16, 1995, Dr. Cabernite denies that this meeting took place. According to him, in this same deposition, Rio II “collaborated” far more, even going as far as to admit the possibility that it could have been a member of Rio II, together a member of Rio I, who were responsible for arranging the handwriting analysis. He does not tell us the names of the suspects, but the allusion is clear for those familiar with all the documentation contained in our case papers.

		On November 6, 1973, Dr. Walderedo replied to the president of the IPA:





I received your letter dated October 11 and thank you for your interest regarding our Society and our psychoanalytical activities. However, I think there must be some misunderstanding, since we do not have, among our students, people to whom we could attribute the activities that concern you.  We are very careful in selecting our students.





		It can thus be seen that Rio II took advantage of the mistaken and unfortunate position maintained by Rio I in order to do what was in its own interests: “to stay on good terms with the IPA”. It is also a fact, proven by Dr. Vianna’s book and by the documents annexed to the CRM proceedings against Mr. Lobo, that despite the protests transcribed above, they continued internally with the police-type process, to the point that they punished her in the way they did. Observe that the board commits errors and untruths like those of the then Rio I board, with the difference that they maintained an attitude of greater ‘discretion’: they tried to muffle everything that they knew they were doing wrong and managed ‘successfully’ for longer. However, the similarities end there, since they unquestionably displayed greater courage and dignity in their Official Note of 1987.

		In the Rio II News Bulletin, issue 8, of November 1986, Dr. Pacheco declares:





In July 1974, Rio I forwarded to our Society a letter accusing Dr. Helena of having fingered a candidate doctor of that Society as being a torturer. This anonymous accusation was brought, as you may all remember, in the newspaper “Voz Operária” and the cutting later forwarded to Marie Langer (who published it in Questionamos 2) and to other analysts in Europe. These in turn requested an explanation from the President of the IPA. He, by mistake, addressed himself to our President, at the time Dr. Walderedo, believing that this candidate belonged to our Society. When the mistake was righted, the Psychoanalytical Society identified Dr. Helena as the author by her unmistakable handwriting which appeared in the newspaper. It was hard work for us to placate the anger of the representatives of the other Society who clamored for Dr. Helena to be punished. After many false starts, we managed to placate them and everything was hushed up in such a way that not even she found out. As members of the board, it was up to us to protect her, even from the National Information Service (SNI).





		We feel it is important to transcribe two of Dr. Pacheco’s official declarations because of the flagrant untruths they contain. In the minutes of the fifth meeting of the Rio II Permanent Special General Assembly, held on October 20, 1980, there is a passage of the document presented by Dr. Pacheco which deserves attention:





4. ...As Walderedo had severed relations with Leão, because of his report’s having been returned and not accepted at the IV Brazilian Psychoanalysis Congress on the grounds that it was Marxist ideology and not an analytical study, Werneck and I were given the task of conversing with the President of the other Society. (Obs.: This, when he is known to have had stronger reasons - having been considered suspect by the accusation in Voz Operária; as well as it having been Dr. La Porta who was responsible for returning the official Rio II report to that Congress). In Document 3 - Summary board minutes, Walderedo speaks of this fight as a tit-for-tat./5. As a result of the delegation of these powers and the task, I went to the other Society and we found their board members in the Conference Hall and the accusations against Helena. They had investigated and made handwriting tests. Note well: they, they had done it and not us. I personally, like my colleagues in our Society, limited myself to taking cognizance./ 6. We gave an account of what had happened at a meeting of our board. ... / 7. The position to be adopted by our Society was discussed. Dr. Walderedo was one of the most inflamed against Helena, since it was the second time, by her doing, that he was placed in the limelight in an unflattering manner: the first was because of the plagiarism of the Mexican and the second then by the “fingering”./ It was proposed to punish her after she had been notified and given the opportunity to defend herself, to punish her with a warning. This was discussed for a long time. Werneck had a lawyer friend and it was decided to consult him in secret about the Society’s involvement should Helena be accused./ 8. At another meeting, or at other meetings, of the board, the conclusion was reached that, although none of us agreed with Helena’s “fingering”, our task was just to defend her and calm the tempers in the other Society. Given the conflict between the Presidents because of the previous matter of the report, once again this peace mission was made our responsibility. (Document number 5 - Summary minutes of August 21, 1974)./ 9. I - we - went once again to the Psychoanalytical Society, and we left there with the promise that they wanted no more from us and no punishment for Helena. These details were all omitted from the minutes and it was merely stated that an official letter was written by our Society to the Psychoanalytical Society./ 10. - Thus the case was closed for us and she was not even warned as would be appropriate in the case. (our boldface, only)





		Não Conte Para Ninguem (Don’t tell anyone) ... this shows clearly that, yes, the proceedings against her did continue and there was punishment. In addition to which, we ask: what was the reason for consulting a lawyer in secret? As psychoanalysts, we know that repressed things return, don’t we? The report by the lawyer who was consulted also appears, in writing, in the News Bulletin. This shows also that the unwilling institutional practice current in the two Societies was probably to “strike from the minutes” anything which might come to be questioned in the future. How can a Society ever develop if it is condemned irremediably to ignorance of what happened in its past?

		As our interest focuses on what happened in Rio I, let us continue to examine its official documents. Here is how Dr. Cabernite narrated these same events to the Ethics Commission of September 28, 1986:





On December 17, Dr. Lebovici wrote to Dr. Leão saying he had already written to Dr. Walderedo I. de Oliveira about the accusations against Dr. Amilcar. This letter arrived during the vacations and he only took cognizance in March. He called the Board to hear the facts and documents, since Questionamos had already been published, but without information on who was the analyst, as in the handwritten note to Voz Operária, and information from Dr. Amilcar. At that meeting, due to the reference to Dr. Walderedo and as it was Walderedo who had vetoed his entry to Rio II when he came from Porto Alegre, Dr. La Porta said that the anonymous accusation had been made by Dr. Walderedo.





		Note that, in his 1994 deposition, Dr. La Porta does not go as far as to deny that he believed Dr. Walderedo to be the accuser, for the same reasons as alleged by Dr. Cabernite, except that, according to him, the one who ‘one fine day’ appeared in his consulting rooms was Dr. Cabernite:





‘La Porta, I want to talk to you!’ He said: ‘Look, I told Amilcar to come to you ...’ And I found it natural that he should want to talk to me, since I had interrupted the course (of psychotherapy), since I was Director of the Training Institute, I found it natural and said: ‘All right, tell him to come and see me and I’ll talk to him.’.... exhibiting a card, a piece of paper, and saying that now they could identify whoever had denounced Dr. Amilcar. (our boldface)





		Except that, as we know, it was he himself who wrote the note to Dr. Cabernite suggesting “the lawyer’s ideas” of mingling Rio I with a candidate suspected of practicing torture - and no-one realized the absurd confusion they were about to involve us all in.





June 11, 1974



Leão: I was ill yesterday and have not yet recovered. It would be a sacrifice to attend tonight. You already know, because I have already told you about the lawyer and his ideas that the candidate has to defend himself and that the Society should get in touch with the ABP and perhaps with the other Society to clear up the case. La Porta.





		They do not inform us of the date of this meeting but, as we have seen, it can  only have been after Dr. La Porta’s first note of May 1974, as in the minutes of the 1986 Ethics Commission:





a letter comes out complaining about how the thing was handled, to Dr. Lebovici, as well as a meeting to be set with the Rio II Board, and also a communication to Dr. Amilcar when then brought a declaration from the Army signed by Gen. Sylvio C.C. da Frota praising Dr. Amilcar and denying the accusations. Present at the meeting with the Rio II Board were Dr. Mario Pacheco de Almeida Prado, Dr. Cortes (sic) de Barros and Dr. Walderedo. The documents were shown and Dr. Pacheco said it was evident that the accusation had been brought by Dr. Helena Celinia Besserman, since her handwriting is very well known at Rio II and that she was a very dangerous woman. ... On March 8, 1974, Dr. La Porta sends a handwritten note to Dr. Leão saying that she had exposed herself (sic) in São Paulo at the Dr. Bion Seminar by asking about analyst torturers. They set a new meeting of the Rio I Board; Dr. La Porta did not  appear at the first one (N.B.: he does not state the date, nor which members of the Rio I Board attended this first meeting; however, from what follows, it would seem to have been on the same day - May 8, 1973 - or soon thereafter; in his second deposition to this current Commission, he was to say that all the training analysts went), but he did send a written notification of the need for Dr. Amilcar to defend himself and, at the meeting he did attend, he repeated that he had an acquaintance in the National Information Service (SNI); it was later discovered that his brother-in-law, it seems, was adjutant or advisor to Gen. Sylvio Frota, and that it would be necessary to identify the handwriting by analysis. Dr. Helena’s registration card was found in the archives of the Brazilian Congress which confirmed what Dr. Pacheco had said; then Dr. Leão said that, in his position as President of Rio I, he demanded that the investigation of the handwriting be done by a sworn official specialist with registered expert findings and that he would not pay a penny with Rio I money. The investigation was carried out and, on July 15, 1974, in a letter signed by the Secretary of Rio I, Dr. Dutra, the copy of the expert findings was forwarded to Rio II accompanied by an explanatory note from Rio I. The President of Rio II, Dr. Walderedo, replied in an undated letter marked Confidential (Obs.: just like the expert findings, where the date is handwritten and thus subject to manipulation), a few days after acknowledging receipt of the correspondence of June 15, 1974 and, says Dr. Leão, ‘getting out of it’ in a series of conjectures. With all this having happened and having to take part in everything by virtue of his being president of Rio I, says Dr. Leão, it became impossible to continue with Dr. Amilcar’s analysis and I interrupted it for that reason in December 1973 when the rumors and attacks were beginning. (!?!) During events in 1974, he was already no longer in analysis with Dr. Leão. (our boldface and underlining)





		To repeat: note that Dr. Cabernite takes care not to give the names of the members of the Rio I board who attended the meeting with the Rio II board. He merely says that Dr. La Porta did not attend although he sent a note. It can be supposed that, besides Dr. Cabernite, Dr. Dahlheim would also have attended, given that he is the third signatory to the letter in reply to Dr. Zimmermann. Although, in his deposition of December 16, 1986, Dr. La Porta told the Ethics Commission that both he and Dr. Dahlheim had signed “on trust” and at Dr. Cabernite’s request, giving one to understand that they had not participated in the drafting - as if they were so ingenuous as to sign without reading. In his deposition of October 16, 1995, he was to give nine names: Dahlheim, Fábio, La Porta, Dutra, Marafelli, Inês, Nylde, Manhães and himself. He made it clear to us then that the first meeting held was with the board of the ABP, composed of members of Rio II: Côrtes de Barros, Pacheco and Walderedo. We shall transcribe once again a passage from Rio II’s reply to the explanatory covering letter sent with the copy of the expert findings:





In dealing with the dossier that was referred to us, we kept in mind always the need to preserve the scientific conception of psychoanalysis, the national and international reputations of our Societies, the ethical principles that guide individual medical conduct and the dignity of those who are victims of slander and defamation./ Despite our considering the matter within this frame of reference - which are in fact permanent concerns for us all - we feel that we lack legal and statutory grounds for taking any measures towards identifying the author of the acts cited, as wished by your Society, since the elements brought forward by you are merely indicative. ...





		One now has to reconsider, from another angle, the letter from Gen. Sylvio Frota attesting to “Mr. Lobo’s good background”. In support of our thesis that Dr. Cabernite deliberately distorted the facts, we have the opinion of Dr. Nei Moreira da Silva, the CRM rapporteur, who feels that:





Cabernite interpreted this letter as coercion, to which he would not yield. Nonetheless, he does not make it clear exactly when the analytical process was definitively interrupted./ In his prior defense ... he says that he managed to convince Amilcar to request that his training be suspended and his registration be held over at the Psychoanalysis Teaching Institute. Now, that document dates from June 26, 1974, and was signed three months after the interruption of analysis and Sylvio Frota’s letter. In this interregnum, analyst and analysand were in contact. (our boldface)





		Item 5 of Rio I’s letter of November 12, 1973, to Dr. Zimmermann, reads: 





It is not the first time that psychoanalysis is attacked in the form of unfounded gossip against Rio I, its members and candidates, spreading rumors designed to destroy an Institution which is growing and developing. Witness the ridiculous jailing of our training analyst, Prof. Werner Kemper in 1956, described by Ernest Jones in his biography of Freud.





		Besides the scandalous lie about Jones’s description of an event which occurred after his book was published, what is really relevant and should be highlighted here is that the minutes of the Ethics Commission of September 28, 1986, as well as his second deposition to this Commission record and document a version of the facts that involves the Rio II board directly (as transcribed earlier by us), further suggesting that it was Dr. Pacheco who accused Dr. Helena. It was only later, on May 8, 1973, that Dr. Cabernite received the note from Dr. La Porta. However, what Dr. Cabernite does not say at any time is who from Rio I participated in that meeting with the Rio II board and neither does he say that Dr. Côrtes’ son-in-law (a friend of Dr. Cabernite’s) also belonged to the National Information Service (SNI), a quite well known fact among those who, in one way or another, had any intimacy with him.  This is attested by the Rio II minutes filed at Rio I and is also mentioned on p. 77 of Dr. Helena Vianna’s book.

		On July 15, 1974, the whole Rio I board sent the following explanatory letter to Rio II. Dr. Dutra, as secretary, signed on behalf of all the steering bodies (Advisory Board, Board and Teaching Committee); thus, none and all assume responsibility for that document. We have extracted what, in our opinion, are the most significant passages:





Rio I decided to bring officially to the knowledge of Rio II a fact regarded as of the greatest gravity, to request that the appropriate measures in this regard be taken as quickly as possible./ The description of the circumstances is accompanied by evidence that can be evaluated by yourself and which represent threats to Psychoanalysis./ It is known to all that a rumor is being put about that Rio I is giving training to a torturer of political prisoners./ Having examined the matter, the Board, the Advisory Board and the Teaching Committee of our Society decided to take this step that we are taking because they consider that the circulating of this rumor - that we know to be untrue - in Brazilian and international psychoanalytical circles, anonymously and mentioning Rio I by name, in addition to being in patent bad faith, is intended to destroy and demoralize Brazilian psychoanalysis. Rio I was used as an example and “evidence” that Psychoanalytical Institutions are decadent./ The facts: (1 to 7 recount the story of the publication of Cuestionamos, the photocopy of Voz Operária with footnote, the use of the word Roster, the sending of the photocopy to several organizations, the correspondence exchanged by Lebovici and Zimmermann with Rio II and Rio I.)/ 9. Despite the intensity of the rumors, Rio I did not judge it necessary to take any measure other than to send a circular to its members and candidates at the Institute alerting them to the disruptive, demoralizing, destructive purposes of the rumor being spread for political purposes./ 10. With publication of the 2nd. Questionamos (the 1st volume has already be translated into Portuguese by the publisher Editora Vozes, of Petrópolis), and the mention of Rio I by name, we decided to establish the origin of the anonymous information. It was not difficult. We remembered that Dr. Helena Celinia Besserman Vianna, Associate Member of Rio II, had publicly questioned Dr. Bion on his last day of talks in Rio, asking him textually: ‘...For example, I would like a concrete example: if you were to receive a patient in your consulting rooms - sent by someone else or on certain referrals - and he said he wanted treatment and perhaps to become an analyst by virtue of the fact that he was a doctor, but whose complaint was a very great difficulty in putting up with himself because he was perverse, had committed atrocities against others, would this meet your minimum conditions for not accepting a patient like this?’/ These words were transcribed from the official recording of the talks, cassette No. “10-Rio”, put on sale by the ABP, which hosted the scientific meeting. Should Rio II not yet be in possession of this recording, a copy can be provided by us if necessary or, we believe, by the ABP itself./ 11. Alerted by Dr. Helena B. Vianna’s clear interest in provocation, by her asking a question that was not scientific and even less constructive, in the presence of dozens of witnesses, we decided to examine a probable link between Dr. Helena and Langer’s “accusations” to the IPA, to other Societies and in Cuestionamos./ 12. The words in ‘Voz Operária’ were hand-printed. Dr. Helena B. Vianna filled in her registration form for the IV Psychoanalysis Congress in the same manner. With this form, we were able to establish that the author of the anonymous accusation really was Dr. Helena B. Vianna (photocopy in annex)./ 13. Despite the striking similarity in the handwritings, we decided to deliver the evidence to a skilled handwriting analyst and hear his opinion. We chose Mr. Mauro Ricarti (sic), justly considered one of the best authorities on the subject. Mr. Ricarti (sic) is a handwriting specialist for the judiciary./ 14. A photocopy of Mr. Ricarti’s (sic) conclusions is annexed to this correspondence. /We would like to express to Rio II our discomfort at causing you this bother on the eve of the Latin American Congress. But is was precisely because of the imminence of this important meeting that we decided to clarify these facts immediately, so that the Congress not perhaps be disturbed. Other measures are in progress. (Obs.: What other measures? We could not identify them positively. Our underlining) It is the role that falls to Rio I as a component of the ABP that we are performing./ We are certain that Psychoanalysis is threatened by individuals without scruples who are active among us, and thus most dangerously placed./ Dr. Helena C. B. Vianna circulated the most serious accusations anonymously, beyond the bounds of medical ethics, the spirit of psychoanalysis, human decency or mental normality. At no time did she come to us to learn the truth or otherwise of the accusations; evidently this could have interfered with the ends she aimed to achieve; to destroy the psychoanalytical institution./ We know that Dr. Helena Besserman Vianna’s attitude clashes frontally with the scientific spirit and associative concerns of Rio II. (our boldface)





		Observe that, in both institutions, we find members who, in order to act on typically psychoanalytical matters, in one way or another avail themselves of their contacts - including relatives, which we know one does not choose - with the regime’s agencies of repression.  There is no way that this proximity, this interrelation, can be denied. The documents are there to prove it. Meanwhile, we have the supposedly greater argument of the “attack on psychoanalysis”, the attempt to “destroy the institution of psychoanalysis” - this has all the marks of a political tactic of displacing the emphasis from what was really happening to a minor aspect - a tactic which certainly is “disruptive, demoralizing and destructive” - that is, that she did not avail herself of the institutions in Rio de Janeiro nor of the ABP when she first made her accusations public. Today it is known that she knew full well what she was doing. This, without entering into any kind of consideration of the arguments used: lack of ethics, lack of ‘psychoanalytical/scientific spirit’, lack of ‘human decency and mental normality’! These qualifications are just too “indigestible” to warrant comment.

		As recorded in the CFM proceedings, however: “Cabernite held firm in his criticisms of Helena Besserman for having directed her accusations abroad, instead of presenting them to the Societies. Even in 1986, in an article published in the newspaper Jornal do Brasil. Even after Amilcar Lobo had publicly assumed his status as a participant in torture” (p.14) and we know that, in a way, Rio II tried to repair its errors by way of an Official Note which they had published on January 31, 1987, while we ... we omitted to make a minute and judicious investigation of the facts before making any official pronouncement in this respect. We preferred to believe the word of our leaders to taking the measures we ought to have taken.

		Going back, once again. In 1981, we have the three documents mentioned earlier: the letter expelling Mr. Lobo, the circular to the members of the society and the second letter to Dr. Zimmermann, which makes reference to the result of the handwriting analysis. Nonetheless, the claim continued that ‘nothing concrete can be established which might incriminate’ the former lieutenant and doctor. He was innocent and today they still want to make us believe that he “in no way sullies the name of Rio I” - despite his own confessions; the CRM decision to debar him as a doctor, confirmed by the CFM and twice in the courts of law; despite our today finally having all kinds of evidence leaving no doubt that the so-called ‘rumors’ were no less than the genuine expression of the truth. All this, in addition, of course, to the CFM sentence condemning Dr. Cabernite to the second severest penalty provided for.

		On December 7, 1986, Rio I published the first Official Note repudiating “the arbitrary practices of the time of the dictatorship and against torture, whether for political ends or otherwise.” On October 25, 1992, we had an Official Note published repudiating the CRM/RJ’s decision to debar Drs. La Porta and Cabernite without our even knowing the facts that gave rise to the proceedings! Once again, as a society, we trusted the word of our leaders; without taking any initiative to investigate the events. Considering all the facts described by us in this report, we cannot disagree with Dr. Vianna:





The fact is that, if this Official Note issued by Rio I in 1992, as well as the prior note dated 1986, intended to contribute to repudiating the violence exercised by torture of any hue, they say little and are insufficient. ... the note speaks loudest by its silence about known facts and by its convenient ‘amnesia’ about the past. (p.134)





		On January 17, 1994, Dr. Cabernite himself explains the reasons that led them to suspect Dr. Walderedo Ismael de Oliveira as possibly Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s accuser:





... as a result of suspecting that the accusation brought to Marie Langer came from the president of Rio II himself, for the purpose of denigrating Rio I’s image. The sum of many coincidences made this suspicion a near certainty: 1) he had been analyzed by Marie Langer; 2) it was she who received the accusation from Brazil and referred it to Evelyne Kestemberg; 3) it was to him that Dr. Lebovici addressed himself initially to obtain information on the accusation; 4) he had been the pivot of a conflict with a leader of Rio I, which led him to withdraw his (sic) Society officially from the 1973 Brazilian Congress, organized by our organization.









�IPA/Rio I - The Amilcar Lobo Case







		Considering Dr. Lebovici’s first letters to both Rio II and Rio I, it is to be supposed that the IPA had the greatest interest in seeing the occurrences that led to the “rumors” or “gossip” about Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s participating in a torture squad amply and decidedly cleared up. Nonetheless, the course of the correspondence and the lacunas in the documentation seem to suggest that this was not quite the case. Interest undeniably existed, so much so that there are letters declaring the need for personal conversations in this regard. From what we have already seen, these conversations took place and in them Dr. Cabernite is claimed to have been urged to interrupt Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s analysis. Thus the ambivalence that marks a significant portion of the oral and written declarations by members of Rio I is not our exclusive trademark; it is to be seen also in the words of the IPA leaders, as follows. Let us begin at the end.

		On July 28, 1993, Dr. Joseph Sandler, outgoing president, sent a letter to the leaders of Rio I demanding that Dr. Leão Cabernite be expelled. This resolution was passed by the IPA Executive Board at the 1993 Amsterdam Congress. The decision caused perplexity among Society members since, up to that point, they were unaware of any proceedings against Dr. Cabernite by the IPA or of the occurrences that gave rise to this demand. Few Rio I analysts had been informed to any significant degree on the Amilcar Lobo-Leão Cabernite affair. Meanwhile, everything leads us to believe that, in fact, no IPA proceedings existed or exist.

		Here is the text of a fax sent by Dr. Sandler, notifying of the IPA Executive Board’s decision to exclude Dr. Cabernite from among its members:





Dr. Cláudio Campos

Rio de Janeiro Psychoanalytical Society

(...)

Sent by registered mail and fax



Dear Dr. Cláudio,

At a meeting of the Executive Board of the International Psychoanalytical Association held in Amsterdam on July 27, the following resolution was passed, without opposition, and I was requested to direct you, in your capacity as President, to take the necessary measures.

“This Executive Board of the IPA, considering all the circumstances, has decided that the Rio de Janeiro Psychoanalytical Society (Rio I) shall immediately expel Dr. Leão Cabernite from its membership, thus ending his participation as a member of the IPA.”

We would like you to acknowledge receipt of this letter and to inform Dr. Etchegoyen, recently elected President, and Prof. Ana Maria Azevedo, once the proper measures have been taken.

Faithfully,

Joseph Sandler

President of the IPA

Representative of the Present and Former Executive Boards.





		In his deposition to this Commission on February 8, 1995, Dr. Zusman (Brazilian representative on this Board - Vice-president for Latin America - and the only analyst present to whom we had direct access) describes this meeting of the Executive Board (attended by 16 people) as follows:





... That was absolutely unexpected and surprised everyone. Sandler was coming to the end of the agenda for his term. (...) and as soon as Sandler had finished speaking, ... he gave the floor to... to... what’s that man’s name? ... Wallerstein, Robert Wallerstein, so that he could say a few words of farewell, because it was also the last session for... for Wallerstein. Wallerstein was “past president”, right? One is “past president” for two years and he was ending on the last day. So, he gave an overview, like that of certain things that he had done in the course of the time he was president, (...) and to everyone’s absolute, general surprise, he once again remarked on, that is, he went back ... he remarked on Rio I’s situation here and said that he had been in Brazil, had left recommendations and that one part of the task had remained incomplete, because he had recommended Leão’s expulsion and that this had not been done and he did not want to leave that position as “past president” unless the tasks that he had set himself were completed, and that for that reason he was proposing at that moment that Leão be expelled. And more than that, he said that either the Board voted on this expulsion or he would tender his resignation from the IPA. Put that way, ... it carried very great weight, because he was an internationally acclaimed individual. He was really one of the people who made room, right? for Latin America and ... and when he said this, in that way, he more or less put everybody up against the wall, didn’t he? and it was like that, ‘out of the blue’, without anyone having asked for anything, without anyone having said anything, without anyone having provoked anything at all, he came out and said that, as if he were saying: I am going to retire, but I want to have - that is to say, this is how I understand it, right? - I want to have the sensation of having fulfilled my duty and my duty is fulfilled by Leão’s expulsion, and he declared, right? that he had left this as a recommendation which was not complied with and when he brought this thing up in terms of ‘either you ... either the board approves this or I... or I tender my resignation from the IPA’, everyone went silent. I was there too and I went silent. The only one who did not ... did not stay silent was Etchegoyen, who abstained. Etchegoyen had been abstaining from all the votes, at least nearly all of them, because there was a certain feud between the outgoing presidency and the incoming presidency. Etchegoyen and Sandler were fighting, right? That is to say, constantly in opposition, and Etchegoyen had been adopting an attitude of voting against, of abstaining, in short, of not committing himself personally with the things proposed by Sandler’s board at the meetings towards the end of Sandler’s administration and that is how things happened, like that, right? It was a... one of those... it was a sudden thunderclap that flattened everyone. It was just like that, right? Without... and ... absolutely unexpected, right? Unexpected, nobody imagined that a proposal of that kind was going to come out. (...) Well, that was one thing that... as soon as the voting on it had finished, right? There was a general silence and... Etchegoyen was urged to enforce all the things that had been decided at that meeting. That is to say, Sandler said: ‘Do you undertake to fulfill all the things that were decided here’ and he said: ‘I undertake to do so.’ (...) All the people on an Advisory Board are people who are simultaneously resolving IPA issues and political issues connected with... with their Society, with their country, with their region and their person. So, I believe that at that moment there was a situation of convergences, right? The matter settled was Leão’s expulsion, it was Wallerstein who did it, I think that the rest of the... the rest of the committee was complacent. (...) He said that he had been in Brazil, that there had been an investigation here, right? That the result said there was an analyst torturer and, yes... he gave a short summary of the situation, and that Leão was, I think he was portrayed and always was, right?, presented in those... those narratives as someone guilty of connivance, and that he left a... an instruction that Leão be eliminated and he had not been, and at that moment he raised that issue for me, right?



		From July 30, 1993, we have the report presented by Dr. Cláudio Campos, then president of Rio I, signed jointly by Dr. Roberto Martins, then president of Rio II, in which they narrate events at the Amsterdam meeting with Dr. Etchegoyen and Ana Maria Azevedo:





Dr. Etchegoyen spoke, saying that the matter of Dr. Leão Cabernite came up at the Council meeting, while they were discussing the situation at Rio II./ At that instant, Dr. Horacio said that, at Dr. Hanna Segal and Dr. Robert Wallerstein’s proposal, it was felt that the situation of Dr. Leão Cabernite would not be resolved by the IPA, and both required that Dr. Leão Cabernite be excluded from IPA membership. And that if this measure were not taken by the Council, both would themselves resign from the IPA. Since they did not consider their presence compatible with the non-exclusion of Dr. Leão Cabernite./ Dr. Horacio regretted the situation but said that there was a Council decision recommending that Dr. Leão Cabernite be excluded./ Dr. Cláudio Campos asked if this decision had been notified in writing. Dr. Ana Maria Azevedo replied. (...) She also made it clear that this decision by the Council corresponded to an undertaking entered into nearly twelve years before between the then President, Dr. VÍCTOR MANOEL DE ANDRADE and the members of the Site-Visit, headed by Dr. ROBERT WALLERSTEIN, who attested to this undertaking to the Council.





		We know however that, before the Amsterdam Congress, the Rio I board had been informally notified that this intention existed on the part of the Council, to expel Dr. Cabernite, when the dinner took place for Dr. Jacqueline Amati-Mehler, then secretary of the IPA. This meeting leaked and reached the ears of Dr. Cabernite. His tendering his resignation may have to do with the content of that conversation. However, the most important fact still to be considered is that, on October 12, 1993, Dr. Etchegoyen sent an immense fax to Dr. Cláudio Campos in which, although he basically supported the Board’s handling of the matter by very graciously accepting Dr. Cabernite’s resignation, he simply denied a significant part of the joint report signed by the two presidents of the Rio de Janeiro societies:





On July 30, 1993, at the meeting we held with Roberto Bittencourt Martins and with you, Prof. Andrade Azevedo and I informed you that at its July 27 meeting the Executive Council had decided unanimously to order your Society to expel Dr. Leão Cabernite. On that occasion, I explained to you briefly that two members of the IPA Executive Council - Dr. Robert S. Wallerstein, “past-president” at that moment and Dr. Hanna Segal, still vice-president who, with Dr. Ramón Ganzaraín, had formed one of the site visit committees to your Society in the early 80s - had reached an agreement regarding Dr. Leão Cabernite with the President of your Society at that time. Note that the name of the president of Rio I was not revealed during the IPA Executive Council meeting. (our boldface)





		We  know of the efforts by the IPA secretary, Prof. Ana Maria Azevedo, to have Dr. Cláudio Campos withdraw this latter item of information which caused so much  uproar and indignation among us in 1993. However, one has to consider that although we asked for the IPA to help, by providing the documents that could help clear up this case better, we received a list from the IPA secretary which added nothing to what we had obtained by our own efforts. Drs. Wallerstein and Segal did not even reply to our letters.

		Dr. Wallerstein’s letter of October 6, 1993, to Dr. Etchegoyen, now president of the IPA, giving a history of the SVC visits of December 1982, May 1983, August 1984 and May 1985, informs us that:





During the whole time of the four visits that we made over a period of two and a half years, Dr. Cabernite never appeared in any of the small groups, nor in the broader meetings we held with all the groups that functioned in the Institute and the Society, including the open Assemblies with all the members...





		We ask: what were the reasons that the SVC did not summons Dr. Cabernite for an interview, given that it had been set up largely because of the crisis generated in Rio I by accusations of the involvement of a candidate at the Institute, a patient considered his “protégé”? It simply accepted as ‘natural’ that Dr. Cabernite did not attend the meetings set? Like not checking the information with those directly involved? Did the IPA not follow the salutary rule of hearing the ‘accused’ either? More importantly still: how could an international organization receive a letter like the one dated November 12, 1973 (reaffirmed in general terms in 1981) and not perceive how absurd it is that respected, experienced professionals whose talent is recognized even by the IPA itself could sign a letter attesting to something that no analyst could do at any time? How could it believe that they did not realize the gravity of this (these) document(s)? How could it (they) be accepted as legitimate? The fact that they wisely (and even energetically, we admit) recommended that the candidate’s analysis be interrupted does not eliminate the need for them to have taken some kind of measure or steps in relation to the signatories of this kind of document(s). Nonetheless, they recommended nothing in this respect. The psychoanalysts were spared, even though they included one who was a vice-president of the IPA and another who had analyzed the man who initially was suspected of participating in a torture squad and was finally proven to be an accomplice of the agencies of repression of the military regime in power at the time - since everything indicates that Dr. Cabernite really never was formally accused at any time.

		In a letter dated October 6, 1993, Dr. Wallerstein makes two assertions that contradict the facts:





When we made our SVC visit in December 1982, we truly found the Society and the Institute verging on complete chaos. (...) In fact, it was on the basis of Cabernite’s long-standing controversial role in Society matters and his major breaches of ethics that it began to emerge that the Executive Council of the IPA had gone back on its previous decision to have Rio de Janeiro host the first IPA Congress in Latin America. This was because, by virtue of his position of power in Rio I at that time, Cabernite would have been Chairman of the Organizing Committee. This was totally unacceptable to the IPA Executive Council (Obs.: It is known that this position is not simply due to internal leadership; very well structured political arrangements have to be made at the international level to get it. And according to a letter from Dr. Limentani of November 20, 1981, it was Dr. Cabernite who requested that the Rio Congress be canceled. In the final report by the 1985 SVC, which suspended the intervention here, Dr. Wallerstein himself recognized signs of institutional normality in attendance and participation in Society matters.)  (...) (Incidentally, on the occasion of our third visit, we were informed that the German psychoanalytical magazine Psychê had just published a long article about the “Lobo case” and Cabernite. There it was indicated that the candidate Dr. Lobo had left training analysis and that the training analyst Cabernite had lost his authority and influence in Rio I).





		However, Dr. Wallerstein was right in one way: Dr. Schneider really did state that the group supporting Dr. Cabernite had lost its former prestige, except that... she also affirmed that they were returning, occupying openings and participating actively in society activities, which was seen at the time as a very good thing by everyone (including the SVC). Now, if it was felt that there had been serious breaches of ethics, why did it not set about investigating them? How could it suppose so ingenuously that it would be possible to consider such a delicate, thorny problem closed, just because the “dominant figure in the oligarchy” had withdrawn voluntarily, along with one of the “rebel” members, who had come to devote himself totally to party politics? It is quite true that they make ‘penitence’ by saying that “at the time, the SVC accepted the assurances from Dr. Galina’s board (and those who supported it) that these leading protagonists of the troubles - on both sides - were not longer an active part of the Society, and we did not require - as, with hindsight, we should have done - an official dismissal by way of a formal action.” In addition to this showing an evident and surprising ignorance of institutional movements, the remark cannot be taken as seriously as all that, given that in 1993 the IPA  once again made a similar mistake by demanding, without any formal proceedings, that Dr. Cabernite be expelled. The ambiguity is even more conspicuous in the affirmations immediately following what is quoted above:





However, our understanding of this matter was quite clear to us and to the people we were dealing with. If this was not communicated to the membership in general or to Cabernite explicitly, that was not the SVC’s responsibility. (our boldface)





		We ask: why was it not the SVC’s responsibility, if it recognized its unquestionable competence to demand changes in the formal structure of Rio I’s operations (for example, the elimination pure and simple of the Advisory Board, rightly considered a vestige of the oligarchic wielding of institutional power)? It is not admissible to believe that they thought it enough to change the “formal structure” and that this would make it unnecessary to act on the major representatives of what it was wanted to profoundly modify. Further on, Dr. Wallerstein said that “Dr. Cabernite claims ... that at no time was he called on by the SVC to give his account. We do not consider our work as that of an official commission of inquiry or a judicial review of his conduct. That is the job of his Rio I colleagues and the Rio de Janeiro medical authorities.” Why was this recommendation not made? As psychoanalysts, we know that it is very difficult to take into account the narcissism of our colleagues - among all the others - but an SVC is a working group; it is thus to be desired that it be capable of considering this, principally if it was felt that Rio I “verging on complete chaos”; which means to say, with its mechanisms of institutional regulation in disarray. The incumbent “middle-of-the-road group” needed formal assistance in order, among other things, to salvage from the past that which was of use and create new opportunities for society life. It is not enough to say “let the members get organized ... In the ‘Debating Forum’ they simply did not want to participate actively in Rio I activities with someone with such reprehensible attitudes, and we of the SVC also felt that we would not want to be members of an institution - the IPA - with that individual.” Even more so when, in 1992, the ABP News Bulletin published the article Manutenção da identidade psicanalítica e funcionamento num mundo em mutação: os termos da dialética (Maintaining the identity of psychoanalysis and functioning in a changing world: the terms of the dialectic), by Dr. Wallerstein himself, in which he considers the case definitively closed.





One episode in Brazil under the military dictatorship shows a special problem, sharply circumscribed, but more terrible for our personal and professional activities. (...) (with the help of an IPA site visit committee) there was a major period of reconstruction and the appearance of a more correct and far more democratically managed educational structure for the Institute and the Society. In the process of striving to progress, during this reconstruction, towards a central course of psychoanalytical concern and meaning, the Society and the Institute completely reviewed their Statutes and Internal Regulations, remodeled the educational curriculum and their scientific structure and format, and (for the first time) drew up a code of ethics; in this process, ideological fanatics in the Society and the Institute, ideologues of both the ‘right’ and ‘left’ (representing respectively the ‘revolutionary reformers’ and the ‘reactionary old guard’) had each to be repelled and kept from power, although each extreme faction could charge its opponents -  and doubtless with considerable grounds - with major deviations from psychoanalytical integrity and human ethics. Happily, the return to ‘middle-of-the-road democracy’ within this psychoanalytical Society was able to coincide with the return of the country itself to a more responsible and more democratic structure of elected government.





		According to Dr. Cabernite in October, 1995, the IPA - by way of the SVC  - never have made this recommendation of “keeping from power” anyone, no matter whom; he even quotes a passage from the report by the last SVC (August, 1985) as proof that, on the contrary, all the factions in the struggle were to integrate in Rio I. For the most part, these documents speak in favor of that interpretation of his of the recommendations that were made. Why, exactly at that moment, was the IPA so interested in clearing up events and responsibilities which it should have demanded that Rio I clarify many years ago? The known fact that other psychoanalytical Societies also faced similar problems at around the same time (Dr. Wallerstein’s article is evidence of this) did not serve to alert even any of these our international leaders? It is known that the position of the IPA, in this specific respect, is and was privileged: it was on the inside and, at the same time, outside the situation. It was thus in a better position to identify and assess the institutional violence that was being perpetrated. Why did it not do so? It was not only we at Rio I who failed our responsibility to investigate better what had happened - and this on several occasions (1973-74, 1980-81, 1986, 1993).

		In his final defense, commenting on Dr. Cláudio Campos’s deposition, Dr. Cabernite says that:





Being at a remove from events, he seems to choose, as reliable sources on the basis of which to form his opinions, people who have not proven worthy of deserving this trust. For example, Dr. Robert Wallerstein, directly responsible for the last major upheaval in Rio I. That gentleman quite simply demanded Cabernite’s expulsion from Rio I on the basis of a commitment that a member of the organization’s board had entered into with him. He also claims to have a large number of documents proving Cabernite’s guilt in the Amílcar Lobo episode. Nonetheless, if we examine carefully and impartially his long argumentation that Dr. Cláudio chose as his bible in this matter, what is seen is a heap of incoherent affirmations where he manages to show nothing more than a disconcerting thoughtlessness, unbelievable in one who was a member of the IPA Executive Council for twelve years, eight of them as President. (...) To complete his irresponsible incoherence, if he was so sure that Cabernite was conniving with torture, saying he had documents that proved his participation, why was it only on the last day of his mandate, after twelve years on the board, eight of them as president, that he resolved to demand Leão’s head? In a long letter sent to the president of the IPA, the Accused pointed out this irresponsibility - as flippant as it is crazed - of Wallerstein’s, against whom he also intends to bring criminal proceedings, so that we shall not waste time here with this traffic in slander.





		We shall reproduce only one passage from the letter from Drs. Lebovici and Widlöcher to Dr. Etchegoyen, dated January 7, 1993:





Dr. Cabernite is clearly lying according our memories, at least on two points:/ 1. When we arrived in Rio invited by the both societies, we heard immediately many rumors about the fact that Dr. Cabernite was analysing a candidate who was present at the moment when the prisoners were tortured.  When we discussed (Edward D. Joseph, Daniel Widlöcher and S. Lebovici) that question during some meetings, delegates from the both societies of Rio were participating to the discussion./ To our rather specific questions, Dr. Cabernite answered that this doctor was a military doctor and could not afford any discussion with his superiors, because he was presenting himself to the army too late.  Although this candidate was protected by a uncle, a General. This uncle has told him he couldn’t help him, because he was himself in a rather difficult position./ We decided:/ - to ask Cabernite to stop immediately this ambiguous analysis which could not be called training./ - to eventually propose to this young man, who seemed physically threatened by both militants and secret police, to meet the three of us in order to discuss with him and, in the case where we felt him as sincere, to give him some possibilities to escape./ As you may see, Cabernite was clearly aware of the activities of his candidate: he didn’t discuss that this young doctor was present when prisoners were tortured.  IT SEEMS THAT HIS CHARGE WAS TO WARN THE TORTURERS ABOUT AN EVENTUAL DEATH OF THE PRISONERS DURING THEIR TORTURE./ We never me this doctor. (...) Dr. Cabernite said he had used the services of a graphologist who was employed by the government./ In these conditions, we asked again Dr. Cabernite to immediately stop the analysis of his candidate.  (Original text of the letter)





		 Dr. Cabernite would reply in a letter on November 15, 1993:





It is not true that the former presidents mentioned (Obs.: Serge Lebovici and Edward Joseph) visited Rio I for the purpose of inspection. Both came as guests to participate in Latin American congresses, the first in 1974 and the second in 1980. Lebovici’s visit to the Congress served for clarifications in relation to the Amilcar Lobo case in accordance with the real situation we were going through then, which is very different from that described by Wallerstein. (...) As for Joseph, he came to inaugurate the 13th Latin American Congress, when he participated in conversations about the crisis at Rio I which ensued from the expulsion of Pellegrino and Mascarenhas. During that visit, at no time was the Amilcar Lobo case touched on; at that time it was considered a closed case, since the candidate had already been ousted from the Society. (sic) (...) Against all the evidence, Wallerstein attributed to me the origin of all the tribulations. Instead of choosing scapegoats, by way of which to deny the true origin of the turbulence, it would be more appropriate to seek the true causes of the crises, which are not an intrinsic feature of Rio I. (...) Perhaps it is time to begin to investigate the participation of the IPA itself in the origin of these crises. At Rio I, for example, since it was founded, there has always been litigation regarding the best criteria for complying with IPA standards. (our boldface. Obs.: Note that he does not refer to Dr. Widlöcher.)





		The recent events of 1993 - when Rio I was taken by surprise not only by the IPA decision but also by Dr. Cabernite’s letters (the first tendered his resignation and, a few days later, he asked for that request to be ignored) and by the series of documents presented by the Society’s board to the membership - have left us very profoundly dazed. Most of us were not even here at the time of the events directly related to the Amilcar Lobo case and it is some time since the IPA ceased to be feared as a ‘persecutory object’. The appeal to the imaginary, although a trademark among us, is clearly diminishing; in one way or another, we have learned the hard way that, in the great majority of consortia to which we are subjected, it can only keep us silenced and condemned to intellectual poverty. These are two plausible reasons for the outcome of the Special General Assembly held on November 3, 1993, when the Assembly voted to ignore the direction in which handling of the case was heading and reinstated Dr. Cabernite. According to a letter from Dr. Luiz Antonio Telles de Miranda, former member of the Ethics Commission of the time:





... Dr. Cabernite could be readmitted only by altering the statutes to cancel the second paragraph of article 110 and to redraft those articles of the statutes that require that its members be affiliated to the IPA. There was thus a legal alteration to the statutes, given that it was supported by article 24, the sole paragraph of article 26, 27, 34 and 111 of the Statutes.





		As a body, the board and all the other occupants of leadership posts resigned from their posts on December 20, 1993. There is  passage in the Ethics Commission’s letter of resignation that gives the tone well: “we disagree with this change (Obs.: to the statutes, with the readmission of Dr. Cabernite imposed by the Assembly), because we consider it a step backwards institutionally, which reminds us of the existence of classes of members with special rights ‘above good and evil’ and, on the other hand, of the IPA as a Sinister Institution.”

		See the fax sent by Dr. Etchegoyen dated December 16, 1993:





Dear Cláudio,

The IPA Executive Council reexamined the matter of Dr. Cabernite./ We continue to consider that unethical conduct by any member must be thoroughly and fairly investigated. The IPA expects Rio I to find a way to set up an Ethics Commission to investigate the allegations against Dr. Cabernite in a timely manner and take the necessary measures for him to be able to defend himself. The IPA is prepared to assist Rio I in any way necessary, if so requested.





		Meanwhile, a movement began among the members to seek clarifications, to the point where the two slates disputing the last elections made a battle cry of this demand by the IPA, which thus also became a demand between the societies. There is a well-known, albeit incipient, effort being made to get to know better our professional activity, including the mechanisms and associations that institute it socially. We no longer content ourselves with learning to reproduce psychoanalytical theory and technique well. It is just that Dr. Cabernite, as a precaution against our possibly being reelected, once again wrote to Dr. Etchegoyen on January 17, 1994, clearly distorting the facts:





As you are aware, the members of the former board resigned their mandates and one of the slates [Obs: in fact, both] disputing the succession to those who have resigned make it their explicit goal, circulated in a public manifesto, to undertake a thorough judgment (read: condemnation) in my regard, with the participation of members of organizations foreign to psychoanalysis, such as the Brazilian Bar Association (OAB), the Regional Medical Council (CRM), etc. Despite having resigned his mandate, Dr. Cláudio Campos, instead of referring the letter mentioned (Obs.: from Widlöcher and Lebovici) to the new board, as would be the ethical attitude expected of a resigning president, hastened to circulate it immediately, trying to benefit a group openly hostile to me. If elected, this group, wanting to condemn me at any price, will aggravate the existing conflict, bearing in mind that the participation of the above-mentioned non-psychoanalytical organizations will render the issue explosive and give it great media appeal.”





		Note the evident contradiction: he complains, with good reason, of not having been given the right to an ample defense. He claims that neither the IPA nor Rio I ever made a point of fulfilling their duty: of clarifying the facts in the light of developments in the Amilcar Lobo case. Now it is to be supposed that Dr. Cabernite would agree that the ‘clarifications’ provided, whether in 1973-74 or in 1981, are too out-of-date in relation to the present situation to be summarily sustained without a new investigation. However much his word may merit all credit, it is not enough to guarantee the position of an Institution legitimately. The Institution is greater than any of its groups. Why be so afraid of proceedings that the two slates had committed themselves to bringing in their campaigns? What was the guarantee that the ‘other group’ was giving him that, if elected, they would not be as diligent and dedicated as us in investigating the events as thoroughly as possible? In the attempt to harm us, Dr. Cabernite ended up faulting those who did not - and do not - deserve it. He casts suspicion on colleagues who were candidates for the other slate. Most curious, however, is that in this same letter, the IPA - until then ‘the pivot of our crises’- comes to be considered simply as ‘outside’ and thus not to merit respect and consideration. This is how he expressed himself:



... this being the last time that I shall answer accusations brought by persons from outside. These cowards avail themselves of how difficult it is for a foreigner to take them to the court in their countries, in order to make slanderous declarations capable of influencing Brazilian colleagues, the majority of whom so idealize the leaders of the IPA, whom they judge incapable of acting in the way that some of them in fact do act. This being the case, I hope that henceforth they will have the manliness to come and make these declarations here and sustain their slanders in a neutral forum that is not favorable to them.





		In Dr. Galina’s deposition to this Commission on March 21, 1995, we find the following clarifications about the IPA’s change in position in proceeding with the request for Dr. Cabernite’s expulsion (a salutary recovery of a minimum of rationality in our coexistence). As concerns her part in the process of reviewing the IPA Executive Council’s decision by the present administration:





I was even one of the authors, let us say, of that solution, that discussion with Etchegoyen, with the Commission, no? of Societies, I said that the way the Society was treated was intolerable, that it was not only very bad for the Society, but even reflected badly on the IPA, I brought up that question and made it a point that we change the terms ... and the drafting of the letter to the Society was done by Hanly ... In petit comité, right? That is to say, the Council discussed, decided in that regard, but the thing was done there between us ... and Hanly asked how did I want things to be put. I said, well, the Society has to assume responsibility ... for its problems, right? So I participated actively in this towards having it changed ... For an investigation to be made, because the person is innocent until proven guilty, right? You cannot be expelled without being tried, that’s absurd. Everyone has the right to defense, the right to explain their reasons, and I thought that what they were doing was crazy ... What’s more, Etchegoyen thought so too, so much so that that is why this was reformulated ... In that way, right? But on the other hand, the thing could not be left to hibernate any longer ... A solution had to be implemented, there had to be a way out... Because this is something, the Society has been dragging this thing along for years ... for many years, with everyone suffering ... Including our colleague Leão, right? Atrocious suffering, right? So yes, I participated actively in that decision, because we had to respect the Society if not ... we, the Society, cannot be massacred like that ... It had to be heard, right? and that is what happened, is happening.





		On December 22, 1993, Dr. Etchegoyen wrote to the then president of Rio I to enlighten him, as well as the other members of his board, about the decision taken to await developments in the new internal crisis in Rio I with suspension of the request for Dr. Cabernite’s summary expulsion:





I received your letter of December 21, in which you inform the members of the IPA Council and the president of your resignation. I wish to tell you how much I deeply regret your decision, although I can understand very well that present conditions at Rio I make it very difficult for the work of your board to continue. I have followed events closely over the last six months, and I know that you have done all you could to implement what you understood to be the IPA’s decision in the Cabernite case. (Obs.: is there any suggestion that it might have been misunderstood?) The reconsideration of this decision by the Executive Council in New York should not be taken as degrading you or even criticizing you, but rather as an attempt to help the Society find its own way and establish fair criteria for assessing and judging the matter. ....





		As for one of Dr. Wallerstein’s reasons for requesting that Dr. Cabernite be summarily expelled from Rio I, we found the following assessment of both the former and present situations in a letter from him to Dr. Cláudio Campos, dated December 27, 1993:





... you and your colleagues were placed by the pressure brought by Cabernite and his defenders and the way they tried to twist the situation, distancing it from his extreme breaches of ethics, and making it a issue of IPA pressure on the autonomous working of an affiliate Society. (our boldface)





		In his deposition to this Commission, this is what Dr. Campos said about this demand by the IPA: “carrying out what was arranged years earlier”. For him, as we shall see, an agreement was made, not only to punish Mr. Lobo but also to expel Dr. Cabernite, and Dr. Wallerstein had it all documented. It seems to us that the imprecisions as to who did the denouncing may even be considered irrelevant if one bears in mind that it is a foreigner who is speaking, years later, about what was, even for us Brazilians, an unprecedented situation.





Well, my attention was caught by one thing that ought to exist in the Society a Site Visit, when he (Wallerstein) was in the Society ... He left, in writing, in Portuguese and in English, all the reports on the meetings that he had with the Board of the time and who was present. ... Monday, August 2 (1982) between the IPA representatives and all the members of the Society who wanted to be there. ... Víctor, who was president, Dirceu de Santa Rosa, Azulay, etc., etc. (...) Víctor denies this, saying that he did not meet with the Site Visit, but he met with some at least. ... That meeting five is here: Víctor, Santa Rosa, secretary, Azulay, treasurer, Moura, director of the Institute. Besouchet, Castelar, Dutra, La Porta, Portella, Clara Helena, Nilde, Galina, Simplício, Tolipan, Tractemberg and Edna Vilete. That one was Limentani’s ... but there was this other one here and, that checks out with the report, a previous one, it checks out with Wallerstein’s report in which there is a discussion  of the Cabernite case in which he says that there were rumors going around that ... a member of the Society accused of torture, was a candidate, and he recommends that that should be interrupted immediately, that analysis that he says made no sense and that it had to be verified and gone into by the Society. ... He said that, at the time, the copies in Portuguese were distributed to many of the members, except that nobody offered. I know of some former presidents who have (copies), understand? ... So much so that, at the Assembly where Jacques reads and saying that Wallerstein, there were two Wallersteins, one who made a recommendation and another that said, he made a sophism ... he took the last document and he would  not reveal the source ... In fact, Wallerstein did not lie and the pressure that I heard there was on the Council for Leão Cabernite’s expulsion was directly from Wallerstein. ... he said that that was a commitment that existed in the Society and that it had been made with the Society, had not been fulfilled, and that that matter would be verified, investigated and the measures would be taken, the measures against Amilcar’s analyst, as well as Amilcar. (...) It came out in the ABP magazine and nobody noticed, you see? An article by Wallerstein talking about ... This is the name of the article: Manutenção da identidade psicanalítica and funcionamento no mundo em mutação (Maintaining the identity of psychoanalysis and functioning in a changing world) ... in which he refers directly to the Leão Cabernite case and talks about all the situations of torture in Latin America ... (Obs.: a passage from the above article) “The episode of Brazil under its military dictatorship shows a special problem, sharply circumscribed, but more terrible for our personal and professional activities. An accepted candidate psychoanalyst, a young psychiatrist doing military service, was accused by his candidate colleagues, on grounds which more properly seemed substantial evidence, as being a participant, a part of the military work of torture in military prisons, to which he had been assigned, where his task as a doctor in service was to ensure that the torture victim not succumb fatally to the tortures. The training analyst defended the candidate, wrapping him in a veil of neutral analytical silence. The frustrated accusers who were calling for an official inquiry by the Psychoanalytical Institute, in turn resorted to publishing their accusations in the left-wing underground press. The nation as a whole, at that time, was under a military dictatorship and all the parties involved in this episode ran the risk of exposure.”.... That goes unnoticed! Nobody in the Society takes that into account and that creates a situation in which, in a way, the Society as a whole is involved in that situation. ... Ana Maria’s accusation, that is said to have been made by Wallerstein, because Víctor is said to have known, etc., etc., about the situation. I took a letter in which Víctor takes cognizance, two letters, where he takes cognizance of Wallerstein’s coming, understand? This letter was translated and was read, where he takes cognizance ... that he got into contact with the Site Visit, he denies he had any contact with the Site Visit but he did! ... So ... that is something to be verified with care ...





		We saw previously, from the letter of October 6, 1993, from Dr. Wallerstein to Dr. Etchegoyen, that what was now coming to be considered a “commitment” had not been considered so at the time: “Dr. Cabernite claims ... that at no time was he called on by the SVC to give his account. We do not consider our work to be that of an official commission of inquiry or a judicial review of his conduct. That is a job for his colleagues at Rio I, and the Rio de Janeiro medical authorities.” Or, even more clearly: “However, our understanding of that matter was quite clear to us and to the people we were dealing with. If that was not communicated to the membership in general, or to Cabernite explicitly, that is not the SVC’s responsibility” (our boldface). One can perfectly well infer from this latter assertion that it was made explicit to the leaders of Rio I, as Dr. Wallerstein would have it, except that that is to bring discredit to all and any leader of the Society and one has also to consider that “our understanding” does not imply, necessarily, coherently directed action. As former president of the IPA and member of the American Society, Dr. Wallerstein knows far better than any of us that even formal indications, in writing, are not always carried out - to say nothing of verbal ones.

		In Dr. Galina’s deposition we find another kind of explanation for this demand by Drs. Wallerstein and Segal:





Guilt for having left a matter not properly resolved, not properly concluded, no? Because he (Dr. Wallerstein) made the Site Visit, he directed the Site Visit, didn’t he? Perhaps he felt guilty and then we must not forget that it was a time when neo-Nazism was flourishing ... in Europe, right? Reappearing in several States, so I think that these various factors must have driven them to act in an untimely manner ... In a manner that was not well thought out (...) The idea is that there was ... a situation of that kind here in the Society ... So much so that there was a ... it was felt that protection was being given to a person connected with the repressors, right? An agent of torture, no? There was, shall we say, that association ... They made that association, right? Now there are things that are; that is to say, it was the way the thing was done that I think was really disastrous, you see? If they wanted to or had to do something, they should have done it at that time when they were here, right? When they were here, I think so, I don’t think they are right, no, I think they did wrong ...





		In 1994, Dr. Cabernite sent a letter to the current president of the IPA, Dr. Horacio Etchegoyen in which he says:





I never denied that I was aware of the candidate’s activities as a doctor called up to do compulsory military service and serving in a place where there was a department operating where torture was practiced against political prisoners and that, despite it being his function to attend to soldiers, occasionally some of the prisoners were treated by him, as a doctor.





		Now, what we have most transcribed here are affirmations exactly to the contrary; they predominate all through this report. Taking statistical frequency alone as an indicator of the truth, we would have to draw the absurd conclusion that he knew nothing about torture or about tortured political prisoners being attended to by his candidate - which this passage shows clearly to be impossible. All the same, it does not seem superfluous to us to recall his declaration in Dr. Zusman’s deposition that Dr. Etchegoyen was surprised by the request for expulsion and that he ‘could do nothing to help his friend’ in trouble. Therefore, it is not surprising that the reply given by the IPA, by way of Drs. Lebovici and Widlöcher (January 7, 1993), was as follows:





We carefully read the long letter sent to you by Dr. Cabernite: he is alluding twice to our travel in Rio de Janeiro at the occasion of the Latino-American Congress of 1974 in Rio de Janeiro.  He is mentioning the presence of Edward D. Joseph who died and may not contradict his declarations. Dr. Cabernite is never mentioning the presence of Daniel Widlöcher who was at that time General Secretary of the IPA.  That is the reason why we discussed together and, after some confrontations of our memories, we decided to send you the following letter:/ Dr. Cabernite is clearly lying according our memories, at least on two points:/ 1. When we arrived in Rio invited by the both societies, we heard immediately many rumors about the fact that Dr. Cabernite was analysing a candidate who was present at the moment when the prisoners were tortured.  When we discussed (Edward D. Joseph, Daniel Widlöcher and S. Lebovici) that question during some meetings, delegates from the both societies of Rio were participating to the discussion./ To our rather specific questions, Dr. Cabernite answered that his doctor was a military doctor and could not afford an y discussion with his superiors, because he was presenting himself to the army too late.  Although this candidate was protected by a uncle, a General. This uncle has told him he couldn’t help him, because he was himself in a rather difficult position./ We decided:/ - to ask Cabernite to stop immediately this ambiguous analysis which could not be called training./ - to eventually propose to this young man, who seemed physically threatened b both militants and secret police, to met the three of us in order to discuss with him and, in the case where we felt him as sincere, to give him some possibilities to escape./ As you may see, Cabernite was clearly aware of the activities of his candidate: he didn’t discuss that this young doctor was present when prisoners were tortured. IT SEEMS THAT HIS CHARGE WAS TO WARN THE TORTURERS ABOUT AN EVENTUAL DEATH OF THE PRISONERS DURING THEIR TORTURE./ We never met this doctor./ 2. Perhaps a more serious point, Dr. Cabernite told us that a letter has been published in a Mexican review about this fact.  This review was edited by Maria Langer who has left the Argentinian Association (APA).  This paper was containing a facsimile of a manuscript letter denouncing Dr. Cabernite. This one confessed with proudness that he had appointed a graphologist for making a graphologic comparaison between this facsimile and the registration forms for the Congress. This specialist easily found the young colleague who had written to Marie Langer. Dr. Cabernite told us that he had used a handwriting specialist who was a government employee. This specialist easily found the young colleague who had written this letter to Maria Langer.  Dr. Cabernite said he had used the services of a graphologist who was employed by the government./ In these conditions, we asked again Dr. Cabernite to immediately stop the analysis of his candidate. (Obs.: and did they not criticize him for proceeding with, for ordering this examination so far removed from any guiding principle of psychoanalytical practice? Did they not realize what they were sponsoring, directly or indirectly? Since, by that time, it was not enough to interrupt the candidate’s analysis. An end had to be put to the police-like measures adopted in Rio I to identify and punish the accuser, placing her at very serious risk.) (original text of letter; our boldface)





		Here we shall compare some aspects of Dr. Schneider’s text in Psychê and her deposition to this Commission. As concerns the weight of Dr. Cabernite’s declarations on Mr. Amilcar Lobo’s innocence in the Society at the time, Dr. Schneider’s deposition states:





... that is to say, at first, that is to say, there was acceptance of what Dr. Leão was saying ... He was the president of the Society, he was an analyst, wasn’t he? About the person in question, he was categorical, so there was acceptance of a situation like that, it had to be true, didn’t it? But, with time ... doubts arose, suspicions arose, because so many people ...  seemed to be talking, denouncing and this and that, if he was so innocent, that is to say doubts began to arise, didn’t they? (...) At first there was acceptance ... The chief says that’s the way it is, we have to accept and believe it ... but inside us, doubts began to arise ... That is to say, that is something that comes out little by little, gradually, and on that occasion when I interviewed him, I no longer had any doubts ...  It already seemed clear to me that ... both from what people generally were ... because by then I was already becoming aware of the opinions of others ... of a larger number of people ... and from the way he went about things in the interview, I became convinced that there was nothing innocent about him ... (our boldface)





		Her opinion as to who was the source of the idea of performing such a degrading police examination brought her a criminal suit for slander filed by Dr. Cabernite during the period of this ethics investigation, even when we had assured him that, at the end, we would consider the application he had filed against her. She told us that:





the proposal came from him [Leão], didn’t it? That proposal, that suggestion of doing it came from him ... and as he was the one who sustained ... that position of Amilcar’s innocence, then he also had the power to suggest a solution to the situation ... and that was the solution ... At that time it was felt that that was the course it should take, right?



		Let us now see how Dr. Galina Schneider saw the events that triggered the 1982 IPA intervention and how it was carried out, in her account published in Psychê:





At the time of the crisis, there were 52 candidates in training, and not 100, of which 34 were egressed; that is, candidates who had finished their theoretical training, but hadn’t presented yet the clinical work that categorized them as associate members. The great number of egressed and associate members (approximately 50) compared with the number of full members, denoted a stagnation of the promotion process, doubtless deriving from the authoritarian climate that existed at the Society and from the mistrust in the evaluation criteria./ But let’s go back to the crisis: on March 3, 1982, Pellegrino and Mascarenhas were reintegrated by law, which represented a hard blow to the heads of the Society. Let’s now see briefly what was the role of the IPA in the Society’s crisis. The complaints sent to the IPA by Pellegrino, Mascarenhas and La Porta were examined at the Helsinki Congress, in 1981. On the other hand, the president of the Organizing Committee of the next International Congress, to take place in Rio de Janeiro, said that he didn’t feel we were in the conditions for its realization. These facts, together with the rumors that Dr. Lobo was still attached to the Institute (in fact, his name was once more among the list of candidates but, not finding a training analyst who would be willing to take him, he never really resumed his training), led the IPA’s Executive Council’s decision to transfer the Congress to another place and to name a Site Visit Committee to Rio de Janeiro. Dr. Limentani, in a letter to the then president of our Society, gave the reasons whay a S.V.C. had been named, among which the first was that “rumors were regularly reaching them about a person involved in torture still being presented as a candidate of the Society.” In arriving, the Site Visit Committee lenghtly interviewed all those who wished to say something and verified that there really was an anomaly in the power distribution, a paralysis of scientific life since the start of the crisis, and a serious reduction of the appointment of training analysts. It also noticed the insatisfaction that prevailed at all levels: candidates, associate members and full members. It’s opportune to notice that Dr. Lobo had been definitely expelled from the Institute a year before the arrival of the S.V.C.; confrontation with a person who had been tortured had been decisive to clear out the case and he had given an interview to the press in which he admitted to have treated the person he had been confronted with. Not only he withdrew himself from the Institute, but also from the Medical practice. It is important to remember that there had been a general amnesty in Brazil to all those involved in political crimes, the ones that fought the regime as well as those who exerted the repression. Objectively speaking, therefore, nothing more could be done about the Lobo case. (...)/	... The group that lost its autocratic power kept away from the Society for more than a year, but gradually are resuming its activities. At the latest S.V.C. (August 1984), Dr. Wallerstein interviewed members of this group and advised them to take their worries and points of view to the Society and return to their scientific and societary activities. If they were willing to fight, they should do it within the terms expressed by the present statutes. (Obs.: new statutes had been promulgated following the resignation of the board presided over by Dr. Víctor de Andrade; original text; our boldface)





		This being the case, once again, Dr. Wallerstein and Lebovici are not lying when they state that the activities of the Society - and especially the Institute - were stagnating, stationary.  The point continues to be the kind of participation in the Society that Dr. Cabernite and those who defend him so enthusiastically have in common: they do not want to see this regrettable case definitively closed. That can only be done if Rio I makes a formal pronouncement in this regard. For which purpose, the hard-won information that we have gathered needs to be made available to it.









Rio de Janeiro, November 10, 1995.
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Annex I: Anonymous Document







		As if it were enough not to sign a document to make it unusable for ends other than those that its author intends to have the power to determine - to the point where it was found in the archives of Rio I (in Jurema Pio da Silva’s office; not in the so-called dead file!) and was probably distributed internally here - we found the following document which, in our opinion, is the response to the formal accusation brought by Dr. Pellegrino, on October 2, 1980:





		“Dear colleague,

		As a long-standing member of our esteemed Rio de Janeiro Psychoanalytical Society, I confess that I was considerably embarrassed on receiving a long explanatory letter signed by Drs. Hélio Pellegrino and Eduardo Mascarenhas.

		It reaffirms criticisms of the present power structure in Rio I, particularly of its president, Dr. Víctor Manoel de Andrade, for attempting to exempt the organization from any responsibility in the accusations against Dr. Amilcar Lobo Moreira da Silva, brought by individuals who participated in terrorist activities in the 1960s.

		In the letter in question, there can be seen a permanent obsession on the part of Hélio Pellegrino with demoralizing Dr. Amilcar Lobo, the Rio I board, and in short, all those who, in one way or another, do not share his radical political and ideological positions.

		Knowing Hélio Pellegrino well in person, I have no doubt in affirming that his apparently isolated action forms part of a broader set of measures that are being taken by unworthy Brazilians, individuals who have been debarred and amnestied, and who at this moment of political liberalization are seeking more favorable ground for what we call “Revanchism”.

		For several weeks, a number of newspapers published articles in which 1960s terrorists claim to have recognized in Dr. Amilcar Lobo the doctor who attended to them after “torture sessions”, as well as recognizing a pseudo location in the city of Petrópolis, where they are claimed to have been held imprisoned privately. You must remember, gentlemen, that one of the figures most often in the news was Inês Etienne Romeu.

		Now wanting to appear as victims in the articles that are being published, the authors of the accusations of torture very deliberately omit facts about their criminal activities as kidnapers of ambassadors, murderers of policemen, military authorities and security guards, bank robberies etc., to say nothing of the campaign designed to denigrate Brazil’s image abroad that they always ran.

		After receiving the accusatory letter, I sought to inform myself with someone with credibility among the accusers.

		It was really hard work, however, to find out the truth of the matter and - it will astonish you to learn - of the political past of the “little saints” who now try to pass for victims. Of course there is little space here to give much detail on these criminals who unsettled the nation in the 60s and 70s, even forcing the government to draft laws of exception. The records of the principal accusers give a good idea of their personality, their credibility, of their character; in short, let us see who is concerned: [Obs.: he begins a long, quite detailed list of information contained in the DOPS/DOI-CODI (Department of Public and Social Order/Department of Internal Order-Operations Center for Internal Defense) files on Inês Etienne Romeu, Vânia Amorrety Abrantes, Francisca Abigail Barreto Paranhos, Germana Figueiredo, Cezar de Queiroz Benjamin and Hélio Pellegrino].

		After reading the summary above, we ask: how can the medical profession give credit to declarations from people of this type, criminals quite prepared even to lie?

		Where would the Swiss Ambassador be today if the government had met the demands of the kidnapers? It is this diplomat, rather, who was the victim of several days of torture, in a private prison, only escaping with his life thanks to the statesman’s vision of former president Médici.

		What Pellegrino pretends not to understand and accept is that, in the 60s and 70s, there was an authentic dirty war, an intestine war designed, on the one hand - that of the terrorists - to overthrow the regime and establish a pro-Soviet regime in Brazil. To think to the contrary is to demonstrate lack of intelligence.

		Now, with this attitude of the terrorists, the government organized to fulfill its noble mission of defending the fatherland threatened with communization by the armed action of the terrorist organizations. If some committed excesses, as can be read in the press, this forms part of war, since those who enter an armed struggle know what can happen to them and, in that case, the terrorists and members of the left wing decided to run the risk. If they had won the war, their adversaries would probably no longer be in the land of the living.

		As we can see, there are several manners of criticizing and combating the government and the regime anywhere. In Poland, the workers are firmly criticizing the dictatorial government controlled by the Soviet Union, but they are not taking up arms because they know it is useless to proceed that way.

		At this point in the process of the moralization of Brazilian politics, these unworthy Brazilians, defendants of “revanchism”, want to set themselves up as judges of those responsible for the Country’s security, for their conduct in saving the Nation from the very grave perils that threatened it, in the form of terrorism and attempts to spark off a civil war.

		These individuals forget their status as vanquished and forgiven and attempt to revive the sores of the combat that was waged, by making public falsified episodes in the healing mission of the security agencies.

		It should be remembered here that, after finishing his course in medicine, Dr. Amilcar Lobo was called up by the Army as an officer of the Reserve, to do military service and to carry out tasks within his professional specialty, and he remained in service in 1970 and 1971.

		Dr. Lobo did not participate in any act of torture; quite the contrary, he treated all his patients with great dignity and competence, completing his period of military service and submitting to Army regulations. Etienne Romeu herself confessed that she was well attended to by Dr. Lobo when necessary and the greatest proof is that Etienne is quite healthy and continues active, slandering, falsifying the truth and acting as if this were the eve of 1968.

		When his period of service was over, Dr. Lobo returned to his civilian life, exercising all the rights conferred on us by the democratic regime. Nonetheless, at the moment, he is being “policed” by this squad of left-wing dictators, so-called “intellectuals”, which includes Hélio Pellegrino.

		For those who, almost daily, cast doubt on the government’s intentions of democratizing and its upright intention of carrying through the process of political liberalization, repeatedly affirmed by the President of the Republic, it would be a good idea to remember that the wounds that terrorism and the fight against it opened in the Nation’s moral sensibility have not yet scarred over.

		There is no sense at all, in these difficult times we are going through, in intending at every moment and on any pretext to recall past events, as if the amnesty law, so clamored for by the Nation as a whole, were valid only for those who attacked the State and committed criminal acts against its agents, including those innocent and foreign to the struggle that was waged for years.

		To make the amnesty a one-way street and take advantage of the fragile democracy that we enjoy today, in order to revive what should be forgotten, is to attempt to jeopardize the process of political liberalization and to seek to cast the Country into the unknown (Obs.: It is appalling, at first sight, that a “long-standing psychoanalyst” be ignorant to this point of the Freudian theory of memory! But he fully demonstrates he is ignorant of much more!)

		These unworthy Brazilians, like Hélio Pellegrino, undertake and also give cover to attempts at “revanchism”, that are contributing decisively to the possibility that there be a hardening of the regime.

		At this moment, the provocations disguised as defenses of Rio I, as offended rights, etc., can only contribute greatly to the loss of what has been won.

		Hélio Pellegrino was expelled from our Rio I for insisting on denigrating the organization with his political and ideological ideas against our people. He accused the organization of being ultra-conservative, claiming that only the so-called psychoteaching analysts could vote and be voted, that only they are recognized by the steering bureaucracy, that the Society only gives cover to spurious interests, etc. In short, as is his custom, Pellegrino has been using the deliberate practice of lying, of disloyalty and defamation to benefit illegitimate interests. He sends his spurious messages to colleagues, aiming to confuse them and thus to achieve his ideological purposes. (Obs.: but is that not the same as what this “long-standing member” is doing? Except that he is doubtless reaching a smaller audience).

		We know well that our Rio I is growing, thanks to good administration by its leaders and the support that we members, as far as possible, are giving. Although psychoanalysis be almost completely destitute of true concepts, it is demonstrating a surprising facility for explaining things. This turns it into more of a mythology than a science. But it is also that which confers such a power of attraction, because there is nothing that it cannot explain clearly and at a certain convincing intellectual level.

		We are a people bombarded daily by the most diverse lies architected by unworthy Brazilians. Great discernment is needed in order to know where the truth lies. At the end of this difficult job of mine, I feel recompensed for having found the true version of this episode which is so sad for our Society.

		To conclude, I would say the following: let us leave Dr. Amilcar Lobo in peace, so that he can continue with his professional work. We entirely repudiate the declarations made in the letter signed by Hélio Pellegrino and Ricardo (sic) Mascarenhas, which transmits a tendentious version of the facts and seeks to exercise dictatorial pressure on the members, followers of the doctrine of democracy.

		It would be a good thing for Pellegrino to be more prudent in his declarations and not to involve our dear Rio I in this campaign designed to harm those who do not agree with his anti-democratic ideas, or rather, with the dictatorship of the proletariat itself, which he greatly appreciates.” (our boldface and underlining)

�Annex II: Significant passages from Dr. Galina Schneider’s article for the magazine Psychê, dated January 24, 1985:









		“What made me write these comments is the fact that, though asserting that ‘the communicativeness of several analysts, both involved and uninvolved in the conflicts, was of great assistance”, Prof. Fütchner seems to have focused his attention and come to his conclusions not only about the crisis, but also on Psychoanalysis and psychoanalists in Brazil, based exclusively on information given by analysts directly involved in the conflict. On the other hand, though describing with a lot of detail and precision the peak of the crisis, he overlooked its antecedents, as well as its developments. I believe that this way of focusing such a complex phenomenon may convey a distorted image of our Society, of the people involved and of the Psychoanalysis such as it is practised and tought among us. (...)

		At that time, Professor Kemper was a respected and indisputable authority. His leadership seemed to me to be firm without being authoritarian. A brotherly comradeship reigned among the candidates. The enthusiasm over the discovery of the psychoanalytical world united and enchanted us. Our young institution endured its first crisis when Prof. Kemper imposed his wife, Mrs. Katrin Kemper, as a training analyst, when it was well known that she had not a regular formation from an acknowledged Institute of Psychoanalysis. The members objected and the case was taken to the IPA, who paid us a visit us and proposed a conciliatory solution: Mrs. Kemper should commit herself to take up analysis with an analyst from a Society affiliated to the IPA in order to assume her training functions. This happened in 1962. (Obs.: The report by the 1962 Site Visit Committee recognized Mrs. Kathrin Kemper’s official training in Germany, directed that the criticism against her cease and required that she attend a series of meetings on technique with Marie Langer, in Argentina). The original harmony had been broken and for several reasons this crisis was never really elaborated, nor the resentment it left behind.

		Distressed, Prof. Kemper returns to Berlin; Mrs. Kemper, feeling rejected by our Society, discharge from it and in 1969 sets up her own Society, being followed by her analysands. Mrs. Kemper also creates the Social Clinic of Psychoanalysis, together with one of the participants of the round table on “Psychoanalysis and Politics”. We have here the pre-history of our second crisis, and it’s obvious that the two conflicts are interrelated. (...)

		Now we come to the core of Prof. Fütchner’s article: the crisis that burst upon the Psychoanalytical Society of Rio de Janeiro (Obs.: Rio I) with the publication of the statements made by three of its members in a round-table that took place in September 1980, at the Catholic University of Rio de Janeiro sponsored by the Social Clinic of Psychoanalysis, about “Psychoanalysis and Politics”. It is necessary to stress that these statements were not well received by the members of our Society. Firstly, because some assertions did not correspond to the truth: for instance, the one that declared that 90% of analysts had not read Freud and made do with Hanna Segal’s introduction to Melanie Klein’s work, did not make any sense to the members of Societies affiliated to the IPA; as a former candidate, now a training analysts who participated in several study groups I can testify that it is absurd. To affirm that there was an ideological discrimination in the selection of candidates for training is another false accusation. The crisis itself proved that we have members and candidates with all sorts of political ideologies. Also, the affirmation that “psychoanalysis had declined from a revolutionary project into a technique of adaptation” is extremely unfair with the great number of serious analysts in our environment. (...)

		.... Pellegrino’s statement that psychoanalysts live in political abstinence is, to say the least, an exaggeration. They are as engaged in politics as the average person and, in times of social or political crisis, certainly more than average. (...)

		.... Freud was a revolutionary, not by his political activities, but by his scientific discoveries, and this is the model we have affinities with. (...)

		The situation changed radically, though, the moment that the heads of the SPRJ (Obs.: Rio I) summarily expelled Pellegrino and Mascarenhas. The members of the Society could not agree to such a decision without listening the two colleagues and also the societary corps. Besides, though disagreeing with great part of the accusations against the analysts, and with the manner it was done, the Society members didn’t feel personally menaced. The eagerness to enjoy the recently acquired freedom of speech, together with the resurge of the Lobo case, did the rest. The whole of the Society, in a plenary sitting, manifested against the expelling. The two colleagues expelled from our Society became the leaders of a very powerful movement and found the opponent they were looking for: the rigidity of our Society, with the concentration of power in the hands of ten people, of which four had been presidents of the Society. These people represented the maintenance of the “status quo”, and Pellegrino and Mascarenhas meant revolution within the psychoanalytical institution. Both sides considered their cause to be saint and just, but the blind passion with which they plunged in the dispute indicated that a lot more was at stake, besides the alleged reasons. There was, I believe, from the part of the heads of the Society, an identification with the authoritarian aspect of the Kemperian pattern, when Dr. Kemper imposed his wife as a training analyst against the judgment of his colleagues. The meaning of this pattern was: he who holds the power has no need to listen to his colleagues’ opinion of, nor ponder whether his acts are just or convenient: his will is his law. Where the “revolutionaries” are concerned, there was an identification with an analytical “mother”, characterized by the inability to submit to the rules of the institutional game; i.e., the law. Mrs. Kemper, doubtless a very talented person, wanted to be free and exercise psychoanalysis in her own and very personal manner. She was defeated by the institution, but her pattern remained and was reactivated in the crisis. Our “revolutionaries”, supported by the country’s political opening and their personal prestige with the press, together with the dissatisfaction of the members of the psychoanalytical Society to which they were affiliated, intended to change our Society into one that correspond to their own desire, even when this desire was in total disaccord with that of the majority of members.

		But to be fair with the history of our Society, we can’t overlook the preparatory phase of the crisis. Our first presidents were fighters, sincerely dedicated to the psychoanalysis and reasonably broadminded. The Society was growing and developing satisfactorily in spite of the disturbance caused by the Kathrin Kemper affair. The coup d’état by the military in 1964 apparently didn’t have much effect in the lives and work of psychoanalysts, in its first years.  Contrary to what Prof. Fütchner says, our consultation rooms were not filled up with representatives of the dictatorship or with guerrilla fighters. They were both “acting” their conflicts in the external reality, and neither of the two groups were inclined to dedicate themselves to self-knowledge. The contact with representatives of either group was an exception in the psychoanalytical consulting room. Our patients were the same neurotic, psychotic, borderline, etc. as ever and I was myself surprised to see how they could be so cut off from an external reality that was beginning to shape as tragic. But leaving social analysis aside, for it’s not my specialty, I go back to relating the history of our Society.

		In 1972, a member with very special characteristics of personality was elected president of our Society. He was very dedicated, had an extraordinary drive for work and a very affectionate way of dealing with people. Little by little he literally took hold of all Society matters; that is to say, he acquired an extraordinary power, with the obvious connivance of the members. But he was a successful man in all his enterprises and governed the Society for four periods. Externally, everything seemed to go well, but internally an evergrowing uneasiness began to be felt. A striking moment happened when the Teaching Staff discussed the case of a candidate who, as a doctor, was suspected to belong to a group of torturers. Prof. Fütchner considers the “Lobo case” as the peak of our crisis. I am more inclined to consider it as its starting point. In the case of this candidate, and contrary to what Prof. Fütchner thinks, we know very well why this question was raised within the Teaching Staff: the Society’s president had received a communication from the then president of the IPA, Dr. Serge Lebovici, who was aware of rumors about the candidate and wished to be informed about the real facts. Although the investigations made at the Institute didn’t lead to any clear incrimination of the suspect, the IPA’s president recommended that his training should be suspended. And so it happened; his analysis and theoretical training at the Institute were suspended in 1974, and his name was withdrawn from the list of candidates. Formally, the matter was closed, but the uneasiness came from the suspicion that the truth had been denied us. In 1979, the abovementioned president decides to pass new statutes, alleging that the old ones were insufficient and outdate. They were approved in three sessions by sixteen of the twenty-one full members. Nobody realized what the new statutes meant in terms if the distribution of power. The comments made referred only to the harshness of the articles related to punishments. The Society members didn’t really have any experience in societary politics and were used to letting administrative matters to those who were willing to assume this incumbency. But a significant fact happened on the occasion of the statutes’ approval: the associated members asked that the discussions included the amendment that gave them the right to vote. This request was summarily denied them. Two of the full members protested and the associate members walked out in silence from the Assembly in disapproval. The full members (a former president and one former Director of the Institute) were admonished (Obs.: in fact, punished). At the next Assembly, a full member read his support to the punished members and had was suspended for six months of his societary rights. The societary corps then woke up: we were openly living in a totalitarian regime within the Society, and that was when the “war” began. We used every chance to show our disaccord and insatisfaction with the way the Society was being directed. The president didn’t run for re-election but, in April 1980, he saw that a man of his confidence was elected, somebody who revealed himself not being mature or talented for the political societary function. The Society was then ready for a change when the Pellegrino-Mascarenhas episode occurred as a quick match to a crisis it was already living.

		Dr. Paul P
a
rin is right when he asserts that psychoanalytical institutions tend to “adapt” to the political and social conditions prevailing in their comunity, but I would add that in our case there was a real reproduction of the social and political events of our community: the “adaptation” to the totalitarian regime and the reaction to this regime, represented by our crisis. (...)

		I just want to refute the affirmation that “the training analyst could do what he pleased with the candidate”. It were the ten members that headed the institution who had “the power to do as they pleased”. But the training analyst who did not belong to this group could do absolutely nothing besides agreeing with the decisions that “came from the top”, otherwise he would be seen as a rebel, or, at least, as very inconvenient member. The insatisfaction, therefore, reigned not only among the associate members, but also among full members and training analysts. (...)

		At the time of the crisis, there were 52 candidates in training, and not 100, of which 34 were egressed; that is, candidates who had finished their theoretical training, but hadn’t presented yet the clinical work that categorized them as associate members. The great number of egressed and associate members (approximately 50) compared with the number of full members, denoted a stagnation of the promotion process, doubtless deriving from the authoritarian climate that existed at the Society and from the mistrust in the evaluation criteria.

	But let’s go back to the crisis: on March 3, 1982, Pellegrino and Mascarenhas were reintegrated by law, which represented a hard blow to the heads of the Society. (...)

		(...) judging from his article, the story characterizes two groups: the “good guys” and the “bad guys”. That is to say, the good and the bad were located and took form in clearly outlined characters. Dr. Lobo appears not as a human being who, under the pressure of extraordinary and terrifying circumstances, deviates from his ethical principles, both as a professional and a human being, but rather is turned into a horrible, abominable entity; in other words: he is treated in the same way witches were treated in the Middle Ages or Lepers before the scientific age of Medicine. And, at the same time, Prof. Fütchner states quite sensibly that the crisis only comes to show that psychoanalysts are only human. (...) Therefore, Dr. Fütchner’s proposal that the so-called authoritarian analyst training should be radically changed, if fundamented simply on an anti-authoritarian position, seems to me a purely political proposal and, as such, mobilizer of passion. The same happens with Dr. Parin
, when he suggests that psychoanalytical institutions should be inequivocally and consciously position themselves against any form of political oppression. Both propositions are idealistic (and at that level I even sympathize with them), but they are not very realistic or scientific. They are not very scientific because they suggest solutions without a careful assessment of the structure they wish to alter, as for instance: what’s means authority and what’s authoritarianism; if there is authoritarianism in the analytical training, what’s its genesis, what’s its function, which elements come into its support, etc? On the other hand, if Dr. Parin’s 
suggestion were accepted, it would turn every psychoanalyst into an active politician, something that would eventually deviate him from scientific activity. In politically oppressive circumstances, the psychoanalyst would be automatically persecuted and would therefore have to resign from his analytical function to try to save his life and that of his family. In short, his suggestion implies the transformation of the analyst into an apostle. (...)

		Regardless of the fact that Dr. Lobo’s activities characterized a sad exception among us, and also that I have no knowledge that among the analysts the habit of kissing the analysands of the opposite sex in the face had been installed (as Dr. Fütchner states), I believe that unfortunatelly Freud’s favorite quotation that “Whatever is moral is self-evident” doesn’t solve the question of the ethical or moral values of our times. Hartmann, in his conference about “Psychoanalysis and Moral Values”, published in 1960, states that the theme “Freud and Moral Values” was never systematically studied. I believe this statement is still true. Nevertheless, the Lobo case shows us that politics and ethics maybe intimately related. ...    (our boldface)





�DECLARATION OF TOKYO







Guidelines for doctors, in relation to torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment inflicted on detainees and prisoners.

(Adopted by the 29th World Medical Assembly, Tokyo, Japan - October 1975)





SOCIEDADE PSICANALÍTICA DO RIO DE JANEIRO

RUA FERNANDES GUIMARÃES, 92

CEP 22290 - RIO DE JANEIRO, RJ

BRAZIL



DELIBERATIVE OPINION



		The Ethic Committee, in this Deliberative Opinion, has decided to restrict its deliberation to the subjects relative to Drs. Leão Cabernite and Ernesto Meirelles La Porta dealing, in separate, with their attitudes, individual participation and responsibilites in the matters described in the Final Report while being members, as psychoanalysts, of the SPRJ staff.

		Dr. Leão Cabernite has since the beginning in 1973 held the leadership and consequently has been responsible for its developments.

		Ignoring the then recent official position taken by the Institution during the previous administration with regard to Dr. Hélio Pellegrino — the position of not getting involved in external matters pertinent to its members — (Drª. Maria Manhães was then the president and Dr. Cabernite himself the secretary) already in the first official illustration (letter from SPRJ to Dr. David Zimmerman , then president of COPAL) a real cruzade was initiated in defense of a candidate of the Psychoanalysis Institute.

		The fact that this letter was signed jointly by Dr. Cabernite, by the director of Institute at the time, Dr. La Porta and  by the dean of the Consulting Council and vice-president of IPA, Dr. Luiz Guimarães Dahlheim instead of diluting the responsibility reinforces and legitimates the double position of president of the Society and analyst in expressing, spreading out and ensuring the supposed innocence of Mr. Amilcar Lobo. Based on this, and on the fact that Dr, Cabernite was Mr. Lobo’s analyst, the President of COPAL honors and endorses, before the international psychoanalytical community, the support of the defense of the false thesis of slander and attack to Psychoanalysis.

		However, the Committee understands that the evidence is more than sufficient to show that it would be impossible for Dr. Leão Cabernite not to be aware of the exact nature of Mr. Lobo’s activities, inspite of all the posterior allegations to the contrary.

		As far as the graphotechnical exam, documentation available proves that such initiative was taken by the previous administration and details, such as who had this idea or who contacted or paid the expert, are secondary. This same administration is responsible for the inadmissible attitude of placing other people’s life in danger, fact which is well known and from which they protected themselves. It is evident that there was a collective participation, without obstacles. Also well known was the fact that Dr. Cabernite’s power was absolute and undeniable, and that nothing was done without his knowledge, his approval and authorization.

		Ever since, and up to this day, Dr. Cabernite manipulates the institution the same way he manipulated his candidate either in an attempt to cover up the accusations and oppositions, to avoid the consequences of his attitude, or in the achievement of personal objectives. The multiple versions for the facts and acts, the multiple contradictions and denials have, though the years, confused the Society’s opinion in a wicked cycle which need to be broken. Dr. Cabernite has never, in any minute during these 22 years showed any kind of regret for any act. And if he still requests for a confession by Amilcar Lobo in order to convince himself of his guilt, it is because there is no hope. Because Mr. Amilcar Lobo has confessed. He has confessed verbally, in writing, in interviews and book, and in the confrontations that took place. To need anything further is to recognize that all that has admitted, however obnoxious, was not wrong and needs no repairing.

		In view of all this, the harm Dr. Leão Cabernite has done and still does to the ideas and ideals of psycho-analysis, and SPRJ in particular, is incalculable. Many years will be necessary before the extent of this harm can be evaluated.

		In view of the above, this Committee deeply regrets but considers Dr. Leão Cabernite guilty of serious violations of both the psychoanalytical ethics and the human dignity. This Committee proposes to this Board, as per article 33, subsection “a” of the laws ruling it, that Dr. Leão Cabernite be excluded from this staff.

		With regard to Dr. Ernesto Meirelles La Porta, he was undoubtedly co-participant in all deliberations and attitudes taken in the early 70’s and is also responsible. What differs Dr. La Porta from Dr. Cabernite is that Dr. La Porta had and has the capability and intent to acknowledge the harm done, to stop his harmful behavior with regard to Psychoanalysis and SPRJ and, according to his possibilities, to try and repair this harm. In view of this, and taking into consideration that Dr. La Porta has never had a significant fraction of Cabernite’s power which might allow him to influence in the decisions made and developments thereof and, consequently, did not have responsibilities and culpability similar to those of Dr. Cabernite’s, the Committee therefore suggests to this Board that, according to the same by-laws, Dr. La Porta be punished with suspension from the society’s staff for the period of one year, as traditional in the Society.

		As already mentioned in this Opinion, the Committee considers that there is sufficient basis to — in case this Board so wishes — initiate an ethical process with regard to other members of the leading organisms in the period covered by the facts mentioned in the Report, through the beginning of 80’s. 



Rio de Janeiro, November 10, 1995
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�The Psychoanalytical Society of Rio de Janeiro will be referred to as “Rio I”.

� O que está entre parêntesis, nas citações, corresponde a pergunta feita pela Commission de Ética e/ou outros.

�The Brazilian Psychoanalytical Society of Rio de Janeiro (SBPRJ) will be referred to as “Rio II”.

�Translator’s Note: from Spanish to Portuguese.

�Translator’s Note: the word “acessoria”which occurs in the original Portuguese is a misspelling, falling somewhere between “advisor” and “accessory”; it is followed by the comment “(sic)”.

� Comentário nosso.

� As Dr. Leão and the other five trainer analysts#didatas who received the graphotechnical findings are said to have done, even without knowing its origin, in 1974 (see Dr. Leão’s deposition of October 16, 1995); so much so that they adopted it as official and forwarded it to the SBPRJ and, on the basis of it, built their position in defense of the candidate accused of participating in a torture team.

� Comentário nosso.

� Idem.

�	Translator’s Note: In the original, the quoted text that follows is - as are others - full of spelling and grammatical mistakes (37) annotated “(sic)” which I have not attempted to reflect in the English.
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