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Seminar 1: 12 November 1958 

 
We are going to speak this year about desire and its interpretation. 

 

An analysis is, it is said, a therapy; let us say a treatment, a psychical treatment 

which relates at different levels of the psyche, at first this was the primary scientific object 

of its experience, to what we call marginal or residual phenomena, dreams, parapraxes, 

witticisms, I stressed that last year, to symptoms. 

 

On the other hand, if we get into this curative aspect of the treatment with regard to 

symptoms in the broadest sense, in so far as they manifest themselves in the subject by 

inhibitions, are constituted in symptoms and sustained by these symptoms, on the other 

hand this treatment which modifies structures, these structures which are called neuroses or 

neuropsychoses which Freud in reality first structured and qualified as neuropsychoses of 

defence. 

 

The psychoanalyst intervenes in order to deal at different levels with these diverse 

phenomenal realities in so far as they bring desire into play. It is specifically under this 

rubric of desire, as signifying desire that the phenomena which I called above residual, 

marginal, were first of all apprehended in Freud, in the symptoms which we see described 

from one end to the other of Freud‟s thought, it is the intervention of anxiety, if we make of 

it the key point of the determination of symptoms, but in so far as such and such an activity 

which is going to enter into the operation of symptoms is eroticised, or to put it better: is 

namely caught up in the mechanism of desire. 

 

Indeed, what does the very term defence signify in connection with the 

neuropsychoses, if it is not a defence against what? Against something which is not yet 

anything other than desire. 

 

And nevertheless this analytic theory at the centre of which it is sufficient to 

indicate that the notion of libido is situated, which is nothing other than the psychical 

energy of desire, is something, if we are dealing with energy, in which, as I already 

indicated in passing, remember earlier the metaphor of the factory, certain conjunctions of 

the symbolic and the real are necessary for the notion of energy even to subsist. But I do not 

wish here, either to stop or to dwell too long on this. 

 

This analytic theory therefore rests entirely on this notion of libido, on the energy of 

desire. But notice that for some time we see it more and more oriented towards something 

which those very people who sustain this new orientation, themselves articulate very 

consciously, at least the more aware of them who have borrowed it from Fairbairn, he 

writes frequently, because he continuously articulates and writes, particularly in the 

collection which is called Psychoanalytic Studies of the Personality that the modern theory 

of analysis has changed somewhat from the axis which Freud first gave it by bringing it 

about or by considering that for us the libido is no longer „pleasure-seeking‟, as Fairbairn 

expresses it, that it is „object–seeking‟. 

 

This is to say that Mr. Fairbairn is the most typical representative of this modern 

tendency. 
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What this tendency orienting the function of the libido in function of an object 

which is supposed to be in some way predestined for it signifies, is something to which we 

have alluded a hundred times and whose incidences on analytic theory and technique I have 

shown you in a thousand forms, together with what I believed could often be pointed out in 

them in terms of practical deviations, some of which have dangerous consequences. 

 

The importance of what I want to point out to you in order to allow you to approach 

the problem today, is in short this veiling of the very word desire which appears in the 

whole manipulation of analytic experience, and in a way the impression I would not say of 

renewal, I would say of bewilderment, that we produce by reintroducing it; I mean that 

instead of talking about libido or about the genital object, we talk about genital desire. It 

will immediately perhaps appear much more difficult for us to consider as obvious that 

genital desire and its maturation imply just by themselves this sort of possibility or of 

openness, or of the plenitude of realisation of love which seems to have become so 

doctrinal, from a certain perspective of the maturation of the libido; tendency and 

realisation, and the implication as regards the maturation of the libido, which appear all the 

same all the more surprising since they make their appearance at the heart of a doctrine 

which was precisely the first not alone to highlight, but even to explain, what Freud has 

classified under the title of debasement in the sphere of love, which means that if in effect 

desire seems to bring with it a certain quantum in effect of love, it is indeed very precisely, 

and very often of a love which presents itself to the personality as conflictual, of a love 

which is not avowed, of a love which even refuses to avow itself. 

 

On the other hand, what if we also reintroduce this word desire there where we see 

being currently employed as affectivity, as a positive or negative sentiment, in what one can 

call a sort of disgraceful way of proceeding, forces which are still efficacious, and 

particularly by means of the analytic relationship, by means of the transference. It seems to 

me that by the simple fact of using this word, a cleavage will be produced which will of 

itself have something clarifying about it. 

 

It is a question of knowing whether transference is constituted, no longer by an 

affectivity or by positive or negative sentiments which this term involves in a vague and 

veiled way, but it is a question, and here the desire that is experienced is named by a single 

one, sexual desire, aggressive desire with respect to the analyst, which will show itself to us 

right away and at first glance. These desires are by no means everything in the transference, 

and because of this very fact the transference must be defined by something other than by 

more or less confused references to the notion of positive or negative affectivity; and so that 

indeed if we pronounce the word desire, the final benefit of this full usage is that we will 

ask ourselves what desire is. 

 

It is not a question that we will have to or be able to respond to. It is only that, if I 

were not caught up here by what I could call the urgent rendezvous that I have with my 

practical experiential requirements, I would have allowed myself some questions on the 

subject of the meaning of this word desire, in the company of those who have been the most 

qualified to valorise its usage, namely the poets and the philosophers. 

 

I will not do this, first of all because the usage of the word desire, the transmission 

of the term and of the function of desire in poetry, is something which I would say, we will 

discover retrospectively if we pursue our investigation far enough. If it is true, because this 

will be the whole progress of my development this year, that the situation of desire is 

profoundly marked by, tied up to, riveted to a certain function of language, to a certain 

relationship of the subject to the signifier, analytic experience will carry us, at least I hope 
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so, far enough in this exploration for us to find enough time to be helped perhaps by the 

properly poetic evocation that can be made of it, and indeed also to understand more 

profoundly at the end the nature of poetic creation in its relationships with desire. 

 

Only I would point out that the fundamental difficulties of the game of 

hide-and-seek that you will see to be at the basis of what our experience will show us, 

appear already in the fact for example that precisely one sees clearly in poetry how the 

poetic relationship to desire is poorly accommodated, as one might say, to the depiction of 

its object. I would say that in this regard figurative poetry - I am almost evoking the roses 

and lilies of beauty - always has something which only expresses desire in a particularly 

cold register; that on the contrary the law properly speaking of this problem of the 

evocation of desire, is in a poetry which curiously presents itself as that poetry which is 

called metaphysical and for those who read English, I will only refer here to the most 

eminent of the metaphysical poets in English literature, John Donne, so that you can refer to 

him in order to confirm the degree to which it is very precisely the problem of the structure 

of the relationships of desire which is evoked there in a celebrated poem, for example The 

Ecstasy, and whose title sufficiently indicates the first steps, the direction in which there is 

poetically elaborated at least on the lyrical plane, the poetic approach to desire when it itself 

is properly speaking sought and aimed at. 

 

I am leaving to one side something which certainly goes much further in presenting 

desire, the work of the poet when it is supported by dramatic action. It is very precisely the 

dimension to which we will have to come back this year. I am announcing it to you already 

because we approached it last year; it is the direction of comedy. 

 

But let us leave the poets there. I only mentioned them there as a sort of preliminary 

indication, and to tell you that we will rediscover them later more or less diffusely. I want 

to dwell more or less on what has been in this regard the position of the philosophers, 

because I think that it has been very instructive in terms of the point where the problem is 

situated for us. 

 

I was careful to write for you up there these three terms: „pleasure-seeking‟, 

„object-seeking‟, in so far as they are seeking pleasure, in so far as they are seeking the 

object. This indeed is the way that it has been posed from the beginning for reflection and 

for morality - I mean theoretical morality, the morality which is announced in precepts and 

in rules, in the operations of philosophers, very especially it is said of moral philosophers 

(éthiciens). I pointed out to you already – notice in passing when all is said and done the 

foundation of every morality which could be called physical, as one could see the way in 

which the term has the same meaning, the way in which medieval philosophy speaks about 

the physical theory of love, precisely in the sense that it is the opposite of the ecstatic 

theory of love. The basis of every morality which has been expressed up to the present, up 

to a certain point in the philosophical tradition, comes back in fact to what could be called 

the hedonistic tradition which consists in establishing a sort of equivalence between these 

two terms of pleasure and object, in the sense that the object is the natural object of libido, 

in the sense that it is a benefit, when all is said and done, to admit pleasure to the rank of 

the goods sought by the subject, even indeed to refuse it once one has the same criterion of 

it, to the rank of sovereign good. 

 

This hedonistic tradition of morality is something which is certainly not capable of 

ceasing, except by remembering that from the moment that one is in a way engaged in 

academic dialogue, that one no longer perceives its paradoxes, because when all is said and 

done, what is more contrary to what we will call the experience of practical reason, than 
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this supposed convergence of pleasure and the good? 

When all is said and done, if one looks closely at it, if one looks for example at what 

these things involve in Aristotle, what do we see being elaborated? And it is very clear, 

things are very pure in Aristotle. It is undoubtedly something which only succeeds in 

realising this identification of pleasure and of the good within what I may call an ethic of 

mastery, or something whose flattering ideal, the terms of temperance or of intemperance, 

namely something which is associated with the subjects mastery with respect to his own 

habits. But the inconsistency of this theorisation is quite striking. If you re-read these 

celebrated passages which concern precisely the use of pleasures, you will see there that 

nothing comes into this moralising point of view which does not belong to the register of 

this mastery of a morality of the master, from the fact that the master can discipline, can 

discipline many things, principally involving, relative to, his habits, namely to the 

management and to the usage of his ego. But as regards desire, you see the degree to which 

Aristotle himself must admit, he is very lucid and very aware that what results from this 

practical and theoretical moral theorisation, is that the, the desires, appear very quickly 

beyond a certain limit which is precisely the limit of mastery and of the ego in the domain 

of what he calls precisely bestiality. 

Desires are exiled from the proper field of man, if it is a fact that man is identified 

with the reality of the master; on occasion it is even something like perversions, and 

moreover he has in this regard a particularly modern conception of the fact that something 

in our vocabulary could express well enough by the fact that the master is not to be judged 

on this, which almost amounts to saying that in our vocabulary, he cannot be recognised as 

responsible. 

 

These texts are worthwhile recalling. You will clarify things for yourselves by 

referring to them. 

 

Opposed to this philosophical tradition, there is someone whom I would wish all the 

same to name here, to name as being in my eyes the precursor of this something which I 

believe to be new, which we must consider as new, in let us say the progress, the direction 

of certain relationships of man to himself, which is that of the analysis that Freud 

establishes. 

 

It is Spinoza, because after all I think that it is in him, in any case with a very 

exceptional accent, that one can read a formula like the following: „That desire is the very 

essence of man‟. In order not to isolate the beginning of the formula from what follows, we 

will add: „in so far as it is conceived from one of his affections, conceived as determined 

and dominated by any one of his affections to do something‟. 

 

One could already do a lot starting from there to articulate that which in this formula 

still remains, what I might call, unrevealed; I say unrevealed because of course you cannot 

translate Spinoza into Freud. He is all the same very singular, and I offer him to you as a 

very singular testimony, no doubt personally I have perhaps a greater propensity than 

someone else, and many years ago I spent a lot of time working on Spinoza. I do not think 

for all that that this is the reason why in rereading him from the point of view of my 

experience, it seems to me that someone who participates in the Freudian experience can 

find himself also at ease in the texts of the man who wrote De Servitute Humana, and for 

whom the whole human reality and its structures are organised in function of the attributes 

of the divine substance. 
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But let us also leave to one side for the moment this indication, provided we return 

to it. I want to give you a much more accessible example, one on which I will close this 

philosophical reference concerning our problem. I took it here at the most accessible level, 

indeed at the most popular way into it that you could have. Open the dictionary of the late 

charming Lalande, his Vocabulaire de la philosophie, which is always, I must say, in every 

kind of exercise of this nature, that of making a dictionary, always one of the most 

dangerous and at the same time one of the most fruitful things, to such an extent does 

language dominate all these problems. One is sure that in organising a dictionary one will 

always do something suggestive. Here we find the following:  

 

Désir (Begehren, Verlangen): [it is not irrelevant to recall what desire articulates on 

the plane of German philosophy] a spontaneous and conscious tendency towards an 

end that you imagine. Desire is therefore based upon tendency of which it is a 

particular and more complex case. On the other hand it is opposed to will or to 

volition in so far as it superimposes:  

1. the coordination of the tendencies, at least momentarily;  

2. the opposition of the subject and the object;  

3. the consciousness of one‟s own efficacity;  

4. the thought of the means through which the willed-for end will be realised. 

 

These reminders are very useful, only it should be remarked that in an article which 

is trying to define desire, there are two lines to situate it with respect to tendency and that 

this whole development is referred to the will. It is effectively to this that the discourse on 

desire in the dictionary is reduced, except that there is added on again: 'Finally, according to 

certain philosophers, there is also in the will a fiat of a special nature which is irreducible to 

the tendencies, and which constitutes liberty.' 

 

It is striking to see coming over this philosophical author some air of irony or other 

in these last lines. As a note: „Desire is the tendency to procure an emotion that has been 

already experienced or imagined, it is the natural will for a pleasure‟ (quotation from 

Roque). This term of natural will being very interesting as a reference. To which Lalande 

personally adds: 

 

This definition appears too narrow in that it does not take into account sufficiently 

the anteriority of certain tendencies with respect to their corresponding emotions. 

Desire seems to be essentially the desire of an act or of a state without there being 

necessary in every case a representation of the affective character of this end. 

 

I think that this means of the pleasure, or of something else. In any case, it certainly 

poses the problem of knowing what is in question, whether it is the representation of the 

pleasure, or if it is the pleasure. 

 

Certainly I do not think that the task which is done by means of a dictionary, to try 

to circumscribe the signification of desire, is a simple task, all the more because you will 

not be able for the task either by means of the tradition to which it reveals itself as 

absolutely prepared. After all is desire the psychological reality, resistant to every 

organisation, and when all is said and done is it by the subtraction of the characteristics that 

are indicated as being those of the will that we can manage to approach what the reality of 

desire is? 

 

We will then have the contrary of what has left us with the non-coordination of 

tendencies, even momentarily, the opposition of the subject and the object, would really be 
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withdrawn. Likewise we would be here in a presence, a tendency unaware of its own 

efficacity, without thinking of the words by which it will realise the desired end. In short, 

we are certainly here in a field in which in any case analysis has introduced certain more 

precise articulations, because within these negative determinants, analysis outlines very 

precisely the drive at the level, at its different levels, in so far as it is precisely the following. 

the non-coordination, even momentarily, of the tendencies, the phantasy in so far as it 

introduces an essential articulation, or more exactly an altogether characteristic species 

within this vague determination of the non-opposition of the subject to the object. 

 

This year our aim here will be to try precisely to define what phantasy is, perhaps 

even a little more precisely than the analytic tradition up to now has managed to define it. 

 

For the rest, the final terms of idealism, of pragmatism, which are implied here, we 

will only retain for the moment one thing: very precisely how difficult it seems to situate 

desire and to analyse it in function of purely objectal references. 

 

We are going to stop here to enter properly speaking into the terms within which I 

hope to articulate for you this year the problem of our experience, in so far as they are 

specifically those of desire, of desire and its interpretation. Already the internal link, the 

link of the coherence in analytic experience between desire and its interpretation, presents 

in itself something which only habit prevents us from seeing how suggestive the 

interpretation of desire already is by itself, and something which seems to be linked in an 

internal fashion, it seems, to the manifestation of desire. 

 

You know the point of view from which, I will not say we are beginning, we are 

continuing, because we did not come together yesterday, I mean that we have already spent 

five years trying to designate the features of the comprehension of our experience by 

certain articulations. You know that these features have come to converge this year on this 

problem which is perhaps the problem at which there converge underneath, these points, 

some distant from one another, whose approach I wish first of all to prepare for you. 

 

Psychoanalysis - and we have gone along together for the last five years - 

psychoanalysis essentially shows us what we will call man‟s capture in the components of 

the signifying chain. 

 

That this capture is no doubt linked to the reality (fait) of man, but that this capture 

is not coextensive with this reality in the sense that no doubt man speaks, but that in order 

to speak he must enter into language and into its pre-existing discourse. I would say that 

this law of subjectivity which analysis especially highlights, its fundamental dependence on 

language is something which is so essential that it brings all the psychologies together. 

 

We are saying that there is a psychology which is served, in so far as we may define 

it as the totality of studies concerning what we could call in a broad sense a sensibility in so 

far as it is a function of the maintenance of a totality or of a homeostasis, in short, the 

functions of sensibility in relation to an organism. You see that here everything is 

implicated, not alone all the experimental data of psychophysiology, but also everything 

that can contribute in the most general order, the putting into operation of notions of form 

as regards the apprehension of the means for the maintenance of the constancy of the 

organism. A whole field of psychology is inscribed here, and personal experience sustains 

this field in which the research is carried on. 

 

But the subjectivity that is in question, in so far as man is captured by language, in 
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so far as he is captured, whether he wishes it or not, and in so far as he is captured away 

beyond the knowledge that he has of it, is a subjectivity which is not immanent to a 

sensibility in so far as here the term sensibility means the couple stimulus-response, for the 

following reason. It is because the stimulus here is given in function of a code which 

imposes its order, if needs be must be translated into it. 

 

I am articulating here the emission, and not of a sign as one could say at a pinch, at 

least in the experimental perspective, in the experimental testing of what I call the 

stimulus-response cycle. One could say that that it is a sign which from the external milieu 

forces the organism to respond, to defend itself. If you tickle the sole of a frog‟s foot, it 

notices a sign, it responds to it by a certain muscular relaxation. 

 

But in so far as subjectivity is captured in language, there is the emission, not of a 

sign, but of a signifier, namely be sure to remember the following which appears simple: 

that something, the signifier which takes on value not as is said when one speaks in 

communications theory of something, which takes on its value in relation to a third thing, 

that this sign still represents quite recently, this can be read with three terms: they are the 

minimal terms, there must be a ……., the one who hears, after that a signifier is enough, 

there is no need even to speak about an emitter, it is enough to have a sign and to say that 

this sign signifies a third thing, that it simply represents. This is a false construction, 

because the sign does not take its value with respect to a third thing that it represents, but it 

takes on its value with respect to another signifier which it is not.  

 

As regards these schemas which I have just put on the 

 
 

I wish to show you, I would not say their genesis because you should not imagine that it is a 

question of a stage, even though something could be discovered here of a stage effectively 

realised by the subject, the subject must after all take his place here, but you should not see 

here a stage in the sense that it would be a question of a typical stage, of a stage of 

development, it is rather a question of a generating, and to be more explicit, of a logical 

anteriority of each one of these schemas with respect to the one which follows. 

 

What is represented by this thing which we shall call D, because it begins from a 

capital D? It represents the signifying chain. What does that mean? This basic fundamental 

structure, subjects every manifestation of language to the condition of being ruled by a 

succession, in other words by a diachrony, by something which unfolds over time. We will 

leave to one side the temporal properties that are involved. We will have to come back to 

them perhaps at the appropriate time. Let us say that undoubtedly the whole fullness of 

temporal material, so to speak, is not at all applied here. Here things can be summarised in 
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terms of the notion of succession, with what this can already involve and imply in terms of 

the notions of scansion. But we have not even got that far yet. The single discrete, that is to 

say differential element, is the base on which there is going to be established our problem 

of the implication of the subject in the signifier. 

 

This implies, given what I have just pointed out to you, namely that the signifier is 

defined by its relationship, its meaning, and takes on its value in relation to another signifier, 

from a system of signifying opposition, this develops in a dimension which also and at the 

same time implies a certain synchrony of signifiers. 

 

It is this synchrony of signifiers, namely the existence of a certain signifying battery 

concerning which one can pose the problem of knowing what is the minimal battery. I tried 

to work at this little problem. It will not be taking you too far from your experience to know 

whether after all one can make a language with a battery which seems to be the minimal 

battery, a battery of four. I do not think that it is unthinkable. But let us leave this to one 

side. 

 

It is clear that in the present state of affairs, we are far from being reduced to this 

minimum. The important thing is the following which is indicated by the dotted line which 

has come to intersect from the front to the back the line representing the signifying chain, 

by cutting it at two points, namely the way in which the subject has to enter into the 

operation of the signifying chain. The thing that is represented by the dotted line represents 

the first encounter at the synchronic level, at the level of the simultaneity of signifiers. Here 

we have what I call the point of encounter with the code. In other words, it is in so far as the 

child addresses himself to a subject whom he knows to be a speaking subject, whom he has 

seen speaking, who has penetrated him with relationships ever since the beginning of his 

awakening to the light of day; it is in so far as there is something which operates as the 

operation of the signifier, as the word-mill, that the subject has to learn very early on that 

there is here a path, a defile through which essentially the manifestations of his needs must 

stoop in order to be satisfied. 

 

Here the second point of intersection is the point at which the message is produced, 

and it is constituted by the following: the fact is that it is always by a retroactive operation 

of the succession of signifiers that the signification is affirmed and made precise, namely 

that it is retroactively that the message takes shape from the signifier which is there ahead 

of it, from the code which is ahead of it, and which inversely it, the message, while it is 

being formulated at every instant, anticipates, draws on. 

 

I indicated to you already what results from this process. In any case what results 

from it and what can be marked on the schema, is the following. it is that what is at the 

origin in the form of the birth of need, of the tendency, as the psychologists call it, which is 

represented here on the schema, here at the level of this Id which does not know what it is, 

which being captured in language, does not reflect itself by (de) this innocent contribution 

of language in which the subject at first becomes discourse. There results from this that 

even reduced to the most primitive forms of apprehension by the subject of the fact that he 

is in relationship with other speaking subjects, there is produced this something at the end 

of the intentional chain which I here called for you the first primary identification, the first 

realisation of an idea regarding which one cannot even say at this moment of the schema 

that it is a question of an ego ideal, but that undoubtedly the subject has here received the 

first sign, signum, of its relationship with the other. 

 

The second stage of the schema can overlap in a certain fashion a particular 
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evolutionary stage, on the simple condition that you do not consider them as clearly 

distinguished. There are things clearly distinguished in evolution, it is not at the level of the 

stages of the schema that these caesuras are found here. These caesuras, as Freud remarked 

somewhere, are marked at the level of the judgement of attribution compared to simple 

nomination. This is not what I am talking to you about now, I will come back to it later. 

 

In the first part of the schema and in the second, it is a question of the difference 

within an infans level of discourse, because it is perhaps not even necessary yet for the 

child to speak in order that already this mark, this imprint put on need by demand, already 

operates at the level of alternating wails. That may be enough. 

 

The second part of the schema implies that even if the child cannot yet sustain a 

discourse, he knows all the same how to speak, and this comes very early. When I say 

knows how to speak, I mean that it is a question, at the level of the second stage of the 

schema, of something that goes beyond the capture in language. There is properly speaking 

a relationship in so far as there is an appeal to the other as presence, this appeal to the other 

as presence, as presence against a background of meaning; at this moment signaled by the 

fort-da which impressed Freud so vividly at a date that we can fix as 1915, having been 

called to one of his grandsons, who himself became a psychoanalyst, I mean the child who 

was the object of Freud‟s observation. 

 

This is what makes us pass to the level of the second stage of the realisation of the 

schema, in this sense that here, beyond what the chain of discourse as existent articulates, 

beyond the subject and imposing on him, whether he wishes it or not, its form, beyond this 

apprehension, which one might call an innocent one of the form of language by the subject, 

something else is going to appear which is linked to the fact that it is in the experience of 

language that there is founded his apprehension of the other as such, of this other who can 

give him the answer, the answer to his appeal, this other to whom fundamentally he poses 

the question which we see in Cazotte‟s Le diable amoureux, as being the roar of the 

terrifying form which represents the apparition of the super-ego, in response to the one who 

has evoked him in a Neapolitan tavern: „Che vuoi? What do you want?‟ The question posed 

to the other of what he wants, in other words, from the place where the subject meets desire 

the first time, desire being first of all the desire of the other, the desire thanks to which he 

perceives, he realises, as being this beyond around which turns the fact that that the other 

will bring it about that one signifier or another will be or not be in the presence of the word, 

that the other gives him the experience of his desire at the same time as an essential 

experience because up to the present it was in itself that the battery of signifiers was there, 

in which a choice could always be made, but now in experience this choice appears as 

commutative, that it is within the power of the other to bring it about that one or other of 

the signifiers should be there, that there should be introduced into experience, and at this 

level of experience, the two new principles which have just been added to what was at first 

the pure and simple principle of succession implying this principle of choice. We now have 

a principle of substitution, because - and this is essential - it is this commutativity from 

which there is established for the subject what I call, between the signifier and the signified, 

the bar, namely that there is between the signifier and the signified this co-existence, this 

simultaneity which is at the same time marked by a certain impenetrability, I mean the 

maintenance of the difference, of the distance between the signifier and the signified. 
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It is a curious thing, that the theory of groups as it is learned in the abstract study of 

sets, shows us the absolutely essential link between any commutativity and the very 

possibility of using what I call here the bar sign which is used for the representation of 

fractions. 

 

Let us leave this to one side for the moment. It is an indication that is marginal to 

what we are dealing with. 

 

The structure of the signifying chain from the moment that it has realised the appeal 

of the other, namely when the enunciating, the process of enunciating is superimposed, is 

distinguished from the formula of the enunciated, by demanding as such something which 

is precisely the capture of the subject, the capture of the subject which at first was innocent, 

but which here - the nuance is nevertheless there, it is what is essential - is unconscious in 

the articulation of the word. 

 

From the moment that the commutativity of the signifier here becomes an essential 

dimension for the production of the signified, namely that it is in an effective and striking 

fashion in the consciousness of the subject, of the substitution of a signifier for another 

signifier, will be as such the origin of the multiplication of these significations which 

characterise the enrichment of the human world. 

 

Another term also emerges, or another principle which is the principle of similarity, 

in other words which brings it about that within the chain, it is in relation to the fact that in 

the sequence of the signifying chain, one of the signifying terms will be or not similar to 

another, that there also operates a certain dimension of things which is properly speaking 

the metonymical dimension. 

 

I will show you later that it is essentially in this dimension, in this dimension that 

there are produced the effects which are characteristic and fundamental of what can be 

called the poetic discourse, the effects of poetry. 

 

It is therefore at the level of the second stage of the schema that there is produced 

something which allows us to place at the same level as the message, namely on the left 

hand side of the schema, that which the message in the first schema, the apparition of what 

is signified about the Other in opposition to the signifier given by the Other which it 

produces on the chain, the dotted one because it is a chain which is only articulated in part, 

which is only implicit, which here only represents the subject in so far as he is the support 

of the word. 

 

I told you, that it is in the experience of the other qua other having a desire, that this 

second stage of experience is produced. Desire, starting with its apparition, its origin, is 

manifested in this interval, this gap which separates the pure and simple linguistic 

articulation of the word, from the thing which marks that the subject realises in it something 

of himself which only has import, meaning in relation to this production of the word and 

which is properly speaking what language calls his being. 

 

It is between the avatars of his demand and what these avatars have made him 
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become, and on the other hand this exigency for recognition by the other which can be 

called exigency for love on this occasion, that there is situated a horizon of being for the 

subject of whom there is question, namely of knowing whether the subject can reach it or 

not. It is in this interval, in this gap that there is situated an experience which is that of 

desire, which is first of all apprehended as being that of the desire of the other, and within 

which the subject has to situate his own desire. His own desire as such cannot be situated 

elsewhere than in this space. 

 

This represents the third stage, the third form, the third phase of the schema. It is 

constituted by the following: the fact is that in the primitive presence of the desire of the 

other as opaque, as obscure, the subject is without recourse. He is hilfloss, Hilflosigkeit. I 

use Freud‟s term, in French this is called the détresse of the subject. What we have here is 

the foundation of that which in analysis, was explored, experienced, situated as the 

traumatic experience. 

 

What Freud has taught us by taking the path which allowed him to finally situate the 

experience of anxiety in its true place, is something which has nothing of this character 

which I consider to be diffuse in certain ways, of what is called the existential experience of 

anxiety. That if it has been possible to say by referring to philosophy that anxiety is 

something which confronts us with nothingness, these formulas are undoubtedly justifiable 

in a certain perspective of reflection, you should know that on this subject Freud has an 

articulated, positive teaching; he makes of anxiety something which is clearly situated in a 

theory of communication. Anxiety is a signal. It is not at the level of desire, even though 

desire must be produced at the same place where at first helplessness (détresse) originates, 

is experienced; it is not at the level of desire that anxiety is produced. We will take up this 

year attentively, line by line, the study of Freud‟s „Inhibitions, Symptoms and Anxiety’. 

Today in this first lecture the only thing I can do is to initiate for you some major points in 

order to be able to rediscover them subsequently, and namely the following. Freud tells us 

that anxiety is produced as a signal in the ego, on the foundation of ……. which it as a 

signal is called on to remedy. 

 

I know that I am going too quickly, that to talk to you about this would deserve a 

whole seminar, but I cannot talk to you about anything if I do not begin by showing you the 

outline of the journey that we have to take. 

 

It is in so far therefore as there intervenes at this third stage the specular experience, 

the experience of the relationship to the image of the other in so far as it is fundamental to 

the Urbild of the ego that we are in other words going to rediscover a way of using in a 

context which will give it a completely different resonance, what we articulated at the end 

of our first year about the relationships between the ideal ego and the ego ideal, it is in so 

far as we are going to be led to rethink all that in the context of the symbolic action which I 

show you here to be essential. 

 

You will see the use it can finally have. I am not alluding here only to what I said 

and articulated about the specular relationship, namely the confrontation in the mirror of the 

subject with his own image; I am alluding to the schema called O…….O‟, namely to the 

use of the concave mirror which allows us to think about the function of a real image itself 

reflected, and which can only be seen as reflected from a certain position, from a symbolic 

position which is that of the ego ideal. 

 

What is in question is the following: in the third stage of the schema we have the 

intervention as such of the imaginary element of the relationship of the ego to the other as 
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being what is going to permit the subject to guard against this helplessness in relation to the 

desire of the other, by what? By something which is borrowed from the game of mastery 

which the child at a particular age has learned to handle in a certain reference to his 

counterpart as such. 

 

The experience of the counterpart, in the sense that he is gaze, that he is the other 

who looks at you, that he brings into play a certain number of imaginary relationships 

among which in the forefront relationships of prestige, and also the relationships of 

submission and of defeat. It is by means of this in other words as Aristotle says, that man 

thinks. You must say that man thinks, you must not say that the soul thinks, but man thinks 

with his soul. You must say that the subject defends himself. This is what our experience 

shows us. With his ego he defends himself against this helplessness, and with this means 

that the imaginary experience of the relationship to the other gives him, he constructs 

something which is the difference between the flexible specular experience with the other, 

because what the subject reflects, are not simply games of prestige, it is not his opposition 

to the other in prestige and in pretence, it is himself as speaking subject, and this is why 

what I designate for you here as being this way out, this locus of reference by means of 

which desire is going to learn to situate itself, is the phantasy. This is why I symbolise the 

phantasy for you, I formulate it for you by means of these symbols, the S here. I will tell 

you in a little while why the S is barred, namely the subject as a speaker, in so far as he 

refers himself to the other as gaze, to the imaginary other. 

 

Every time that you have to deal with something which is properly speaking a 

phantasy, you will see that it can be articulated in these terms of reference of the subject as 

speaking to the imaginary other. This is what defines the phantasy, every phantasy is 

articulated in terms of the subject speaking to the imaginary other. 

 

This is why human desire is adjusted (coapté) not to an object, but to a phantasy. It 

is a fact of experience that analysis has articulated in the course of its experience. 

 

Perversion, deviation, even delusion are articulated in an objectification which ties 

the imaginary and the symbolic together. 

 

Let us illustrate our remarks, because it is a question of the relationships of the 

subject to the signifier, let us see the use that can be made of the schema in terms of 

communicating matters which are rather obscure. 
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This then was why I began with that. I am not saying that for all that I have made 

your experience any easier, that is the reason why now, in order to relax this experience, I 

would like to give you right away little illustrations. These illustrations, I will take one of 

them first of all and really at the simplest level because it is a question of the relationships 

of the subject to the signifier, the least and the first thing that can be required of a schema, 

is to see the way in which it can help in connection with the fact of commutation. 

 

I remembered something that I had read once in Darwin‟s book on expression in 

men and in animals and which I must say, amused me a good deal. Darwin tells how a man 

called Sydney Smith who, I suppose must have been someone in the English society of his 

time, and about whom he says the following. Darwin poses a question, he says: „I heard 

Sydney Smith at a soirée, saying quite calmly the following sentence “I hear that dear old 

Lady Cock has been overlooked”‟. In reality „overlook‟ means that the supervisor did not 

spot her, the etymological meaning. „Overlook‟ is commonly used in the English language. 

There is nothing that corresponds to it in our current usage. That is why the knowledge of 

languages is at once so useful and so harmful, because it allows us to avoid making an 

effort, to make this substitution of signifiers in our own tongue, thanks to which we can 

manage to aim at a certain signified, because it is a question of changing the whole context 

in order to obtain the same effect in an analogous society. This could mean : l’oeil lui est 

passé au-dessus and Darwin marvels at the fact that it was absolutely perfectly clear to 

everyone, without the slightest doubt that that meant that the devil had forgotten her, I mean 

that he had forgotten to carry her into the tomb, which seems to have been at that moment 

in the mind of the listener her natural, even wished-for place. And Darwin really leaves the 

question open: How did he achieve this effect? says Darwin? You know, I am really unable 

to say. 

 

However, we can be grateful to him for having marked the experience that he has 

there in a fashion that is particularly significant and exemplary of his own limitations in 

approaching this problem. That he took on the problem of emotions in a certain way, by 

saying that the expression of emotions is all the same involved, precisely because of the 

fact that the subject shows none, that he says this placidly, is perhaps taking things too far. 

In any case Darwin does not do it, he is really very astonished at this something that must 

be taken literally, because as always when we study a case, we must not reduce it by 

making it vague. Darwin says: everyone understood that the man was talking about the 

devil, even though the devil is nowhere mentioned, and what is interesting is that Darwin 

tells us that the shadow of the devil passed through the gathering. 

 

Let us try now to understand it a little. 

 

We are not going to delay on Darwin‟s own mental limitations, we will necessarily 

come to them all the same, but not immediately. What is certain, is that there is from the 

first approach something which is part of a striking knowledge, because after all there is no 

need to have posed the principles of the metaphorical effect, namely of the substitution of a 

signifier for a signifier, in other words there is no need to demand of Darwin to have had a 

premonition of them for him to have understood right away that the effect in any case 

comes first of all from the fact that he does not even articulate, from the fact that a sentence 

which begins when one says Lady Cock, normally terminates with „ill‟. „I heard it being 

said all the same that things are not going too well,‟ therefore that the substitution of 

something which appears that what is expected is news about the health of the old woman, 

because when one is talking about old ladies it is always with their health that one is 

concerned, is replaced by something different, indeed by something which from a certain 

point of view is irreverent. 
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He does not say, that she is either at death‟s door, nor that she is quite well. He says 

that she has been forgotten. 

 

Here then what intervenes in order that this metaphorical effect, namely in any case 

something other than that would mean if „overlook‟ were expected? It is in so far as it is not 

expected, that it is substituted for another signifier, that a signified effect is produced which 

is new, which is neither along the line that one has tried, nor along the line of what is 

unexpected. If this unexpected had not precisely been characterised as unexpected, it is 

something original which in a certain way had to be realised in the mind of each person 

according to his own angles of refraction. In any case there is the fact that there is an 

opening up of a new signified by this something which ensures for example that Sydney 

Smith is on the whole thought to be a wit, namely does not express himself in clichés. 

 

But why the devil? 

 

If we refer to our little schema, it will all the same help us a good deal. The reason 

why one makes schemas is in order to make use of them. One can however arrive at the 

same result without them, but the schema in a way guides us, shows us very obviously what 

is happening there in the real, the thing that presents itself, is properly speaking a phantasy, 

and by what mechanisms? It is here also that the schema can go further than what is 

permitted, I would say, by a kind of naive notion that things are made to express something 

which in short would communicate an emotion as they say, as if the emotions in themselves 

did not pose so many other problems, namely what they are, namely if they themselves do 

not already have a need for communication. 

 

Our subject, we are told, is perfectly placid, namely that he presents himself in a 

way in the pure state, the presence of his word being its pure metonymical effect; I mean 

his word qua word in its continuity as word, and in this continuity of word precisely he 

makes the following intervene. The presence of death in so far as the subject may or may 

not escape it, namely to the degree that he evokes this presence of something which has the 

closest relationship with the birth of the signifier itself, I mean that if there is here a 

dimension in which death, or the fact that there is no more, can be both directly evoked, and 

at the same time veiled, but in any case incarnated, become immanent in an act, it is indeed 

that of signifying articulation. It is therefore to the degree that this subject who speaks so 

easily about death, it is quite clear that he does not wish this lady particularly well, but that 

on the other hand the perfect placidity with which he speaks of it implies precisely that in 

this regard he has dominated his desire, in so far as this desire as in Volpone, can be 

expressed by the lovable formula: „May you stink and die!‟ 

 

He does not say that, he simply articulates serenely the level that this ……. is worth 

to us each one in his turn which is here forgotten for a moment. But that, if I may put it this 

way, is not the devil, and the ……. will come one day or other, and at the same time this 

personage, poses himself as someone who does not fear to meet on equal terms the one he 

is talking about, to put himself at the same level, under the influence of the same fault, of 

the same terminal legislation by the absolute master who is here made present. 

 

In other words, the subject here reveals himself at the place of what is veiled by 

language as having this sort of familiarity, of fullness, of plenitude in the handling of 

language which suggests what? Precisely something on which I wish to terminate, because 

this is what was lacking in everything that I said in my development in three stages, for 

what is the mainspring, the highlight of what I wished to articulate for you to be complete. 
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At the level of the first schema we have the innocent image. It is of course 

unconscious, but it is an unconsciousness which is only asking to become knowledge. Let 

us not forget that in the unconscious this dimension of being conscious, even in French, 

implies this notion. 

 

At the level of the second and of the third stage of the schema, I told you that we 

had a much more conscious use of knowledge, I mean that the subject knows how to speak 

and that he speaks. This is what he does when he calls the other, and nevertheless it is here 

properly speaking that the originality of the field discovered by Freud and which he called 

the unconscious is to be found, namely this something which always puts the subject at a 

certain distance from his being, and which means precisely that this being never rejoins him, 

and it is for this reason that it is necessary, that he cannot do otherwise than reach his being 

in this metonymy of being in the subject which is desire. 

 

And why? Because at the level at which the subject is himself engaged, himself 

inserted into the word and because of that into the relationship to the other as such, as locus 

of the word, there is a signifier which is always lacking. Why? Because it is a signifier, and 

the signifier is specially assigned to the relationship of the subject with the signifier. This 

signifier has a name, it is the phallus. 

 

Desire is the metonymy of being in the subject; the phallus is the metonymy of the 

subject in being. We will come back to this. The phallus, in so far as it is the signifying 

element subtracted from the chain of the word, in so far as it involves every relationship 

with the other, this is the final principle which means that the subject in everything, and in 

so far as he is implicated in the word, falls under the sway of something that develops with 

all its clinical consequences, under the name of the castration complex. 

 

What is suggested by I would not say every pure, but perhaps more every impure 

usage of the words of the tribe, every kind of metaphorical unveiling, provided it is 

audacious and challenges what is always veiled by language, and what it always veils at the 

final term, is death. This always tends to give rise to, to make emerge this enigmatic figure 

of the missing signifier, of the phallus which appears here, and as always of course under 

the form that is called diabolical, the ear, the skin even the phallus itself, and if in this usage 

of the wager, the tradition of English wit, of this something contained which none the less 

does not dissimulate the most violent desire, but this usage is enough in itself to make 

appear in the imaginary, in the other who is there as a spectator in the small o, this image of 

the subject in so far as he is marked by this relationship to the special signifier which is 

called prohibition, here on this occasion in so far as it violates a prohibition, in so far as it 

shows that beyond the prohibitions which make up the law of languages, this is not the way 

to talk about old ladies. 

 

Here all the same is a gentleman who intends to speak quite placidly and who makes 

the devil appear, and this is the point that our dear Darwin asks himself: „How, in the name 

of the devil, did he do that?‟ 

 

I will leave you with that today. The next time we will take up a dream in Freud, 

and we will try to apply our methods of analysis, and this will at the same time allow us to 

situate the different modes of interpretation. 
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Seminar 2: 19 November 1958 

 
I would like first of all to set out the limits of what I want to do today, I mean in this 

particular lecture, to state what I will show you today, and first of all by tackling the 

example of the interpretation of a dream, as well as the use of what we have called 

conventionally for some time the graph. 

 

Since I am not carrying on this discourse, if I can express myself in this way, simply 

above your heads, I would like there to be established through it a certain communication, 

as they say. I had some echo of the difficulties which you yourselves experienced the last 

time, namely at a moment which was far from being a novelty, and that the setting out 

again of this graph still constituted for some of you. For many however it remains, let us 

not yet say manageable because in truth this graph is not extraordinary, we constructed it 

together last year, namely put it together progressively, in a way you saw it being built up 

from the needs of a certain formulation centred around what I called the formations of the 

unconscious. There is no need to be surprised that you are not able, as some of you have 

remarked, to perceive that its usage is not yet univocal for you, because precisely a part of 

what we will have to articulate this year about desire will show us its usefulness, and at the 

same time will teach us to handle it. 

 

First of all then it is a question of comprehension. It is even this which seems to 

create for a certain number in different degrees, perhaps even less than they themselves say, 

which seems to create difficulties. 

 

In connection with this term comprehension, I would like to point out - I assure you 

that there is no irony intended - that it is a problematical term. If there are those among you 

who always understand in every circumstance and at every moment what they are doing, I 

congratulate them and I envy them. This does not correspond, even after twenty five years 

of practice, to my experience, and in fact it shows us well enough the dangers that it 

involves in itself, the danger of illusion in all comprehension, so that I do not think there is 

any doubt that what I am trying to show you, is not so much to comprehend what I am 

doing, as to know it (le savoir). It is not always the same thing, they may not even go 

together, and you will see precisely that there are internal reasons why they should not go 

together, namely that you can in certain cases know what you are doing, know where you 

are at, without always being able to understand, at least immediately, what is in question. 

 

The graph is made precisely in order to be of use in finding your bearings, it is 

destined to announce something right away. I think today, if I have the time, that I will be 

able to begin to see for example how this graph, and I think only by this graph or of course 

by something analogous - it is not to the uniform in which it may be presented that you 

must attach yourselves – will appear to you very useful to distinguish - I am saying this to 

arouse your interest - to distinguish for example three things, in order to distinguish by their 

positions, their different situations, three things which I should say, one very frequently 

finds confused to the point that one slips without warning between one and the other: the 

repressed for example. We will have things to say, or simply to take the fashion in which 

Freud himself defines it. The repressed, desire and the unconscious. 

 

Let us go over it again in baby steps before applying it, so that there will be no 

doubt that what is represented at least by what we will call the two stages, even though of 
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course, it is not even that which is the difficulty for many of you, these two stages do not 

correspond in any way to what habitually is presented to you at the level of what I could 

call the architectonics of the superior and inferior functions, automatism and the function of 

synthesis. It is precisely because you do not find it there that these two stages confuse you, 

and that is why I will try to re-articulate them for you, because it seems that the second 

stage of the construction, a stage which obviously is defined abstractly, because since this 

graph is a discourse, one cannot say everything at the same time, this second stage is not 

necessarily a second phase, creates difficulties for some. 

 

I therefore take things up again. What is the aim of this graph? It is to show the 

relationships which are essential for us, even though we are analysts, of the speaking 

subject with the signifier. 

 

When all is said and done, the question around which these two stages are divided, 

is the same for the speaking subject - it is a good sign - is the same for him and for us. I was 

saying just now: do we know what we are doing? Well in his case too does he know or not 

what he is doing when he speaks? Which means: can he effectively signify for himself his 

action of signification? 

 

If is precisely around this question that these two stages are apportioned and 

regarding which I tell you right away, because this seems to have escaped some of you the 

last time, I tell you right away, in this connection you must realise that both function at the 

same time in the smallest act of speech, and you will see what I mean, and how far I extend 

the term act of speech (acte de parole). 

 

In other words, if you think of the process of what happens in the subject, in the 

subject in so far as the signifier intervenes in his activity, you must think the following, 

which I had the opportunity of articulating for one of you, to whom I was giving a little 

extra explanation after my seminar, and if I underline it for you it is because my 

interlocutor pointed out to me what he had not perceived; what I am going to tell you, is 

namely for example the following: what you must consider, is that the processes in question 

start at the same time from the four points, delta, O, d and D, namely - you are going to see 

that this is the contribution of my lecture today - in this relationship respectively the 

intention of the subject, the subject qua speaking, the act of demanding and this which we 

will call by a certain name a little later on and which I leave here for the moment in reserve. 

 

The processes therefore are simultaneous along these four paths: d-delta-I-S ( . I 

think that this is well enough supported. 

 

There are therefore two stages in the fact that the subject does something which is in 

relation to the dominant action, the dominant structure of the signifier. At the lower stage 

he receives, he undergoes this structure. This is particularly obvious. Pay careful attention 

to everything that I am saying, because there is nothing improvised in it, and that is why 

those who are taking notes are doing the right thing. 

 

This takes on its value by being especially - not uniquely but especially - illustrated. 

I mean that it is there that it is especially comprehensible, but at the same time it is also this 

which at first may mean that you do not see all its generality, namely that this engenders a 

certain lack of understanding. You can say to yourselves right away: every time that you 

understand, that is where the danger begins. It is especially the case that this takes on its 

value in the context, I say the context of the demand, it is in this context that the subject in 

so far as he is here at this level, at this stage, the line of the intentionality of the subject, of 
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what we supposed to be the subject, a subject in so far as he has not become the speaking 

subject, in so far as he is the subject of whom one always speaks, of whom I would say, he 

is still spoken about, because I do not know that anyone has ever really properly made the 

distinction as I am trying here to introduce it to you, the subject of knowledge, to speak 

plainly the subject correlative to the object, the subject around whom turns the eternal 

question of idealism, and who is himself an ideal subject, has always something 

problematical namely that after all as has been pointed out, and as his name indicates, he is 

only supposed. 

 

It is not the same thing, as you will see, for the subject who speaks, who imposes 

himself with complete necessity. 

 

The subject therefore in the context of the demand, is the first and I might say 

unformed state of the subject we are dealing with, the one whose conditions of existence we 

are trying to articulate by this graph. This subject is nothing other than the subject of need, 

because this is what he expresses in the demand, and I do not need to go back over this 

again. My whole point of departure consists in showing how this demand of the subject is at 

the same time profoundly modified by the fact that need must pass through the defiles of 

the signifier. 

 

I will insist no further on this because I am supposing it known, but in this 

connection I would simply point out the following to you: that it is precisely in this 

exchange which is produced between the primitive unconstituted position of the subject of 

need and the structural conditions imposed by the signifier, that there resides what is 

produced and what is represented here on this schema by the fact that the line D - S is 

unbroken up to O, while further on it remains fragmented; that inversely it is in so far as it 

is anterior to s that the so-called line of intentionality, on this occasion of the subject, is 

fragmented and that it is only unbroken afterwards, let us say especially in this segment, 

and even provisionally because it is secondarily that I will have to insist on that in this case, 

in so far as you do not have to take into account the line O - O ◊ d -  S(O) – s (O). (?) 

 

Why are things this way? All the same I had better not delay forever on this graph, 

especially since we will have to come back to it. 

 

In other words what is represented by this continuity of the line up to this point O 

which you know is the locus of the code, the locus where there lies the treasury of the 

tongue in its synchrony, I mean the sum of the thematic or taxematic elements, without 

which there is no means of communication between beings who are submitted to the 

conditions of language. 

 

What is represented by the continuity of the line D - S up to the point O is the 

following: it is that it is this synchrony of the systematic organisation of the tongue, I mean 

that synchronically, and it is given here as a system, as a set within which each of these 

elements has its value qua distinct from the others, from the other signifiers, from the other 

elements of the system. Here we have, I repeat it for you, the starting point of everything 

that we articulate about communication. This is what is always forgotten in theories of 

communication, it is that what is communicated is not the sign of something else, and it is 

simply the sign of what is in the place where another signifier is not. 

 

It is from the solidarity of this synchronic system qua established at the locus of the 

code, that the discourse of demand qua anterior to the code takes on its solidity, in other 

words, that in the diachrony, namely in the development of this discourse there appears 
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something which is called the minimal duration necessary for satisfaction, even for what is 

called a magical satisfaction, at least of refusal, namely the time to speak. 

 

It is because of this relationship that the line of signifying discourse, of the 

signifying discourse of the demand which of itself, because it is composed of signifiers, 

must appear here and be represented in the fragmented form that we see subsisting here, 

namely in the form of a succession of discrete elements, separated therefore by spaces; it is 

in function of the synchronic solidity of the code from which these successive elements are 

borrowed that there is conceived this solidity of diachronic affirmation and the constitution 

of what is called in the articulation of the demand, the time of the formulation. 

 

It is therefore before the code, or on this side of the code, that this line is presented 

as continuous. On the contrary what is it that this graph represents here by the fragmented 

line which is that of the intentionality of the subject? Let us observe that already the fact of 

affirming the context of the demand simplifies the supposed diversity of the subject, 

namely the thing that presents itself as essentially moving from moments, from variations 

of this point. You know that the problem of the continuity of the subject has been posed to 

the psychologists for a long time, namely why a being essentially given over to what one 

can call intermittency, not just of the heart as has been said, but of many other things, can 

pose itself and affirm itself as ego. This is the problem that is in question, and undoubtedly 

already the putting into play of a need in the demand is already something which simplifies 

this subject with respect to the more or less chaotic, more or less random interferences 

between the different needs. 

 

What the apparition on this schema of the fragmented form which represents the 

first part of the line delta - I here up to this O, is something different, it is the retroactivity 

on this changeableness (mouvance) which is at once continuous and discontinuous, 

confused no doubt, we must suppose it to be that of the primitive form, of the primitive 

manifestation of the tendency. It is the retroaction on it precisely of the form of discrete 

elements which discourse imposes on it; it is what it will undergo too actively from 

discursivity, it is why in this line, it is on this side not of the code, but of the message itself 

that the line appears in its fragmented form. What is produced beyond, is something that I 

have already sufficiently underlined at other moments to pass quickly over it now, it is the 

following: it is the identification which results from it of the subject to the other of the 

demand in so far as she is all-powerful. 

 

I do not think that I need to go back over the theme of the omnipotence now of 

thought, now of the word, in analytic experience, except to say that I pointed out how 

wrong it was to put it in the depreciated position that the psychologist usually takes in so far 

as he is always more or less, in the original sense of the term, a pedant, to attribute it to the 

subject when the omnipotence that is in question, is that of the other in so far as she 

disposes quite simply of the totality of signifiers. 

 

In other words, to give the sense that we are not getting away from the concrete in 

articulating things in this way, I shall very expressly designate what I mean by that in the 

evolution, in the development, in the acquisition of language, in the child-mother 

relationships, to finally come to it, it is very precisely this: that this something that is in 

question and on which there reposes this primary identification that I designate by the 

segment s(O), the signified of O, and which culminates in the first nucleus, as this is 

currently expressed in analysis in the writings of Mr. Glover, you will see this articulated: 

the first nucleus of the formation of the ego, the kernel of the identification in which this 

process here culminates, is a question of what is produced in so far as the mother is not 
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simply the one who gives the breast (sein) - as I told you – she is also the one who gives the 

sign (seing) of signifying articulation, and not only in so far as she speaks to the child as 

she obviously does, and well before she can presume that he understands anything of it, just 

as he understands things well before she imagines he does, but in so far as all sorts of the 

mothers games, the games of hide-and-seek for example which so quickly give rise in the 

infant to a smile, even to a laugh, are properly speaking already a symbolic action in the 

course of which what she reveals to him, is precisely the function of the symbol qua 

revelatory. In these hiding games she reveals to him how to make something disappear and 

to make it reappear, to make his own face disappear, or to make it reappear, or to hide the 

face of the child, and to rediscover it; she reveals to him the revelatory function. It is 

already a second degree function that we are dealing with. 

 

It is in the midst of this that there are made these first identifications to what is 

called on this occasion the mother, the mother as all-powerful, and as you see, this has an 

import other than the pure and simple satisfaction of need. 

 

Let us pass on to the second stage of this graph, the one therefore whose 

presentation the last day seems to have given rise for some of you to some difficulties. This 

second stage of the graph is something other than the subject in so far as he passes through 

the defiles of signifying articulation. It is the subject who assumes the act of speaking; it is 

the subject qua I, although here I must articulate some essential reservations. 

 

After all, this I, is not something I will delay on, I am going to point out to you at 

the beginning, this I, although I alluded to it in some development, is not our business, it is 

nevertheless the I of the „I think therefore I am‟. Just realise that this is a parenthesis. All 

the difficulties that were submitted to me, were made in connection with the „I think 

therefore I am‟, namely that this had no conclusive value because the I had already been put 

in the „I think‟ and that after all there is only a cogitatum, it thinks, and why therefore 

would it be in that? 

 

I think that all the difficulties here have arisen precisely from this non-distinction 

between two subjects, as I articulated it for you at the beginning, namely that more or less 

at the beginning I think that more or less wrongly one refers back in this experience which 

the philosopher confides to us, to the confrontation of a subject with an object, 

consequently with an imaginary object among which it is not surprising that the I does not 

prove to be an object among others. If on the contrary we push the question to the level of 

the subject defined as speaking, the question is going to take on a quite different import, as 

the phenomenology which I will simply indicate to you now is going to demonstrate. 

 

For those who want references concerning this whole discussion about the I, the 

cogito, I remind you that there is an article I already mentioned by M. Sartre in 'Les 

Recherches Philosophiques'. 

 

The I that is in question is not simply the I articulated in the discourse, the I in so far 

as it is pronounced in the discourse, and which linguists call at least for some time, a 

shifter. It is a semanteme which has no use that can be articulated in function of the code, I 

mean in function purely and simply of the code as lexically articulatable. Namely that as 

the simplest experience shows, the I can never be referred to something which can be 

defined in function of other elements of the code therefore as a semanteme, but simply in 

function of the act of the message. The I designates the one who is the support of the 

message, namely someone who varies from instant to instant. 

 

http://www.lacaninireland.com



19.11.58 (2)  21 

 

 

It is no more complicated than that, but I would point out that what results from it, is 

that this I is essentially distinct therefore from this moment, as I will make you see very 

quickly, from what one can call the true subject of the act of speaking as such, and this is 

even what gives to the simplest I-discourse, I would say always a presumption of indirect 

discourse, I mean that this I could very easily be followed in the very discourse by 

parenthesis: „I who am speaking‟, or „I say that‟, which moreover is made very obvious as 

other people have remarked before me, that a discourse which formulates „I say that‟, and 

which adds on afterwards: „and I repeat it‟, does not say in this „I repeat it‟ something 

useless because it is precisely to distinguish the two I‟s which are in question, the one who 

had said that and the one who adheres to what the one who has said something has said. In 

other words again, I want simply, if other examples are necessary to make you grasp it, to 

suggest to you the difference that there is between the I of „I love you‟, and the I of „I am 

here‟. 

 

The I in question is particularly tangible, precisely, because of the structure that I 

am evoking, where it is fully hidden and where it is fully hidden is in these forms of 

discourse which realise what I shall call the vocative function, namely those which only 

cause the addressee to appear in their signifying structure and absolutely not the I. It is the I 

of „Take up thy bed and walk‟, it is the same fundamental I which is rediscovered in any 

form of imperative vocative and a certain number of others. I put them all provisionally 

under the title of vocative, it is if you wish the evocative I, it is the I that I spoke to you 

about already during the seminar on President Schreber, because it was essential to show, I 

do not know if at that time I really achieved it, I did not even take it up again in what I 

wrote in my resume of my seminar on President Schreber; it is the I underlying the „You 

are the one who will follow me‟ (tu es celui qui me suivra), on which I insisted to such an 

extent, and which you see moreover to be part of the whole problem of a certain future 

within the vocative properly speaking, the vocatives of vocation. 

 

I recall for those who were not there, the difference that there is in French, it is a 

refinement which not every tongue allows to demonstrate, between „You are the one who 

shall follow me‟ (tu es celui qui me suivras) and „you are the one who will follow me‟ (tu 

es celui qui me suivra). This difference of the performative power of the tu in this case is 

effectively a real difference of the I in so far as it operates in this act of speaking which it 

represents and which is a question of showing once again and at this level that the subject 

always receives his own message, namely what is here to be avowed, namely the I in an 

inverted form, namely through the mediation of the form that it gives to the tu. 

 
This discourse, the discourse therefore which is formulated at the level of the 

second stage, and which is the same discourse as always - we only arbitrarily distinguish 

the two stages - this discourse which as always is the discourse of the other, even when it is 

the subject who pronounces it, is fundamentally at this second stage an appeal to be that is 

more or less forceful, it always contains, and here again we have one of the marvellous 

homophonique equivocations that French contains, it always contains more or less a soit, in 

other words a fiat, a fiat which is the source and the root of what beginning from the 

tendency, becomes and is inscribed for the speaking being in the register of willing, or 

again of the I, in so far as it is divided into the two terms that have been studied of the one 

and the other, of the imperative, of the „take up thy bed and walk‟ which I spoke about 

above, or in relation to the subject, of the setting up of his own ego. 

 

You see now the level at which there must be placed the question, as I might put it, 

the one which the last time I articulated here in the form of the Che vuoi? This Che vuoi?, 

which is, as one might say, the response of the other to this act of speech of the subject, this 
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question responds, I would say that as always this response responds before the question to 

the following, to the redoubtable question in which my schema articulates this very act of 

speech. Does the subject, when he is speaking, know what he is doing? This is precisely 

what we are in the process of asking here, and it is as a reply to this question that Freud said 

no. 

 

The subject, in the act of speaking, and in so far as this act of speaking of course 

goes well beyond just his word, because his whole life is captured in acts of speech, 

because his life as such, namely all his actions, are symbolic actions if only because they 

are recorded, they are subject to being recorded, they are often actions to register 

something, and after all, everything that he does as they say, is contrary to what happens, or 

more exactly just like everything that happens before the examining magistrate, everything 

that he does can be held against him, all his actions will be imposed on a context of 

language and that his very gestures are gestures which are never anything but gestures 

chosen in a pre-established ritual, namely in an articulation of language. 

 

And Freud, to this: „Does he know what he is doing‟? replies „No.‟ It is nothing else 

that is expressed by the second stage of my graph, namely that this second stage only takes 

on its importance from the question of the other, namely Che vuoi?, what do you want, that 

up to the time of that question we remain of course in a state of innocence and foolishness. I 

am trying here to prove that didactics do not necessarily pass by way of foolishness. 

Obviously I cannot base myself on you to demonstrate this I. 

 

It is therefore where the second stage of the schema, with respect to this question 

and in the responses, articulates where there are placed the points of intersection between 

the true discourse which is maintained by the subject and what manifests itself as willing 

(vouloir) in the articulation of the word where these points of intersection are placed, this is 

the whole mystery of this symbol which seems to be so opaque for some of you. 

 

If this discourse which presents itself at this level as an appeal for being, is not what 

it seems to be, as we know from Freud, and this is what the second stage of the graph tries 

to show us. At first sight one can only be surprised that you do not recognise it, because 

what did Freud say, what are we doing every day, if not the following. showing that at this 

level, at the level of the act of the word, the code is given by something which is not the 

primitive demand, which is a certain relationship of the subject to this demand in so far as 

the subject has remained marked by its avatars. That is what we call the oral, anal and other 

forms of unconscious articulation, and this is why it does not seem to me to give rise to 

much discussion. I am speaking quite simply about the admission of the premises that we 

situate here at the level of the code. The formula: the subject qua marked by the signifier in 

the presence of his demand as giving the material, the code of this true discourse which is 

the true discourse of being at this level. 

 

As regards the message that he receives, this message - I already alluded to it 

several times - I gave it many forms, all of them, not without good reason, more or less 

slippery, since this is the whole problem of the analytic perspective, namely what is this 

message. I can leave it for today, and at this moment at least of my discourse, at the 

problematical stage, and symbolise it by a presumed signifier as such. It is a purely 

hypothetical form, it is an X, a signifier, a signifier of the Other because it is at the level of 

the Other that the question is posed of a different mark, of a part which is precisely the 

problematical element in the question concerning this message. 

 

Let us sum up. The situation of the subject at the level of the unconscious, as Freud 
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articulates it, it is not I, it is Freud who articulates it, is that he does not know what he 

speaks with, one has to reveal to him the properly signifying elements of his discourse, and 

that he does not know either the message which really comes to him at the level of the 

discourse of being, let us say truly if you like, but I in no way object to really. 

 

In other words, he does not know the message that comes to him from the response 

to his demand in the field of what he wants. You already know the response, the true 

response: it can be only one, namely the signifier of nothing other, which is specially 

deputed precisely to designate the relationships of the subject to the signifier. 

 

I have told you, I want to express it all the same, why this signifier was the phallus. 

I would ask even those who are hearing it for the first time, to accept this provisionally. 

This is not the important thing, the important thing is that this is the reason why he cannot 

have the response because since the only possible response is the signifier which designates 

the relationships with the signifier, namely if it were already in question in the very 

measure that he articulates this response, he, the subject is abolished and disappears. It is 

precisely this which ensures that the only thing about it that he can be aware of, is this 

threat directly aimed at the phallus, namely castration or this notion of the lack of the 

phallus which, in both sexes, is this something at which analysis terminates, as Freud - as I 

pointed out to you - has articulated it. 

 

But we are not here to repeat these basic truths. I know that it gets on some peoples 

nerves that for some time we have been juggling a bit too much with being and having, but 

they will get over that because this does not mean that on the way we have not harvested 

something precious, something clinical, something which even allows there to be produced 

within my teaching something with all the characteristics of what I would call the medical 

stamp. 

 

It is now a question in the midst of all of this of situating what desire means. 

 

We have said that there is therefore at this second stage also a synchronic treasury, 

there is a battery of unconscious signifiers for each subject, there is a message which 

announces the response to the Che vuoi? and it announces itself, as you can see, 

dangerously. 

 

Even, I point this out in passing, as a way of evoking in you some vivid memories, 

what makes of the story of Abe lard and Heloise the most beautiful of love stories. 

 

What does desire mean? Where is it situated? You can see that in the completed 

form of the schema, you have here a dotted line which goes from the code of the second 

stage to its message through the intermediary of two elements, d signifies the place from 

which the subject descends and $ in front of o signifies – I said it already, therefore I repeat 

it - the phantasy. 

 

This has a form, a disposition homologous to the line which, from O, includes in the 

discourse of the ego, the e in the discourse, let us say the person filled out with the image of 

the other, namely this specular relationship which I posed for you as being fundamental for 

the establishment of the ego. 

 

There is here in the relationship between the two stages, something which deserves 

to be more fully articulated. I am not doing it today, not just because I do not have the time, 

because I am prepared to take all the time necessary to communicate what I have to say to 
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you, but because I prefer to do things in an indirect fashion, because it appears to me to be a 

likely way of making you experience its import. Even at this point you are not incapable of 

guessing how fruitful is the fact that it should be a certain reproduction of an imaginary 

relationship at the level of the field of the gap determined between the two discourses, in so 

far as this imaginary relationship reproduces homologously the game of prestige which is 

established in the relationship with the other. You are not incapable of sensing even now, 

but of course it is altogether insufficient to sense it. I mean simply before fully articulating 

it, to make you dwell for a moment on what is involved in the term desire, situated, planted 

within this economy. 

 

You know that Freud introduced this term from the beginning of analysis. He 

introduced it in connection with dreams and in the form of the Wunsch, namely by right, 

something which is articulated on this line. The Wunsch is not in itself, all by itself desire, it 

is a formulated desire, it is an articulated desire. 

 

What I would like to make you dwell on for a moment is the distinction which 

deserves to be drawn between what I am establishing and introducing this year, and which 

is called desire, and this Wunsch. You have of course read The Interpretation of Dreams, 

and this moment that I am talking to you about it marks the moment that we ourselves are 

going to begin speaking about it this year. Just as last year we began with the witticism, we 

are beginning this year with the dream. You have not failed to notice from the first pages, 

and to the very end, that if you think of desire in the form as I might say that you have to 

deal with it all the time in analytic experience, namely one that gives you a lot of work to 

do because of its excesses, its deviations, because, after all let us say it, most often because 

of its deficiencies, I mean sexual desire, that which by turns, even though in the whole 

analytic field there has always been brought to play on it a quite remarkable pressure to put 

it in the shade, a pressure that is increasing in analysis; you must therefore notice the 

difference, on condition of course that you really read, namely that you do not continue 

thinking about your own little affairs while your eyes are glancing through the 

Traumdeutunq. You will see that it is very difficult to grasp this famous desire, which is 

supposed to be found everywhere in each dream. 

 

If I take the inaugural dream, the dream of Irma‟s injection which we have already 

spoken about on several occasions, about which I wrote something, and which I will write 

something about again, and about which we could spend an excessively long time talking; 

remember what the dream of Irma‟s injection is; what does it mean exactly? It remains very 

uncertain, even in what happens. Freud himself, in the desire of the dream, 

 

[p. 25 missing in Master Copy] 

 

 

 

in a way laterally, in a derivative way. It is a question precisely of knowing why, but in 

order to know why I wish simply for a moment to dwell here at those obvious things which 

the use and usage of language gives us, namely what does it mean when one says to 

someone, whether it is a man, or a woman, and which we must choose to be a man and this 

is going to involve a certain number of contextual references, what does it mean when one 

says to a woman: „I desire you‟? Does that mean, in accordance with the moralising 

optimism within analysis against which you see me waging war from time to time, does 

that mean: „I am ready to grant to your being as much if not more rights than to my own, to 

anticipate all your needs, to think of your satisfaction: Lord, let your will be done in 

preference to my own?‟ Is that what it means? 
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I think it is enough to evoke this reference to provoke in you the smiles which 

happily I see spreading among the audience. Moreover no one, when one is using words 

appropriately, can make any mistake about what the aim of a term like this is, however 

genital that person may be. 

 

The other response is the following: „I desire‟, we can say to use words that are 

completely unsubtle, „to go to bed with you‟. It is much more true, you must admit, but is it 

all that true? It is true in what I would call a certain social context, and after all given the 

extreme difficulty of giving its exact outcome to this formulation: „I desire you‟, one cannot 

find after all any better way to prove it. 

 

Believe me: it is perhaps enough that this word is not bound to the immeasurable 

embarrassment and upset that statements which have a meaning involve, it is enough 

perhaps for this word to be only spoken within for you to grasp immediately that if this 

term has a meaning, it is a meaning that is much more difficult to formulate. „I desire you‟, 

articulated within, as I might say, concerning an object, is more or less the following: „You 

are beautiful‟, around which there is fixed, there is condensed all these enigmatic images 

whose profusion is called by me my desire, namely: „I desire you because you are the 

object of my desire‟, in other words: „you are the common denominator of my desires‟, and 

God knows, if I can put God into the affair, and why not, God knows what desire brings in 

its wake, is something which in reality mobilises, orientates in the personality, something 

quite different than that towards which by convention its precise goal appears to be ordered. 

 

In other words, to refer to a much less poetically indefinite experience, it also seems 

that I do not need to be an analyst to evoke how quickly and immediately at this level, in 

connection with the slightest distortion as it is said of the personality or of images, how 

quickly and how prominently there emerges in connection with this implication in desire 

what can, what can most often, what by right appears to be prevalent there, namely the 

structure of phantasy. 

 

To say to someone: „I desire you‟, is very precisely to say to her - but this is not 

always obvious in experience, except for the courageous and instructive little perverts, big 

and little ones - is to say: „I am implicating you in my fundamental phantasy‟. 

 

This is where, because I decided that this year I would not go beyond a certain time 

- I hope I will always stick to this – the trial of asking you to listen to me, it is here, namely 

well before the point where I thought I would conclude today, that I will stop. I will stop in 

designating this point of the phantasy which is an essential point, which is the key point 

around which I will show you the next day therefore how to situate the decisive point at 

which there must appear, if this term of desire has a meaning different to that of wish in the 

dream, where there must appear the interpretation of desire. 

 

This point then is here, and you can see that it forms part of the dotted circuit the 

one with this sort of little tail which is found at the second stage of the graph. 

 

I would simply like to tell you, as a way of whetting your appetite a little, that this 

little dotted line, is nothing other than the circuit within which we can consider that there 

turn - this is why it is constructed like that - it is because it turns, once it is fed at the 

beginning it turns within indefinitely - that there turn the elements of the repressed. 

 

In other words, it is the locus on the graph of the unconscious as such, it is about 
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this, and about this alone that Freud spoke until 1915 when he concluded with the two 

articles which are called respectively: „The Unconscious‟ and „Repression‟. This is where I 

will take things up again in order to tell you to what degree there is articulated in Freud in a 

fashion which supports, which is the very substance of what I am trying to make you 

understand about the signifier, namely that Freud himself well and truly articulates in the 

least ambiguous way something which means nothing is ever, nothing can ever be 

repressed except signifying elements. It is in Freud, the word signifier is all that is missing. 

I will show you unambiguously that what Freud is talking about in his article on the 

unconscious, concerning what can be repressed, is designated by Freud. It can only be 

signifiers. 

 

We will see that the next time and therefore you see here two opposed systems. the 

system here in dots, we have said that it is this that is in question, it is the locus of the 

unconscious and the locus where the repressed turns round and round up to the point that it 

makes itself felt, namely when something of the message at the level of the discourse of 

being, comes to upset the message at the level of demand, which is the whole problem of 

the analytic symptom. 

 

There is another system, it is the one which prepares what I call here the little 

platform, namely the discovery of the avatar, a discovery that because there had already 

been so much trouble getting used to the first system Freud gave us the fatal benefit of 

making the following step himself before his death, namely that Freud in his second 

topology had discovered the register of the other system in dots……..a little platform this is 

precisely what the second topology corresponds to. In other words, it is concerning what 

happens, it is in the measure that he is interested in what happens, at the level of the 

pre-discourse subject, but in function of this very fact that the subject who speaks did not 

know what he was doing when he spoke, namely from the moment that the unconscious is 

discovered as such, that Freud had, if you wish, to schematise things, sought out here at 

what level of this original place from where it speaks, at what level and in function of what, 

precisely in relation to an aim which is that of the culmination of the process in I, at what 

moment the ego is constituted, namely the ego in so far as it has to locate itself with 

reference to the first formulation, the first capturing of the Id in demand. It is also there that 

Freud discovered this primitive discourse qua purely imposed, and at the same time qua 

marked by its fundamental arbitrariness, that it continues to speak, namely the super-ego. It 

is there also of course that he left something open, it is there, namely in this fundamentally 

metaphorical function of language, that he left us something to discover, to articulate, 

which completes his second topology, and which permits to restore it, to re-establish it, to 

re-situate it in the totality of his discovery. 
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Seminar 3: 26 November 1958 

 
I begin by keeping my promises. The last time I mentioned to you the article by 

Sartre called: ‘La Transcendance de l’ego‟, an outline of a phenomenological description. 

This article is found in the sixth volume of Recherches Philosophiques, an excellent review 

which stopped publication with the outbreak of war and with the death of its editor, Boivin, 

pages 85 to 103. 

 

The remark made by Freud that the assertion that „all dreams have a sexual 

signification‟, more exactly „require a sexual interpretation, against which critics rage so 

incessantly, occurs nowhere in my Traumdeutunq. In the seven editions of this book‟ - this 

is naturally written in the seventh - „it contradicts in a particularly striking way the rest of 

the content of what is found in it.‟(Gesammelte Werke II/III, which contain the 

Traumdeutunq, on page 402, cf SE V 397). 

 

[The remainder of p.2 and some of p.3 are missing] 

 

Many of you heard last evening the clinical report by one of our friends who is an 

excellent psychoanalyst, on the subject of the obsessional. You heard him speaking about 

desire and demand. 

 

We are trying to highlight here, because it is not just a theoretical question, but is 

linked to the essentials of our practice, this question which is the one around which there is 

played out the problem of the structure of desire and demand, and which is something 

immediately applicable no doubt to clinical work, brings it to life, I would say makes it 

comprehensible. I would almost say that it is a sign, that when you see it handled too much 

at the level of understanding, you experience some feeling of its insufficiency, and it is true 

moreover, because the level of understanding is far from exhausting the principles of the 

structure that we are trying to penetrate, because it is on it that we are trying to work and 

the key around which we should make this distinction between demand and desire pivot, in 

so far as it immediately clarifies demand, but that on the contrary it situates in its correct 

place namely at its strictly enigmatic point, the position of mans desire. The key to all of 

this is the relationship of the subject to the signifier. What characterises the demand, is not 

just that it is a relationship of a subject to another subject, it is that this relationship is made 

through the mediation of language, namely though the mediation of a system of signifiers. 

 

Because we are now tackling - as I announced to you - the question of what desire 

is, in so far as it is the foundation of the dream, and you know that it is not easy to know 

right away what this desire is, if it is the motor of the dream; you know at least that it is 

twofold, that this desire is first of all directed towards the maintenance of sleep, Freud 

articulated it in the most explicit manner, namely of this state in which reality is suspended 

for the subject. Desire is the desire for death, it is this also and at the same time, and in a 

perfectly compatible way, I would say in so far as it is often through the mediation of the 

second desire that the first is satisfied. The desire being that in which the subject of the 

Wunsch is satisfied, and this subject, I would like to put in a sort of parenthesis: we do not 

know what the subject is, and it is a question of knowing who is the subject of the Wunsch, 

of the dream. 

 

When some people say the ego, they are mistaken. Freud certainly affirmed the 

http://www.lacaninireland.com



26.11.58 (3)  28 

 

 

contrary. And when one says the unconscious, that means nothing. Therefore when I say: 

the subject of the Wunsch is satisfied, I put this subject in parenthesis, and all that Freud 

tells us, is that it is a Wunsch which is satisfied. 

 

With what is it satisfied? I would say that it is satisfied with being, meaning with 

being that is satisfied. That is all we can say, because in fact it is quite clear that the dream 

does not bring with it any other satisfaction than satisfaction at the level of the Wunsch, 

namely what one might call a verbal satisfaction. The Wunsch is here content with 

appearances, and it is quite clear if we are dealing with a dream and moreover also the 

character of this satisfaction is here reflected in the language by which it has expressed it to 

us, by this „satisfied with being‟ (satisfait de l’être) as I expressed myself just now, and in 

which there is betrayed this ambiguity of the word being (être) in so far as it is there, that it 

slides around everywhere, and that also by formulating itself in this way in the grammatical 

form of a reference to being, being satisfied, I mean: can it be taken for this substantial 

aspect? There is nothing substantial in being except the word itself, it is satisfied with 

being, we can take it for what being is, if not literally (au pied de la lettre). 

 

When all is said and done it is indeed in effect something of the order of being 

which satisfies the Wunsch. In short it is only in the dream, at least on the plane of being, 

that the Wunsch can be satisfied. 

 

I would almost like to do here something that I often do, give a little preamble if 

you wish, a backward glance, a remark which would allow you to wake up from something 

or other which involves nothing less than the whole history of psychological speculation, in 

so far as it is linked, in so far as modern psychology began by formulating, as you know, in 

terms of psychological atomism, here all the ……. Everyone knows that we are no longer at 

that stage, at associationism at it is called, and that we have made considerable progress 

since we have begun to consider the demand for totality, the unity of the field, intentionality 

and other forces. But I would say that the matter is not at all settled, and it is not at all 

settled precisely because of Freud‟s psychoanalysis, but it is not at all seen how the 

mainspring of this settling of accounts, which is not really one, has operated in reality, I 

mean that its essence has been allowed to escape completely, and at the same time also the 

persistence of what has been supposedly reduced in it. 

 

At the beginning it is true, the associationism of the tradition of the English school 

of psychology, where we have an articulated game and a vast misunderstanding, if I can 

express myself thus, where I would say the field of the real is noted, in the sense that what 

is in question is the psychological apprehension of the real, and where it is a question of 

explaining in short, not just simply that there are men who think, but that there are men who 

move around the world apprehending in it in a more or less appropriate fashion the field of 

objects. 

 

Where therefore is this field of objects, its fragmented structured character? Where 

does it come from? Quite simply from the signifying chain, and I will really try to choose 

an example to try to make you grasp that there is nothing else in question, and that 

everything that is brought forward in the so-called structured theory of associationism to 

conceptualise the progressiveness of psychological apprehension from the emergence up to 

the organised constitution of the real is in fact nothing other than the fact of endowing from 

the outset these fields of the real with the fragmented and structured character of the 

signifying chain. 

 

From then on of course it is perceived that there is going to be a mistake and that 

http://www.lacaninireland.com



26.11.58 (3)  29 

 

 

there must be what one might call more original relationships with the real and for that one 

starts from the notion of proportionality, and one makes ones way towards all the cases in 

which this apprehension of the world is in some way more elementary, precisely less 

structured by the signifying chain, without knowing that this is what is in question, one 

goes towards animal psychology, one evokes all the stigmatic features thanks to which the 

animal can manage to structure his world and try to find in it the reference point. 

 

One imagines when one has done that one has resolved in a type of theory of 

animated field, of vector of primordial desire, that one has reabsorbed these famous 

elements which were a first false apprehension of the grasp of the field of the real by the 

psychology of the human subject. One has simply done exactly nothing, one has described 

something else, one has introduced another psychology, but the elements of associationism 

quite completely survive the establishment of the more primitive psychology, I mean the 

one which seeks to grasp the level of the cohabitation of the subject with his Umwelt, with 

his entourage, in the sensori-motor field. It nevertheless remains that everything that is 

related, that all the problems given rise to in connection with associationism survive this 

perfectly well, that there has been no reduction at all, but a kind of displacement of the field 

of perspective, and the proof of this is precisely the analytic field in which all the principles 

of associationism continue to reign, because up to this nothing has stifled the fact that when 

we began to explore the field of the unconscious, we did it, we re-do it every day following 

on something which is called in principle free association, and up to the present in 

principle, even though of course it is an approximate, inexact term for designating analytic 

discourse, the perspective of free association remains valid and that the original 

experiments conceal word associations (des mots induits), and still have, even though of 

course they do not have any therapeutic or practical value, but they still keep their value in 

orienting the exploration of the field of the unconscious, and this of itself would be enough 

to show us we are in a field where the word reigns, where the signifier reigns. 

 

But if this is still not enough for you, I will complete this parenthesis because I want 

to do it to recall to you on what the associationist theory is founded, and on the basis of this 

experience, what happens afterwards, what is coordinated in the mind of a subject at such a 

level, where to take up again the exploration as it is carried on in this first experimental 

relationship, the elements, the atoms, the ideas as they say, no doubt approximately, 

inadequately, this first relationship, presents itself, not without reason, in this form. 

 

How, we are told, do these ideas make their entry at the origin? It is a question of 

relationships of continuity. Go and see, follow the texts, see what is spoken about, the 

examples on which it is based, and you will recognise perfectly that the continuity is 

nothing other than this discursive Combination on which there is based the effect that we 

call here metonymy. Continuity no doubt between two things which have arisen in so far as 

they are evoked in memory on the plane of laws of association. 

 

What does that mean? This signifies how an event has been lived in a context which 

we could broadly speaking call a random context. A part of the event having been evoked, 

the other will come to mind constituting an association of continuity, which is nothing other 

than an encounter. What does that mean? That means in sum that it is broken up, that its 

elements are caught up in the same narrative text. It is in so far as the event evoked in 

memory is a narrated event, that the narration forms its text, that we can speak at this level 

about continuity. 

 

A continuity moreover which we distinguish for example in a word-association 

experiment. One word will come with another: If in connection with the word „cherry‟ I 
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evoke obviously the word „table‟, this will be a relationship of continuity because on such a 

day there were cherries on the table. But a relationship of continuity if we speak of 

something which is nothing other than a relationship of similarity. Even a relationship of 

similarity, is also always a relationship of signifiers in so far as the similarity is the passage 

from one to the other by a similarity which is a similarity of being, which is a similarity of 

one to the other, between one and the other in so far as one being different to the other, 

there is some subject of being which makes them alike. 

 

I am not going to go into the whole dialectic of the same and the other, with all its 

difficulties and the infinitely greater richness than there appears there at first glance. I refer 

those who are interested in this to Parmenides, and they will see that they will spend some 

time there before exhausting the question. 

 

What I am simply saying here and what I want you to experience, is, because I 

spoke above about cherries, that in connection with this word there are other usages besides 

the metonymical usage, I would say precisely to serve a metaphorical usage, I can use it to 

speak about lips saying that these lips are like cherries, and give the word „cherry‟ as a 

word-association in connection with the word „lip‟. Why are they linked here? Because 

they are both red, alike in some of their attributes. It is not just this, or because they both 

have the same form analogically, but what is quite clear, is that whatever is happening, we 

are immediately, and this can be sensed, in the quite substantial effect which is called the 

metaphorical effect. There is no kind of ambiguity whatsoever when I speak in a 

word-association experiment of cherries in connection with lips. We are on the plane of the 

metaphor in the most substantial sense that is included in this effect, this term, and on the 

most formal plane, this always presents itself as I have reduced it for you to a metaphorical 

effect, to an effect of substitution in the signifying chain. 

 

It is in so far as the cherry can be put into a structural context or not in connection 

with the lip, that the cherry is there. At which point, you could say to me. the cherry can 

come into connection with the lips in a function of continuity; the cherry has disappeared 

between the lips, or she has given me a cherry to take on my lips. Yes, of course it can also 

present itself like that, but what is in question? It is a question here of a continuity which 

precisely is that of the narrative that I spoke about above, because the event in which this 

continuity is integrated, and which brings it about that the cherry is in fact for a short time 

in contact with the lips, is something which of course from the real point of view, should 

not deceive us. It is not that the cherry has touched the lips which is important, it is that it is 

swallowed; in the same way it is not the fact that it is held between the lips in the erotic 

gesture I evoked, it is that it is offered to us in this erotic movement itself which counts. If 

for an instant we stop this cherry in contact with the lips it is in function of a flash which is 

precisely a short exposure of the narrative, in which it is the sentence, or it is the words 

which for an instant suspend this cherry between the lips, and it is moreover precisely 

because this dimension of narrative exists in so far as it establishes this flash, that inversely 

this image in so far as it is created by the suspension of the narrative, effectively becomes 

on this occasion one of the stimulants of desire to the degree that in imposing a tone which 

is only here the implication of the language of the act, language introduces retrospectively 

into the act this stimulation, this stimulating element properly speaking which is arrested as 

such and which comes on this occasion to nourish the act itself through this suspension 

which takes on the value of the phantasy, which has an erotic signification in the detour of 

the act. 

 

I think that this is sufficient to show you this agency of the signifier, in so far as it is 

at the basis of the very structuring of a certain psychological field which is not the totality 
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of the psychological field, which is precisely this part of the psychological field which to a 

certain degree is by convention within what we can call psychology, to the degree that 

psychology is constituted on the basis of what I would call a sort of unitary intentional or 

appetitive theory of the field. 

 

This presence of the signifier, is articulated, is articulated in an infinitely more 

insistent, infinitely more powerful, infinitely more efficacious way in the Freudian 

experience, and this is what Freud reminds us of at every instant, it is also what tends to be 

forgotten in the most exceptional way, in so far as you want to make of analysis something 

which would go in the same direction, in the same sense as the one in which psychology 

has come to situate its interest, I mean in the sense of the clinical field, of an intentional 

field where the unconscious is supposed to be something like a kind of well, a borehole as 

one might say, parallel to the general evolution of psychology and which is also supposed 

to go by another way to the level of these most elementary tensions, to the level of the 

depths, in so far as there occurs something more reduced to the vital, to the elementary 

aspect of what we see at the surface which is supposed to be the so-called field of the 

preconscious or the conscious. 

 

This, I repeat, is an error. It is very precisely in this sense that everything that we are 

saying takes on its value and its importance, and if some of you were able the last time to 

follow my advice and refer to the two articles which appeared in 1915, what were you able 

to read there? You were able to read and to see the following. that if you refer for example 

to the article Das Unbewusste, the point which is most tangible in it, to the point I would 

say against which in a superficial description in which it would be a question of something 

other than signifying elements, of things which those who understand absolutely nothing 

about what I am saying here, articulate and call every day an intellectualist theory. We will 

therefore go and put ourselves at the level of unconscious emotions, since Freud speaks 

about them, because of course it is naturally objected to all of this that instead of speaking 

about the signifier, this is not emotional life, this is not dynamic. I am of course far from 

wanting to contest this because it is to explain it in a clear fashion that I take this route to 

the level of the Unbewusste. 

 

What do you see Freud articulating for us? He articulates for us very exactly the 

following. it is the third part of Das Unbewusste; Freud explains the following very clearly, 

that the only thing that can be repressed, he tells us, is what is called 

Vorstellunqsreprasentanz. It is only this, he tells us which can properly speaking be 

repressed. This therefore means a representative, in the representation of what? Of the 

instinctual movement which is called here Triebrequng. There is no ambiguity possible in 

the text at this point. He tells us explicitly that the Triebrequng, itself in any case, is a 

concept and as such aims at what can even be called more precisely the unity of instinctual 

motion, and in this case there is no question of considering this Triebrequng, as either 

unconscious or as conscious. 

 

This is what is said in the text. What does that mean? That simply means that we 

should take what we call Triebrequng as an objective concept. It is an objective unity in so 

far as we look at it, and it is neither conscious nor unconscious, it is simply what it is, an 

isolated fragment of reality which we will conceive of as having an incidence from its own 

action. 

 

It is only all the more remarkable in my opinion that it should be its representative 

in the representation. This is the exact value of the German term, and only this 

representative of the drive that is in question, Trieb, can be said to belong to the 
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unconscious in so far as it precisely implies what I set out above with a question mark, 

namely an unconscious subject. I do not have to go much further here, I mean that you 

should begin to sense, it is precisely to specify what is this representative in the 

representation, and of course you see already, not where I want to get to, but where we 

necessarily get to, namely that the Vorstellunqsreprasentanz, even though Freud in his time 

and at the point that things could be said in scientific discourse this 

Vorstellunqsreprasentanz is strictly equivalent to the notion and to the term of signifier. It 

is nothing else, even though it is only being introduced, and of course the demonstration 

has, it seems to me, already been introduced, because otherwise what is the use of 

everything that I said above. This of course will always be further demonstrated, this is 

precisely what is in question. 

 

That Freud on the contrary is opposed to this, is also articulated in the most precise 

fashion by himself. What does Freud say about everything that can be connoted under the 

terms of feelings, emotion, affect, which he himself reunites? He says that it is by a 

carelessness of expression which has, or which cannot, or which is not according to the 

context, some difficulties, like every carelessness, but there is a certain looseness when one 

says that it is unconscious. In principle, he says, it never can be, he formally denies it any 

possibility of an unconscious incidence. 

 

This is expressed and repeated in a way which involves no doubt, no kind of 

ambiguity. Affect, as in talking about an unconscious affect, this means that it is perceived, 

but known; but known in what way? In its attachments, but not that it is unconscious, 

because it is always perceived, he tells us, simply it has gone and attached itself to another 

representation, which is not repressed. In other words, it had to accommodate itself to the 

context existing in the preconsciousness, which allows it to be considered by 

consciousness, which on occasion is not difficult, as a manifestation of its last context. 

 

This is articulated in Freud. It is not enough for him to articulate it once, he 

articulates it a hundred times, and in every connection he comes back to it. It is precisely 

here that there enters in the enigma of what is called the transformation of this affect, of 

what proves in this connection to be particularly plastic, and that by which all the authors 

moreover once they approach this question of affect, namely every time they see it, have 

been struck, I mean to the extent that no one dares to touch the question, because what is 

altogether striking is that I who practice an intellectualist psychoanalysis, am going to 

spend the year talking about it, but that on the contrary you can count on the fingers of one 

hand the articles in analysis devoted to the question of affect, even though psychoanalysts 

are always full of it when they are talking about a clinical observation, because of course 

they always have recourse to affect. There is to my knowledge a single worthwhile article 

on this question of affect, it is an article by Glover which is spoken about a good deal in the 

writings of Marjorie Brierley. There is in this article an attempt to take a step forward in the 

exploration of this notion of affect which leaves something to be desired in what Freud said 

on the subject. This article is moreover detestable, like the whole of this book which, 

devoting itself to what are called the tendencies of psychoanalysis, gives a rather nice 

illustration of all the really impossible places that psychoanalysis is trying to lodge itself, in 

passing by morality, personalism, and other such eminently practical perspectives around 

which the blah of our epoch likes to spend itself. 

 

On the contrary if we come back here to the things which concern us, namely to 

serious things, what do we read in Freud?  We read the following: the affect; the problem 

is to know what becomes of it, in so far as it is disconnected from the repressed 

representation, and it thenceforth depends only on the substitutive representation which it is 
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able to become attached to. 

 

To what is disconnected there corresponds this possibility of annexation which is its 

property, and which is the way the affect presents itself in analytic experience as something 

problematic, which ensures for example that in the living experience of a hysteric, it is from 

this that analysis starts, it is from this that Freud starts when he begins to articulate analytic 

truths; it is that an affect arises in the ordinary, comprehensible, communicable text of the 

everyday experience of a hysteric and the fact that this affect is there, which moreover 

seems to fit in with the totality of the text, except to a more exigent eye, this affect which is 

there is the transformation of something else, and it is something which deserves that we 

should dwell on it; of something which is not another affect, which might be supposed to be 

in the unconscious. This Freud denies absolutely. There is absolutely nothing like that, it is 

the transformation of the purely quantitative factor; there is absolutely nothing which at that 

moment is really in the unconscious this quantitative factor in a transformed form, and the 

whole question is to know how these transformations in the affect are possible, namely for 

example how an affect which is in the depths is conceivable in the restored unconscious 

text as being such and such, presents itself in a different form when it appears in the 

preconscious context. 

 

What does Freud tell us? First text:  

 

The whole difference arises from the fact that ideas (Vorstellungs) are cathexes - 

basically of memory traces - whilst affects and emotions correspond to processes of 

discharge, the final manifestations of which are perceived as feeling. (SE 14 178; 10 

277)  

 

Such is the rule for the formation of affects. 

 

It is also indeed the fact that as I told you, the affect refers to the quantitative factor 

of the drive, the one in which he understands that it is not just movable, mobile, but subject 

to the variable which constitutes this factor, and he again articulates it precisely in saying 

that its fate can be threefold. „Either the affect remains, wholly or in part, as it is; or it is 

transformed into a qualitatively different quota of affect, above all into anxiety;‟ - this is 

what he writes in 1915, and one sees there the beginnings of a position which the article 

„Inhibitions, Symptoms and Anxiety‟ will articulate in the topology - „or it is suppressed, 

i.e. it is prevented from developing at all.‟ 

 

But in comparison with unconscious ideas (Vorstellunqs- reprasentanz), he tells us, 

there is the important difference that unconscious ideas continue to exist after 

repression as actual structures in the system Ucs, whereas all that corresponds in 

that system to unconscious affects is a potential beginning which is prevented from 

developing, writes Freud. 

 

This is an altogether inevitable preamble before entering into the mode in which I 

intend here to pose the question connected with the interpretation of desire in the dream. I 

told you that for that I would take a dream from Freud‟s text, because after all it is still the 

best guide to be sure about what he intends to say when he speaks about the desire of the 

dream. We are going to take a dream which I will borrow from this article which is called 

Formulierungen, ‘Formulations on the Two Principles of Mental Functioning‟, from 1911, 

which appeared just before the Schreber case. 

 

I take this dream and the fashion in which Freud speaks of it and treats it, from this 
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article, because it is articulated there in a simple, exemplary, significant, unambiguous 

fashion and to show how Freud understand the manipulation of these 

Vorstellungsreprasentanz, in so far as it is a question of the formulation of unconscious 

desire. 

 

What can be extracted from the totality of Freud‟s work concerning the 

relationships of this Vorstellunqsreprasentanz with the primary process, is not open to any 

kind of doubt. If the primary process is entitled in so far as it is subject to the first principle, 

which is called the pleasure principle, there is no other way of conceiving the opposition 

which is marked in Freud between the pleasure principle and the reality principle, except by 

perceiving that what is given to us as the hallucinatory arousal in which the primary 

process, namely desire at the level of the primary process, finds its satisfaction, does not 

simply concern an image, but something which is a signifier, it is moreover a surprising 

thing that this was not noticed in other ways, I mean starting from clinical observation. It 

was never noticed in other ways, it seems, precisely to the degree that the notion of signifier 

was something which was not elaborated at the time of the great expansion of classical 

psychiatry, because after all in the massiveness of clinical experience, under what forms are 

there presented to us the major, problematic, most insistent forms in which there are posed 

for us the question of hallucination, if not in verbal hallucinations or in verbal structures, 

namely in the intrusion, the immixtion in the field of the real not of something indifferent, 

not of an image, not of a phantasy, not of what is often simply supposed to support 

hallucinatory processes? 

 

But if an hallucination poses us problems which are proper to itself, it is because it 

is a question of signifiers and not of images, not of causes, not of perceptions, indeed of 

false perceptions of the real as people say it is. But at Freud‟s level there is no doubt about 

this and precisely at the end of this article,- to illustrate what he calls der neurotischen 

Wahrung (SE 12 225; GW 8 238), namely - it is a term to retain, the word Wahrung means 

to last; it is not very common in German, it is linked to the verb wahren which is a durative 

form of the verb wahren, and this idea of duration, of valorisation, because it is its most 

common usage: if the word Wahrung refers to duration, the most common usage which is 

made up of it, is value, valorisation - to talk to us about a properly neurotic valorisation, 

namely in so far as the primary process erupts into it, Freud takes as an example a dream, 

and here is this dream. 

 

It is the dream of a subject who is mourning for his father, who had, he tells us, 

nursed him through a long and painful mortal illness. 

 

This dream is presented as follows: „His father was alive once more and he was 

talking to him in his usual way. But he felt it exceedingly painful that his father had really 

died, only without knowing it.‟ (SE 12 225) It is a short dream, it is a dream which as 

always, Freud tackles at the level of its transcription, because the essential of Freudian 

analysis is always based on the narrative of the dream, first of all in so far as it is 

articulated. This dream then was repeated insistently in the months which followed the 

death of his father, and how is Freud going to tackle it? 

 

There is no doubt of course that Freud never thought at any time that a dream, if 

only because of this distinction that he always made between the manifest content and the 

latent content, in referring himself immediately to what can be called and which one does 

not fail to call at every instant in analysis by this term which has not, I think, an equivalent, 

of wishful thinking. It is this that I would almost like to give back some sound of 

equivalence with alarm. This just by itself should make an analyst suspicious, even 
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defensive, and persuade him that he is taking the wrong road. 

 

There is no doubt that for a moment Freud teases this „wishful‟, and tells us that it is 

simply because he needs to see his father and that that makes him happy, because it is not at 

all enough, for the simple reason that it does not seem at all to be a satisfaction, and that 

this happens with the elements and in a context whose painful character is sufficiently 

marked, to make us avoid this sort of precipitous step which I mention here to show that at 

the limit it is possible. When all is said and done I do not think that a single analyst could 

go that far when it is a question of a dream. But it is precisely because one cannot go so far 

when it is a question of a dream, that psychoanalysts are no longer interested in dreams. 

 

How does Freud tackle things? We will stay with his text: „The only way,‟ he writes 

in this article, right at the end, „the only way of understanding this apparently nonsensical 

dream is by adding 'as the dreamer wished‟ or „in consequence of his wish‟ after the words 

„that his father had really died‟, and by further adding „that he (the dreamer) wished it‟ to 

the last words. The dream-thought then runs: it was a painful memory for him that he had 

been obliged to wish for his father‟s death and how terrible it would have been if his father 

had had any suspicion of it!‟ 

 

This leads you to give its weight to the fashion that Freud treats the problem. It is a 

signifier. These are things which are clausulae (?) and we are going to try to articulate on 

the linguistic plane what they are, the exact value of what is given here as permitting access 

to the understanding of the dream. They are given as such, and as the fact that putting them 

in place, their adaptation in the text, gives the meaning of this text. 

 

Please understand what I am saying. I am not saying that this is interpretation, and 

in effect it is perhaps interpretation, but I am not saying it yet, I am suspending you at this 

moment where a certain signifier is designated as being produced by its lack. What is the 

phenomenon of the dream that is in question? It is by replacing it in the context of the 

dream that we accede right away to something which is given as being the understanding of 

the dream, namely that the subject finds himself in the familiar case, this reproach by which 

one reproaches oneself about someone who is loved, and this reproach leads us back in this 

example to the infantile signification of the death wish. 

 

We are here therefore before a typical case where the term transference, 

Übertragung, is employed in the primitive sense that it is first used in the Interpretation of 

Dreams. It is a question of carrying forward something which is an original situation, the 

original death-wish on this occasion, into some different, current thing, which is an 

analogous, homologous, parallel wish which is similar in some fashion or other, and 

introduces itself to revive this archaic wish that is in question. 

 

It is naturally worthwhile dwelling on this, because it is starting from there simply 

that we can first try to elaborate what interpretation means, because we have left to one side 

the interpretation of „wishful‟. 

 

To complete this interpretation there is only one remark to be made. If we are 

unable to translate wishful thinking by pensée désireuse, pensée désirante it is for a very 

simple reason: it is that if „wishful thinking‟ has a meaning, of course it has a meaning, but 

it is employed in a context in which this meaning is not valid. If you wish to test every time 

that this term is employed, the suitability, the pertinence of the term „wishful thinking‟, you 

only have to make the distinction that „wishful thinking‟ does not mean taking ones desire 

for reality, as it is put, it is the meaning that thinking in so far as it slides, as it bends, 
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therefore one should not attribute to this term the signification: taking ones desires for 

reality, as it is usually expressed, but taking ones dream for reality, on this one condition 

precisely that it is quite inapplicable to the interpretation of the dream, because this simply 

means on this occasion if my dream, is to this type of understanding of the dream, this 

simply means in this case that one has dreamed, in other words that one dreams because 

one dreams, and this indeed is the reason why this interpretation at this level is in no way 

applicable at any time to a dream. 

 

We must then come to the procedure described as the adding on of signifiers, which 

presupposes the previous subtraction of the signifier; I am speaking about what is 

presupposed in Freud‟s text, subtraction being at that moment exactly the meaning of the 

term that he makes use of to designate the operation of repression in its pure form, I would 

say in its Unterdranqunq effect. 

 

It is then that we find ourselves brought to a halt by something which as such, 

presented for us an objection and an obstacle, which if we had not decided in advance to 

find everything good, namely if we had not decided in advance to believe, to believe as 

Monsieur Prévert says, one should all the same dwell on the following: that the pure and 

simple restoration of these two terms: nach seinem Wunsch and dass er es wunschte, 

namely that the son wished for this death of his father, the simple restoration of two 

clausulae from the point of view of what Freud himself designates to us as the final goal of 

interpretation, namely the re-establishment of unconscious desire, gives us strictly nothing 

because in that case what is restored? It is something that the subject knows perfectly well. 

During the extremely painful illness, the subject had effectively wished for his father‟s 

death as being the solution and the end of his torment and his pain, and effectively of 

course he did not show him, he did everything to hide from him, the desire, the wish which 

was in its context, in its recent experienced context, perfectly accessible to him. There is no 

need even in this connection to speak about preconsciousness but of conscious memory, 

perfectly accessible to the continued text of awareness. 

 

Therefore if the dream subtracts from the text something which is in no way 

removed from the consciousness of the subject, if it subtracts it, it is, as I might say, this 

phenomenon of subtraction which takes on a positive value, I mean that this is the problem, 

it is the relationship of repression, in so far as without any doubt it is a question here of 

Vorstellungs- reprasentanz, and even a quite typical one, because if anything merits this 

term, it is precisely something which is, I would say in itself, a form empty of meaning „as 

he wished‟, isolated in itself. This means nothing, this means „as he wished‟, that we have 

previously spoken about, that he wished what? This also depends on the sentence which 

comes before, and this is the direction in which I want to lead you to show you the 

irreducible character of what we are dealing with compared to any conception which arises 

out of the sort of imaginary elaboration, even the abstraction of the objectal data of a field, 

when it is a question of the signifier and what is supposed to be the originality of the field 

which, in the psyche, in experience, in the human subject, is established by it and by the 

action of the signifier. This is what we have, these signifying forms which in themselves 

cannot be conceived of, cannot be sustained excepted in so far as they are articulated with 

other signifiers, and this in fact is what is in question. I know that I am here getting into 

something which would suppose a much longer articulation than anything we are dealing 

with. This is linked to all sorts of experiments which have been carried on with great 

perseverance by a school called the Wurzburg school, called the school of imageless 

thought, and a kind of intuition that in the work of this school which was carried out in a 

completely closed little circle of psychologists, they were led to think without images these 

kinds of forms which are different to just signifying forms without a context and at the 
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nascent state, to the notion of Vorstellunq, and very specially in connection with the 

problems which we are facing here make it worthwhile remembering that for two years 

Freud, and we have unambiguous proof of this, attended Brentano‟s classes, and that 

Brentano‟s psychology, in so far as it gives a certain conception of the Vorstellunqs is 

indeed there to indicate the exact weight that the term Vorstellunq could have taken on in 

Freud‟s mind, and not simply in my interpretation. 

 

The problem is precisely of the relationship that there is between repression, if 

repression is said to apply exactly and as such to something that is of the order of the 

Vorstellunq, and on the other hand this fact of something which is nothing other than the 

appearance of a new meaning which is different for us at the point that we are progressing 

to, which is different from the fact of repression, which is what we can call in the context, 

in the context of the preconscious, the elision of two clausulae. Is this elision the same 

thing as repression? Is it exactly its counterpart, its contrary? What is the effect of this 

elision? It is clear that it is an effect of meaning, I mean that in order for us to explain 

ourselves on the most formal plane, we should consider this elision, and I say elision and 

not allusion, it is not, to use everyday language, a representation (une figuration), this 

dream does not make allusions, far from it, to what has gone before it, namely to the 

relationships of the son to the father, it introduces something which sounds absurd, which 

has its import as signification on the manifest, quite original plane. It is indeed a question of 

a figura verborum, of a figure of speech, of terms, to use the same term which is the 

counterpart of the first, it is a question of an elision, and this elision produces a signified 

effect; this elision is equivalent to a substitution for the missing terms of a plane, of a zero, 

but a zero is not nothing and the effect in question could be qualified as a metaphorical 

effect. The dream is a metaphor. In this metaphor something new arises which is a 

meaning, a signified, a signified which is no doubt enigmatic, but which is all the same 

something that we have to take into account as being I would say one of the most essential 

forms of human experience, because it is this very image which for centuries put human 

beings, at one or other turn in their grief at their existence, on the more or less hidden paths 

which led them to the necromancer and what he gave rise to in the circle of incantation was 

this something called a shade, before which there happened nothing other than what 

happened in this dream, namely this being which exists there without one knowing how he 

exists, and before whom literally one can say nothing, because he of course speaks. But it 

does not matter, I would say that up to a certain point what he says is also what he does not 

say. We are not even told it in the dream, this word only takes on its value from the fact that 

the one who has called the beloved being from the kingdom of shades can tell him literally 

nothing of what is truly in his heart. 

 

This confrontation, this structured scene, this scenario, does it not suggest to us in 

itself that we should try to situate its import? What is it? Has it this fundamental structured 

and structuring value that I am trying to define for you this year under the name of 

phantasy? Is it a phantasy? Are there a certain number of characteristics required in order 

that in such a presentation, in such a scenario, that in this scenario we should recognise the 

characteristics of phantasy? 

 

This is a first question which unfortunately we can only begin to articulate the next 

time. You should understand that we will give it quite precise replies, which will allow us 

to approach the way in which effectively it is a phantasy, and the way it is a 

dream-phantasy, namely, I articulate it for you right away, a phantasy which has very 

particular forms, I mean that a dream-phantasy, in the sense that we can give a precise 

sense to this word phantasy, has not the same import as a waking phantasy, whether it is 

unconscious or not. 
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Here is a first point on which I will give a reply the next time, to the question that is 

posed here. 

 

The second point, is in connection with and beginning from this, namely from this 

articulation of the function of phantasy, how we should conceive where there lies the 

incidence of what one can call, of what Freud called the mechanisms of the dream-work, 

namely its relationships on the one hand with the supposedly antecedent repression, and the 

relationship of this repression with the signifiers regarding which I have shown you the 

degree to which Freud isolated them and articulated the incidence of their absence in terms 

of pure signifying relationship. 

 

These signifiers, I mean the relationships there exist between the signifiers of the 

narrative: „He had died‟, on the one hand; „he did not know it‟ on the other hand; „in 

consequence of his wish‟ in the third place. We will try to position them to place them, to 

make them function on the lines, the paths of the chains which are called respectively the 

chain of the subject and signifying chain, as they are here posed, repeated, insisting before 

us in the form of our graph, and you will see both the use that can be made of this which is 

nothing other than the topological position of elements and of relationships without which 

there is no possible functioning of discourse, and how only the notion of structures which 

allow this functioning of discourse can also allow us to give a meaning to the fact that the 

two clausulae in question can be said up to a certain point, to be really the content, as Freud 

says, the reality, the real verdranqten, what is really repressed. 

 

But this is not enough, we must also distinguish how and why the dream here makes 

use of these elements which without any doubt are repressed, but precisely there at a level 

at which they are not, namely where the immediately antecedent experience brought them 

into play as such, as clausulae, and where far from being repressed, the dream elides them; 

why? To produce a certain effect of what? I would say of something which is not so simple 

either because in short it is to produce a signification, there is no doubt, and we see that the 

same elision of the same wish may have according to different structures, quite different 

effects. In order simply to awaken a little, to stimulate your curiosity, I would like simply to 

remark to you that there is perhaps a relationship between the same elision and the same 

clausula, „in consequence of his wish‟ and the fact that in other contexts which are not 

those of the dream, but of psychosis for example, this can culminate at the méconnaissance 

of death. The „he did not know‟, or „he did not want to know anything about it‟ being 

articulated simply differently with the „he had died‟, or even in a still different context, 

have perhaps the interest of being distinguished at first sight, as the Verwerfung is 

distinguished from the Verneinunq. In this instance this can culminate at so - called feelings 

of invasion, of eruption, or at these fruitful moments of psychosis where the subject thinks 

that he has before him effectively something much closer again to the dream image than we 

can even expect, namely that he has before him someone who is dead, that he is living with 

a dead person, and simply that he is living with a dead person who does not know that he is 

dead, and we could even say perhaps up to a certain point, that in quite normal life, the one 

that we live every day, it can happen perhaps more often than we believe, that we have in 

our presence someone who while having all the appearances of a socially satisfying 

behaviour, is someone who at the same time desires for example from the point of view of 

interest, from the point of view of what permits us to be in accord with a human being, is 

well and truly, we know more than one of them, from the moment that I point it out to you 

seek it out in your relationships, someone who is well and truly dead, and a long time dead, 

dead and mummified, who is only waiting for a little tip of something or other like it, to be 

reduced to that sort of woodenness which will bring about his end. 
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Is it not also true that in the presence of this something which after all is perhaps 

much more diffusely present than one thinks in subject-to-subject relationships, namely that 

there is also this aspect of half-death, and that what is half-dead in all sorts of living beings, 

is also something which leaves our conscience quite tranquil, and that a large part of our 

behaviour with our neighbours is something perhaps which we must take into account when 

we take on the charge of listening to the discourses, the confidences, the free discourse of a 

subject in the analytic experience, it produces perhaps in us a reaction much more important 

to measure, always much more present, effective, essential which in ourselves corresponds 

to this sort of precaution that we must take in order not to remark to the half-dead person 

that where he is, where he is in the process of speaking to us, he is half the prey of death, 

and this also because in our case intervening on this subject or taking such an audacious 

approach would also have some consequences for us, which are very precisely those against 

which we are defending ourselves the most, namely what is most fictitious, most repeated 

in us, namely also half death. 

 

In short, you see, that rather than being answered the questions are multiplying, to 

the point that we arrive at the end of this discourse today, and without any doubt if this 

dream should bring you something about the question of the relationships of the subject to 

desire, it is because it has a value which should not surprise us, given that its protagonists, 

namely a father, a son, the presence of death, and as you will see, the relationship to desire. 

It is not by chance then that we have chosen this example and that we will have to exploit it 

again next  
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Seminar 4: 3 December 1958 

 
The article by Glover in Brierley‟s book, I.J.P.,XX, July-October 1939  

(namely No. 3 of Volume XX) - pp.299-308. 

 

I left you the last day with a dream, this extremely simple dream, at least in 

appearance. I told you that we would work on it or in connection with it, in order to 

articulate the proper meaning that we give to this term of dream-desire, and the meaning of 

what an interpretation is. 

 

We are going to take this up again. I think that on the theoretical plane it also has its 

value. 

 

These days I have become immersed in re-reading, after having done it so many 

times, this Interpretation of Dreams which I told you was the first thing we were going to 

query this year in connection with desire and its interpretation, and I must say that up to a 

certain point I found myself making this reproach that it is a book, and this is well known, 

whose ins-and-outs are very badly known in the analytic community. I would say that this 

reproach, indeed like any reproach, has a kind of other aspect which is an aspect of excuse, 

because to tell the truth it is still not enough to have gone over it hundreds and hundreds of 

times in order to retain it, and I think that there is here a phenomenon - this has struck me 

more especially these days – that we are very familiar with. In fact everyone knows the way 

in which everything which concerns the unconscious is forgotten, I mean for example that it 

is very tangible, in a very significant way, and really inexplicable, without the Freudian 

perspective, how one forgets funny stories, good jokes, what are called witticisms. You are 

meeting some friends and someone makes a witty remark, or even tells a funny story, 

makes a pun at the beginning of the meeting or at the end of lunch, and then when you are 

having your coffee you say to yourself: what did that person on my right say just now that 

was so funny? And you cannot get hold of it. It is almost a stamp that what is precisely a 

witticism escapes to the unconscious. 

 

When one reads or re-reads The Interpretation of Dreams, one has the impression I 

would say of a magical book, if the word magical did not unfortunately lend itself in our 

vocabulary to so much ambiguity, or even error. One really goes through The Interpretation 

of Dreams like a book of the unconscious, and that is why one has so much trouble, in 

holding together something which is so articulated. I think that there is here a phenomenon 

which deserves to be pointed out at this point, and especially the fact is that there is added 

to this the really almost senseless deformation of the French translation, and the more I go 

on the more I find that all the same one cannot really excuse its blatant inexactitudes. Some 

of you are asking me for explanations, and I refer immediately to the texts. There is in the 

fourth part of the chapter on dream-work, a section entitled „Considerations of 

Representability‟ whose French translation from the first page is more than a tissue of 

inexactitudes, and has no relationship with the German text. That is confusing and 

upsetting. I will not go on about it. 

 

Obviously all of this does not make the access of French readers to The 

Interpretation of Dreams especially easy. 

 

To return to our dream of the last day which we began to decipher in a fashion 
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which did not perhaps appear very easy to you, but was all the same intelligible, at least I 

hope so. To see clearly what is in question, to articulate it in function of our graph, we are 

going to begin with a few remarks. 

 

It is a question therefore of knowing if a dream interests us in the sense that it 

interested Freud, in the sense of the fulfillment of desire. Here desire and its interpretation 

is first of all desire in its function in the dream, in so far as the dream is its fulfillment. How 

are we going to be able to articulate it? 

 

I am going first of all to put forward another dream, a first dream which I gave you 

and whose exemplary value you will see. It is really not well known, you have to go 

looking for it in a corner. There is there a dream whose existence is known to everybody. it 

is at the beginning of Chapter III which is entitled „A Dream is the Fulfillment of a Wish,‟ 

and it deals with the dreams of children in so far as they are put forward as what I would 

call a first state of desire in the dream. 

 

The dream that is in question is here, from the first edition of the Traumdeutung, 

and it is given to us at the beginning of his appellation before his then readers, Freud tells 

us, as the question of the dream. One must also see this aspect of exposition, of 

development in the Traumdeutung, which explains a lot of things for us, in particular that 

things may be put forward first of all in a sort of massive way, which involves a certain 

approximation. When one does not examine this passage very attentively, one remains at 

what he says about the direct, undeformed, non-Enstellunq’d character of the dream; this 

simply designating the general form which ensures that the dream appears in an aspect 

which is profoundly modified with respect to its deeper content, it‟s thought content, while 

in the case of the child it is supposed to be simple: here desire is supposed to go directly in 

the most direct fashion to what it desires, and Freud gives us several examples of it, and the 

first one of course naturally is worth retaining because it really gives us its formula. 

 

My youngest daughter [this is Anna Freud] then nineteen months old, had an attack 

of vomiting one morning and had consequently been kept without food all day. 

During the night after this day of starvation she was heard calling out excitedly in 

her sleep. „Anna F-eud Erdbeer‟ – [which is the childish way of pronouncing 

strawberries] -‟Hochbeer’ – [which also means strawberries] - ‘Eir(s)peis’ – [which 

corresponds more or less to the word omelette] - and finally „Papp’ [pudding].  

 

And Freud tells us:  

 

At that time she was in the habit of using her own name to express the idea of taking 

possession of something. The menu included pretty well everything that must have 

seemed to her to make up a desirable meal. The fact that strawberries appeared in it 

in two varieties [Erdbeer and Hochbeer – I have not succeeded in placing 

Hochbeer, but Freud‟s commentary indicates two varieties] was a demonstration 

against the domestic health regulations. It was based upon the circumstance, which 

she had no doubt observed, that her nurse had attributed her indisposition to a surfeit 

of strawberries. She was thus retaliating in her dream against this unwelcome 

verdict. (SE 4 130; GW 2/3 135).  

 

I leave to one side the dream of his nephew, Hermann, which poses different 

problems. But on the contrary I am happy to draw attention to a little note which is not in 

the first edition because it was elaborated in the course of discussions, namely feedback 

from his pupils, to which Ferenczi contributed by bringing to the rescue the proverb which 
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says the following. „Pigs dream of acorns and geese dream of maize‟, and in the text also 

Freud had then at that time also drawn attention to a proverb which, I believe, is not so 

much taken from the German context given the way maize is written: „What do geese 

dream of? - Of maize.‟; and finally the Jewish proverb: „What do hens dream of? - Of 

millet‟. 

 

We are going to dwell on this, we are even going to begin by making a little 

parenthesis, because when all is said and done it is at this level that there must be taken the 

problem which I evoked last night in connection with Granoff‟s communication on the 

essential problem, namely the difference between the directive of pleasure and the directive 

of desire. 

 

Let us go back a little on the directive of pleasure, and once and for all, as rapidly as 

possible let us dot the i‟s. 

 

Obviously, this has also the closest relationship with the questions which are posed 

to me or which are posed in connection with the function which I give, in what Freud called 

the primary processes, to the Vorstellunq. To state it quickly, this is only a detour, you must 

have a clear idea of this. the fact is that in a way by entering into this problem of the 

function of the Vorstellunq, into the pleasure principle, Freud cuts things short, in short we 

could say that he is lacking an element to reconstruct what he perceived in his intuition. 

Indeed it must be said that what is proper to intuitions of genius is to introduce into thought 

something which up to then had absolutely not been perceived; we do not perceive at all 

what is original in this distinction of the primary process as being something separate from 

the secondary process. We can always go on thinking like that that it is something which is 

in a way comparable through the idea that it is in the internal agency in so far as in their 

synthesis, in their composition this has absolutely no role to play. The primary process 

signifies the presence of desire, but not just any desire, of desire where it presents itself as 

most fragmented, and the perceptual element that is in question, this is how Freud is going 

to explain things, is going to make us understand what is in question. 

 

In sum remember the first schemas that Freud gives us about what happens when 

the primary process alone is in operation. The primary process, when it alone is in 

operation, culminates in hallucination, and this hallucination is something which is 

produced by a process of regression, of regression which he calls very precisely topical 

regression. Freud constructed several schemas of what motivates, of what structures the 

primary process. But they all have the following in common that they presuppose as their 

foundation, something which is for him the circuit of the reflex arc, a way of receiving and 

discharging something which is called sensation; a way of receiving and discharging 

something which is called motor activity. 

 

On this path, in what I would call a terribly questionable way, perception is placed 

as something which accumulates, which accumulates somewhere on the side of the 

sensorial part, of the influx of excitation, of the stimulus from the external milieu, and 

being placed at this origin of what happens in the act, all sorts of other things are supposed 

to come afterwards, and namely it is there that he would insert the whole series of super - 

imposed layers which go from the unconscious passing through the preconscious and the 

rest, to end up here at something which passes or which does not pass towards motor 

activity. Let us see clearly what is in question every time he speaks to us about what is 

happening in the primary process. A regressive movement occurs. It is always when the 

door towards the motor activity of the excitation is for some reason or other barred, that 

there is produced something which is of the regressive order and that there appears a 
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Vorstellung, something which is found to give to the excitation in question a properly 

speaking hallucinatory satisfaction. 

 

Here is the novelty that is introduced by Freud. 

 

This is worthwhile literally above all if one thinks of the order, of the quality of 

articulation of the schemas that are in question, they are schemas which are put forward 

because of their functional value, I mean to establish - Freud states it expressly - a 

sequence, a succession which he underlines is still more important moreover to consider as 

a temporal sequence than as a spatial sequence. This takes on its value, I would say, 

through its insertion into a circuit, and if I say that in short what Freud describes to us as 

being the result of the primary process, is in a way that on this circuit something lights up. I 

will not make a metaphor of this, I will only say in substance what Freud draws from the 

explanation on this occasion, from the translation of what is in question, namely to show 

you on this circuit which always implicitly has homeostasis as its goal, the notion of 

reflexometry and to distinguish this series of relays and the fact that something is 

happening at the level of these relays, something which in itself takes on a certain value as 

a terminal effect in certain conditions, is something which is quite identical to what we see 

being produced in any machine whatsoever in the form of a series of bulbs, as I might put 

it, and the fact that one of these becomes active indicates precisely, not so much what 

appears, namely a luminous phenomenon, but a certain voltage, something which is 

produced moreover in function of a resistance and indicates at a given point the state of the 

whole circuit. 

 

And therefore, let us say the word; this in no way corresponds to the principle of 

need, because of course no need is satisfied by a hallucinatory satisfaction. To be satisfied, 

need requires the intervention of the secondary process, and even of secondary processes 

because there is a great variety of them, which processes, can of course only be satisfied, as 

the name indicates with reality; they are submitted to the reality principle. 

 

If secondary processes are produced, they are only produced because there have 

been primary processes. Only it is no less evident that this fencing off, that this separation 

makes instinct impossible no matter how one conceives it. It vanishes into thin air in this 

instance because look at the direction in which all the researches on instinct are going, and 

especially the most elaborate the most intelligent modern researches. What are they aimed 

at? To give an account of how a structure which is not just purely preformed - we are no 

longer at that point, let us not look at instinct like Monsieur Fabre, it is a structure which 

engenders, which sustains its own chain - how these structures outline, in the real, paths 

towards objects which have not yet been experienced. 

 

This is the problem of the instincts, and it is explained to you that there is an 

appetitive stage of behaviour, of seeking. The animal at one of these phases, puts himself 

into a certain state where motor activity is expressed by an activity going in all sorts of 

directions. And at the second stage, at the second phase, there is a stage of a specialised 

release, but even if this specialised release finally culminates in a behaviour which 

disappoints them, namely if you wish to the realisation of the fact that they have got hold of 

some coloured cloths, it nevertheless remains true that they had detected these cloths in the 

real. 

 

What I want to indicate here, is that hallucinatory behaviour is distinguished in the 

most radical fashion from a homing behaviour that the regressive investment, as one might 

say, of something which is going to be expressed by the illumination of a lamp on the 

http://www.lacaninireland.com



03.12.58 (4)  44 

 

 

conducting circuits. This can at the limit illuminate an object that has already been 

experienced; if this object is perchance already there, it in no way shows its path, and still 

less of course if it shows it even when it is not there, which is what in effect is produced in 

the hallucinatory phenomenon, because at the very most the seeking-mechanism can begin 

from this, and this indeed is what happens. Freud also articulates it for us starting from the 

secondary process, which in sum fulfils the role of instinctive behaviour, but from another 

point of view is absolutely distinguished from it because due to the existence of the primary 

process this secondary process is going to be, Freud articulates it - I do not subscribe to all 

of this, I am repeating to you the sense of what Freud articulates - a behaviour that tests the 

reality of this Wahrnehmung first ordered as the effect of a bulb in the circuit. This is going 

to be a judgement behaviour; the word is put forward when Freud explains things at this 

level. 

 

When all is said and done according to Freud, human reality is constructed on a 

previous foundation of hallucination, which is the universe of pleasure in its illusions, in its 

essence, and this whole process is openly avowed, I am not even saying betrayed, is openly 

articulated in the terms that Freud continually makes use of every time he has to explain the 

series of borrowings into which the term is decomposed, and in the Traumdeutunq at the 

level that he is speaking about the processes of the psychic apparatus, he shows this series 

of layers where there is imprinted, and it is not even imprinted, there is inscribed every time 

he speaks in this text and in all the others, it is terms like niederschreiben, and which 

recorded on the sequence of layers, are organised there. He articulates them differently 

according to the different moments of his thought. On the first layer for example it is by 

relationships of simultaneity; on others, piled up one on the other; on other levels they will 

be ordered. 

 

These impressions, through other relationships, separate the schema into a series of 

inscriptions, of Niederschriften which are superimposed on one another in a word which 

cannot be translated by a sort of typographical space, which is how there ought to be 

conceived all the things which happen originally before arriving at another form of 

articulation which is that of the preconscious, namely very precisely in the unconscious. 

 

This veritable topology of signifiers, because you cannot escape from it once you 

follow closely Freud‟s articulation, is what is in question, and in Letter 52 (6.12.96) to 

Fliess, one sees that he is necessarily led to presuppose at the origin a type of ideal 

Wahrnehmungen which cannot be taken as simple freshly taken Wahrnehmung. If we 

translate it literally, this topology does not reach a Begriffen, it is a term that he continually 

uses, a grasp of reality, it does not reach it at all by an eliminatory sorting out, by a 

selective sorting out, of anything that resembles what was put forward in the whole theory 

of instinct as being the first approximate behaviour which directs the organism along the 

paths of successful instinctual behaviour. 

 

This is not what we are dealing with, but with a sort of real recurrent critique, with a 

critique of these signifiers evoked in the primary process, which critique of course, like 

every critique, does not eliminate the previous thing on which it is brought to bear, but 

complicates it, complicates it by connoting it with what? With indices of reality which 

themselves belong to the signifying order. There is absolutely no way of escaping from this 

accentuation of what I articulate as being what Freud conceives and presents to us as the 

primary process. You will see, provided you refer to any of the texts that Freud wrote, that 

at the different stages of his doctrine he articulated, repeated, every time he had to approach 

this problem, whether he is dealing with the Traumdeutung or with what is, in the 

introduction of The Interpretation of Dreams, and subsequently with what he took up later 
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when he brought forward the second mode of presenting his topography, namely starting 

with the articles grouped around the psychology of the ego and the beyond of the pleasure 

principle. 

 

You will allow me for a moment to image, by playing with etymologies, what is 

meant by this fresh way of looking at things which would lead a sort of ideal subject to the 

real; but the alternatives by which the subject brings the real into his propositions, 

Vorste1lunqen, here I decompose it by articulating it as follows: these Vorstellunqen have a 

signifying organisation. If we wish to talk about them in terms other than the Freudian ones, 

in Pavlovian terms, we would say that they form part from the beginning, not of a first 

system of significations, not of something connected to the tendency of need, but of a 

second system of significations. They are like the lighting up of a bulb in a slot machine 

when the ball has fallen into the proper hole, and the sign that the ball has fallen into the 

proper hole Freud also articulates: the proper hole means the same hole into which the ball 

has previously fallen. The primary process is not directed towards the search for a new 

object, but for an object which is to be rediscovered, and this by means of a Vorstellunq 

which is re-evoked, because it was the Vorstellunq corresponding to a first pathway so that 

the illumination of this bulb entitles you to a prize, and there is no doubt about this, and that 

is what the pleasure principle is. But in order that this prize should be honoured, there must 

be a certain reserve of money in the machine, and the reserve of money in the machine on 

this occasion is pledged to this system of processes which are called the secondary 

processes. In other words, the lighting up of the bulb is only a satisfaction within the total 

convention of the machine in so far as this machine is that of the gambler, from the moment 

that he begins to gamble. 

 

Staring with this, let us again take up Anna‟s dream. This dream of Anna is 

presented to us as a dream of desire in its naked form. It seems to me that it is quite 

impossible to evade, to elide in the revelation of this nakedness, the mechanism itself by 

which this nakedness is revealed, in other words the mode of this revelation cannot be 

separated from this nakedness itself. 

 

I have the idea that we only know about this so-called naked dream by hearsay, and 

when I say by hearsay, that does not at all mean what some people quoted me as saying that 

in sum it was a question here of a remark about the fact that we never know that someone 

dreams except through what he tells us, and that in sum that everything which refers to the 

dream should be included in the fact, in the parenthesis of the fact that he reports it. 

 

It is certainly not indifferent that Freud accords so much importance to the 

Niederschrift which constitutes this residue of the dream, but it is quite clear that this 

Niederschrift refers to an experience that the subject is telling us about. It is important to 

see that Freud is a long long way from retaining even for a single instant the nevertheless 

obvious objections which arise from the fact that a spoken narrative is one thing, and a 

lived experience is something else, and it is starting from there that we can connect the 

remark that the fact that he sets aside with such vigour, and even that he agrees with, that he 

explicitly makes the starting point of all his analysis even to the point of advising that it 

should be a technique of the Niederschrift, of what is there lying in the writings of the 

dream, shows us precisely what he thinks fundamentally about this lived experience, 

namely that there is everything to be said for approaching it in this way because he did not 

try of course, to articulate it; it is itself already structured in a series of Niederschriften, in a 

kind of palimpsest-writing as one might say. 

 

If one could imagine a palimpsest where the different superimposed texts have a 
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certain relationship, it would still be a question of knowing which, with one another; but if 

you search for it, you would see that it is a relationship that is to be sought much more in 

the form of the letters than in the meaning of the text. 

 

Therefore this is not what I am talking about, I am saying that on this occasion what 

we know about the dream, is properly speaking what we actually know about it at the 

moment that it is happening as an articulated dream, in other words that the degree of 

certainty that we have concerning this dream is something linked to the fact that we would 

also be much more sure what pigs and geese dream about if they themselves told us about 

it. 

 

But in this original example we have more, namely that the dream discovered by 

Freud has this exemplary value that it is articulated aloud during sleep, which is something 

that allows no kind of ambiguity about the presence of the signifier in its actual text. 

 

In this case it is not possible to throw any doubt on a phenomenon concerning the 

added-on character of what one might call information on the dream which might be taken 

by the word. We know that Anna Freud is dreaming because she articulates: ‘Anna Freud, 

Er(d)beer, Hochbeer, Eier(s)peis, Papp’. The dream images of which we know nothing on 

this occasion, find here an affix, if I may express myself in this way with the help of a term 

borrowed from the theory of complex numbers, a symbolic affix in these words where we 

see the signifier presenting itself in a way in a flocculent state, namely in a series of 

nominations, and this nomination constitutes a sequence whose choice is not indifferent 

because, as Freud tells us, the choice is precisely of everything which has been prohibited 

to her, inter-dit; of the things which when she demanded them she was told no, that she 

could not have them, and this common denominator introduces a unity into their diversity, 

without preventing us also from noticing that inversely this diversity reinforces this unity, 

and even designates it. It is in sum the unity that this series completely opposes to the 

special satisfaction of need, such for example of the desire imputed to the pig and the 

goose, the desire moreover, you only have to reflect on the effect that this would have if 

instead, in the proverb, of saying that the pig dreams of Kukuruz (of maize) we were to set 

about enumerating everything that the pig is supposed to dream about, you would see that 

this has a quite different effect, and even if one wished to claim that it was only an 

insufficient education of the glottis that prevented the pig and the goose from letting us 

know as much, and even if one could say that we could manage to make up for it by 

perceiving in both cases and by finding the equivalent if you wish of this articulation by 

detecting some quivering of their mandibles, it still remains that it would be very unlikely 

that the following would happen, namely that these animals would name themselves as 

Anna Freud does in the series. And even if we admit the pig is called Toto and the goose 

Bel Azor, even if something of that order occurred, it would turn out that they are naming 

themselves in a language which would evidently moreover, neither more or less evidently 

than in the case of man, but in the case of man that is seen less clearly, that this language 

has precisely nothing to do with the satisfaction of their needs because this is the name they 

would have in the farmyard, namely in a context of human needs and not their own. 

 

In other words, I would like you to focus on the fact, and we said it above, that: 

 

1. Anna Freud articulates that there is the mechanism of motor activity, and we would say 

in effect that it is not absent from this dream, because this is the way that we get to know it. 

But this dream reveals by the signifying structuring of its sequence that; 

 

2. we would like to dwell in this sequence on the fact that at the beginning of this sequence 
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literally there is a message, which you can see being illustrated if you know how 

communication takes place inside one of these complicated machines of our modern era, 

for example between the front and the back of a plane. When one telephones from one 

cabin to another one begins by announcing what? One announces oneself, one announces 

who is speaking. Anna Freud at nineteen months, during her dream, announces, she says: 

„Anna F-eud‟, and she goes on with her series. I would almost say that there is only one 

thing missing, after having heard her articulating her dream, it is that at the end she should 

say: „over and out‟. 

 

Here we are introduced then to what I call the topology of repression, in its clearest, 

also its most formal and most articulated way, regarding which Freud underlines for us that 

this topology can in no way be considered, since it is that of another locus which had so 

struck him when reading Fechner, to the extent that one senses that this was for him a type 

of lightning bolt, of illumination, of revelation, but at the same time at the very moment that 

he talks to us at least twice, in the Traumdeutung about the anderer Schauplatz, he always 

underlines that it has nothing to do with another neurological locus. We are saying that this 

other locus is to be sought in the structure of the signifier itself. Now what I am trying to 

show you here, is that the structure of the signifier itself once the subject is engaged in it, I 

mean with the minimal hypotheses that are required by the fact that a subject enters into its 

game. I mean once the signifier is given and the subject is defined as that which is going to 

enter into the signifier and nothing else. Things are necessarily organised starting from this 

necessity, and all sorts of consequences are going to flow from this, that there is a topology 

which it is necessary and sufficient for us to conceive of as constituted by two 

superimposed chains, for us to account for it, but it is absolutely required in order that we 

should account for it, that there are these two superimposed chains, and it is towards this 

that we are advancing. 

 

Here at the level of Anna Freud‟s dream, how do things appear? It is true that they 

appear in a problematic, ambiguous fashion, which permits, which makes it legitimate up to 

a certain point for Freud to distinguish a difference between children‟s dreams and adults‟ 

dreams. 

 

Where is the chain of nominations which makes up the dream of Anna Freud 

situated? On the upper chain or on the lower chain? It is a question regarding which you 

have been able to notice that the upper part of the graph represents this chain in a dotted 

form, putting the accent on the element of discontinuity of the signifier, while we represent 

the lower chain of the graph as continuous, and on the other hand I told you that of course 

in every process the two chains are involved. 

 

What does the lower chain mean at the level that we are posing the question? The 

lower chain at the level of demand, and in so far as I told you that the subject qua speaking 

took on this solidity borrowed from the synchronic solidarity of the signifier, it is quite 

obvious that it is something that participates in the unity of the sentence, of this something 

which has made people talk and which gave rise to so much discussion, about the function 

of the sentence as holophrase in so far that is as the holophrase exists. There is no doubt 

about it, the holophrase has a name: it is the interjection. 

 

If you like, to illustrate at the level of the demand what the function of the lower 

chain represents, it is: „Food!‟, or „Help!‟; I am speaking about universal discourse; I am 

not talking about the child‟s discourse for the moment. This form of sentence exists; I 

would even say that in certain cases it takes on a quite pressing and demanding value. This 

is what is in question, it is the articulation of the sentence, it is the subject in so far as this 
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need which of course must pass by way of the defiles of the signifier qua need, is expressed 

in a fashion which is deformed, but at least which is monolithic, except that the monolith 

that is in question, is the subject himself at this level which constitutes him. 

 

What happens on the other line is quite different. What can be said about it is not 

easy to say, but for a good reason, which is that it is precisely what is at the basis of what 

happens on the first line, the lower one; but undoubtedly what we see, is that even in 

something which is given to us as being as primitive as this child‟s dream, Anna Freud‟s 

dream, something marks for us that here the subject is not simply constituted in the 

sentence and by the sentence, in the sense that when the individual, or the crowd, or the 

mob cries: „Food!‟, one knows very well that in this case the whole weight of the message 

is on the emitter, I mean that it is the dominant element and one even knows that this cry 

just by itself is sufficient precisely in the forms that I have just evoked, to constitute this 

emitter, as being well and truly a unique subject, even if it has a hundred mouths, a 

thousand mouths. It does not need to introduce itself, the sentence introduces it sufficiently. 

Now all the same we find ourselves confronted with the following, that the human subject 

when he operates with language, takes himself into account, and to such a degree is it his 

primitive position that I do not know if you remember a certain text by Monsieur Binet, 

namely the difficulties that the subject has in going beyond this stage which I for my part 

find much more suggestive than any of the stages indicated by Monsieur Piaget, and this 

stage, I am not going to tell you about it because I do not want to get into details, appears as 

distinctive and consists in the fact that the subject perceives that there is something wrong 

with the sentence: „I have three brothers, Paul, Ernest and me‟. Up to a fairly advanced 

stage this seems to him quite natural, and for a very good reason, because to tell the truth 

everything about the implication of the human subject in the act of speech is there: the fact 

is that he takes himself into account in it, that he names himself in it, and that consequently 

this is what I might call the most natural the most coordinated expression. The child simply 

has not found the proper formula which would obviously be the following: „We are three 

brothers, Paul, Ernest and me‟, except that we would be very far from reproaching him for 

giving it the ambiguities of the function of being and having. It is clear that a step must be 

taken in order that in sum what is in question, namely the distinction between the I qua 

subject of the enunciation and the I qua subject of the enunciating, can be made, because 

this is what is in question. 

 

What is articulated at the level of the first line when we take the following step is 

the process of enunciation: in our dream of the other day: „he had died‟. But when you 

announce something like that, in which I would point out to you in passing, the whole 

novelty of the dimension that the word introduces into the world, is already implied, 

because to be able to say: „He had died‟, this cannot be said otherwise than in a completely 

different perspective to that of the statement (du dire). „He had died‟, means absolutely 

nothing (ne veut absolument rien dire); „He had died‟, means: he no longer exists, therefore 

there is no need to say it, he is no longer there in order to say he is dead, he must already be 

a being supported by the word. But no one is being asked to perceive this, of course, but 

simply on the contrary the following, that the act of enunciating: „He had died‟, usually 

requires in the discourse itself all sorts of reference points which are distinct from the 

reference points that are taken from the enunciation of the process. 

 

If what I am saying there were not obvious, the whole of grammar would vanish. I 

am simply in the process of pointing out to you for the moment the necessity of using the 

future perfect, in so far as there are two reference points to time: a reference point to time 

concerning the act that is going to be in question: „by that date I will have become her 

husband‟ for example, and it is a question of locating what is going to be transformed by 
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marriage into the enunciation; but on the other hand, because you express it in terms of the 

future perfect, it is the present point from which you speak from the act of enunciating 

which locates you. There are therefore two subjects, two Is, and the stage that the child 

must go beyond at the level of this test of Binets, namely the distinction between these two 

Is, seems to me to be something which has literally nothing to do with this famous 

reduction to reciprocity which Piaget considers to be the essential pivot as regards grasping 

how to use personal pronouns. 

 

But let us leave this then to one side for the moment. What have we arrived at? To a 

grasp of these two lines as representing one which is referred to the process of enunciating, 

the other the process of the enunciation. 

 

The fact that they are two, does not means that each represents one function, but that 

every time we are dealing with the functions of language we should always discover this 

duplicity. Let us say again that not only are they two, but that they will always have 

opposing discontinuous structures, here for example for one when the other is continuous, 

and inversely. 

 

Where is Anna Freud‟s articulation situated? 

 

I am not going to tell you how this topology can be used, I mean I am not going to 

say just like that all at once because it might suit me, or even because I may be able to see a 

little bit further, given the fact that I was the one who constructed this contraption, and 

because I know where I am going, so that I should tell you: it is here or it is there. The fact 

is that the question arises: the question arises of what this articulation represents on this 

occasion which is the aspect under which the reality of Anna Freud‟s dream is presented to 

us, and that in the case of this child who was quite capable of perceiving the meaning of the 

sentence of her nurse - true or false - Freud implies it, and Freud supposes it, and quite 

correctly because of course, a child of nineteen months understands very well that her nurse 

has messed her about – there is articulated in what I called this flocculated form, this series 

of signifiers in a certain order, this something which takes its form from being stacked up, 

by being superimposed as I might say, in a column, from the fact of substituting for one 

another these things in so far as each one is a metaphor for the other, which it is then a 

question of making emerge, namely the reality of satisfaction qua prohibited (inter-dite) 

and we shall go no further with Anna Freud‟s dream. 

 

We will nevertheless take the next step. So that once we have sufficiently begun to 

clarify this matter by asking ourselves now, because it is a question of the topology of 

repression, the way in which what we are beginning to articulate is going to help us when it 

is a question of an adult dream, namely how, what is the real difference between what we 

can clearly see to be a certain form which the child‟s desire takes on on this occasion in the 

dream, and a form which is undoubtedly much more complicated because it is going to give 

much more trouble, in any case as regards interpretation, namely what happens in an adult‟s 

dream. 

 

In this matter there is no ambiguity in Freud. He has no difficulty with it, it is 

enough to read the usage and the function of what intervenes, it is in the order of 

censorship. Censorship operates very exactly in a way that I was able to illustrate during 

my previous seminar I do not know if you remember the famous story which we enjoyed so 

much, the one about: „The King of England is an idiot, therefore everything is permitted,‟ 

says the typist who is caught up in the Irish revolution. But this was not what was in 

question. I gave you another application of it, namely what Freud says to explain 
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punishment dreams. We had very specially put forward the law: whoever says that the King 

of England is an idiot will have his head cut off, and as I told you: the following night I 

dreamt that I had my head cut off. 

 

Freud also articulates even more simple forms. Because I have been persuaded to 

read Tintin for some time past, I will borrow an example from him. I have a way of 

breaking through the censorship by using my Tintinesque qualities, I can say aloud: anyone 

who says in my presence that General Tapiocca is not a better man than General Alcazar, 

will have to deal with me. Now, it is quite clear that if I articulate something like this, 

neither partisans of General Tapiocca, nor those of General Alcazar would be satisfied, and 

I would say that what is much more surprising, is that the least satisfied will be those who 

are the partisans of both. 

 

Here then is what Freud explains to us in the most precise fashion: it is in the nature 

of what is said to confront us with a very very particular difficulty which at the same time 

also opens up very special possibilities. What is in question is simply the following: What 

the child had to deal with, was the prohibition (inter-dit), a saying, no. The whole process 

of education, some principles of censorship, go therefore to form this saying no, because it 

is a question of operations with the signifier in an inexpressible way (en indicible), and this 

also supposes that the subject perceives that the saying no, if it is said, is said, and even if it 

is not executed, remains said. Whence the fact that not saying it is distinct from obeying not 

to do it, in other words that the truth of desire is all by itself an offence against the authority 

of law. 

 

So that the way out proposed to this new drama is to censure this truth of desire. But 

this censorship is not something which, however it is exercised, can be sustained with the 

stroke of a pen, because here it is the process of enunciating which is aimed at, and because 

to prevent it some foreknowledge of the process of the enunciation is necessary, and that 

every discourse destined to banish this enunciation from the process of enunciating is going 

to find itself offending more or less openly with its end. It is the matrix of this possibility 

which at this level, is given on our graph, and it will give you a lot of other matrices. The 

subject, because of the fact that he articulates his demand, is captured in a discourse in 

which he cannot but be himself constructed qua agent of enunciating, which is why he 

cannot renounce it without this enunciation, because that is to efface himself completely as 

a subject knowing what is in question. 

 

The relationship to one another of these two lines of the process of enunciating and 

the process of the enunciation is quite simple, it is the whole of grammar, a rational 

grammar which is articulated in these terms; if you find it interesting I will tell you where 

and how, in what terms and in what context this has been articulated, but for the moment 

what we have to deal with is the following: it is the fact that we see when repression is 

introduced, it is essentially linked to the absolute necessity of the subject being effaced and 

disappearing at the level of the process of enunciating. 

 

How, by what empirical paths does the subject accede to this possibility? It is quite 

impossible, even to articulate it if we do not see what the nature of the process of 

enunciating is. As I told you: every word begins from these points of intersection which we 

have designated by the point O, namely that every word in so far as the subject is 

implicated in it, is the discourse of the Other. That is the precise reason why at first the 

child is quite convinced that all his thoughts are known, it is because the definition of 

thought is not as the psychologists say, something like the beginning of an act. Thought is 

above all something which participates in this dimension of the unsaid which I have just 
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introduced by the distinction between the process of enunciating and the process of 

enunciation, but for this unsaid to subsist, naturally in so far as in order that it should be an 

unsaid it must be said, it must be said at the level of the process of enunciating, namely qua 

discourse of the Other, and that is why the child does not doubt for an instant that what 

represents for him this locus where this discourse is carried on, namely his parents, know 

all his thoughts. In any case this is his first movement, it is a movement which will subsist 

as long as he is not introduced to something new which we have again articulated here 

concerning this relationship of the upper line with the lower line, namely what keeps them 

outside grammar at a certain distance. 

 

I do not need to tell you how grammar keeps a distance between sentences like „I do 

not know whether he is dead‟, „He is not dead, as far as I know‟, „I did not know that he 

was dead‟, „I was afraid that he was dead‟. All these subtle taxemes which go from the 

subjunctive here to a ne that Monsieur Lebidoy calls in a fashion that is really incredible for 

a philologist who writes in Le Monde, the expletive ne. All of this is done to show us that a 

whole part of grammar, the essential part, the taxemes, are there to maintain the necessary 

gap between these two lines. 

 

The next time I will project for you onto these two lines the articulations in 

question, but for the subject who has not yet learned these subtle forms, and it is quite clear 

that the distinction between the two lines is made well before. There are required 

conditions, and these form the basis of the interrogation that I am bringing before you 

today. This distinction is very essentially linked, like every time of course that you see that 

it is a question of something which is not a temporal reference point, but a tensional point, 

namely of a difference in tenses between these two lines, you can clearly see the 

relationship that there can be between this and the situation, and the topology of desire. 

 

This is where we are. For a time the child is in sum entirely caught up in the 

interplay between these two lines. What is necessary here in order that repression may be 

produced? I would say that I am hesitating before committing myself to a path which after 

all I would like not to appear for what it nevertheless is, a path of concession, namely that I 

appeal to notions of development properly speaking, I mean that everything is implicated in 

the empirical process at the level at which this is produced, of an intervention, of an 

empirical and certainly necessary incidence, but the necessity to which this empirical 

incidence, this empirical accident, the necessity in which it comes to reverberate, which it 

precipitates in its form, is of a different nature. 

 

In any case, the child perceives at a given moment that these adults who are 

supposed to know all his thoughts, and here precisely he is not going to go beyond this 

stage, in a certain fashion he will be able to reproduce later on the possibility which is the 

fundamental possibility of what we call in brief and rapidly the so-called elementary form 

of hallucination, that there appears this primitive structure of what we call this background 

of the process of enunciating, parallel to the current enunciation of the existence of what is 

called the echo of acts, the echo of expressed thoughts. 

 

That the knowledge of a Verwerfunq, namely of what, of what I am going to talk to 

you about now, has not been realised and which is what? Which is the following: it is that 

the child at a moment perceives that this adult who knows all his thoughts, does not know 

them at all. The adult does not know, whether it is a question in the dream of he knows or 

he does not know that he is dead. We will see the next time the exemplary signification on 

this occasion of this relationship, but for the moment we do not need to link up these two 

terms for the reason that we are not yet advanced enough in the articulation of what is going 

http://www.lacaninireland.com



03.12.58 (4)  52 

 

 

to be affected in repression, but the fundamental possibility of what cannot but be the end 

of this repression if it is successful, namely not just simply that it gives to the unsaid the 

sign „no‟, which says that it is not said, while at the same time letting it be said, but 

effectively the unsaid is such a thing, there is no doubt this negation is such a primitive 

form that there is absolutely no shadow of doubt that Freud puts the Verneinungwhich 

seems nevertheless to be one of the most elaborated forms of repression for the subject, 

because we see it in subjects who are highly developed psychologically, that all the same 

Freud puts it immediately after the primitive Bejahung, therefore it is indeed as I am in 

process of telling you, through a possibility, through a genesis, and even through a logical 

deduction that he proceeds, as I am proceeding for the moment before you, and not a 

genetic one. This primitive Verneinung is what I am telling you about in connection with 

the unsaid, but the „He does not know‟ is the following stage, and it is precisely through the 

intermediary of this „He does not know‟ that the other who is the locus of my word, is the 

lodging place of my thoughts, and that there can be introduced the Unbewtiste into which 

there is going to enter for the subject the contents of repression. 

 

Do not make me go further or faster than I am going. If I tell you that it is following 

the example of this other that the subject proceeds in order that the process of repression 

should be inaugurated in him, I did not tell you that it was an easy example to follow. 

Initially already I indicated to you that there is more than one mode because in this 

connection I mentioned the Verwerfung and that I made reappear there - I will articulate it 

again the next time - the Verneinung. 

 

The Verdrängung, repression, cannot be something which is so easy to apply, 

because if fundamentally what is in question is that the subject should be effaced, it is quite 

clear that what is quite easy to show in this order, namely that the others, the adults, know 

nothing, naturally the subject who is entering into existence does not know that they know 

nothing, the adults, as everyone knows, it is because they have gone through all sorts of 

adventures, precisely the adventures of repression. The subject knows nothing about it, and 

it must be said that it is not easy to imitate them because for a subject to do away with 

himself as a subject, is a conjuring trick which is a little bit harder than many of the others 

that I present before you here, but let us say that essentially and in a fashion which is 

absolutely sure, if we have to rearticulate the three modes in which the subject wants to do 

it in Verwerfung, Verneinung and Verdrängung, the Verdrängung is going to consist in the 

following that to affect in a way which is at least possible, if not durable, the part of this 

unsaid which must be made disappear, the subject is going to operate in the way which I 

have called for you the way of the signifier. It is on the signifier, and on the signifier as 

such that he is going to operate, and this is why the dream that I put forward the last time, 

around which we continue to turn here even though I did not completely re-evoke it in the 

seminar today, the dream of the dead father, and that is why Freud articulates in this 

connection that repression bears essentially on the manipulation, the elision of two 

clausulae, namely „nach seinem Wunsch’, and „he did not know that it was as he had 

wished‟, that it happened this way „in consequence of his wish‟. 

 

Repression is represented in its origin, at its root as something which in Freud is 

articulated by: it cannot be articulated otherwise than as something which bears on the 

signifier. 

 

I did not take you very far today, but it is a further step, because it is the step which 

is going to allow us to see what sort of signifier this operation of repression is brought to 

bear on. All signifiers are not equally breakable, repressible, fragile; that it was already on 

what I called two closulae that it came to bear, already has an essential importance, all the 
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more essential in that it is going to allow us to delineate what is properly speaking in 

question when one talks first of all about dream-desire, and then about desire in itself. 
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I left you the last day on something which tends to approach to our problem, the 

problem of desire and its interpretation, a certain organisation of the signifying structure, of 

what is stated in the signifier as involving this internal duplicity of the enunciation; the 

process of the enunciation and the process of the act of enunciating. 

 

I stressed for you the difference that exists between the I qua implicated in some 

enunciation or other, the I in so far as in the same way as some other, it is the subject of an 

enunciated process for example, which is not moreover the only word of enunciation either 

of the I in so far as it is implicated in all enunciating, but all the more in so far as it 

announces itself as the enunciating I. 

 

This mode under which it introduces itself as the I of the enunciating, this mode 

under which it introduces itself is not indifferent, if it introduces itself by naming itself as 

little Anna Freud did at the beginning of the message of her dream. 

 

I pointed out to you that there remains here something ambiguous, namely whether 

this I as the I that is enunciating is authenticated or not at this moment. I gave you to 

understand that it is not yet and this is what constitutes the difference that Freud proposes to 

us as being the one which distinguishes the dream-desire in the child from the dream-desire 

in the adult, the fact is that something is not yet completed, precipitated out by the structure, 

is not yet distinguished in the structure, namely this something whose reflection and trace I 

proposed to you elsewhere; a delayed trace because it appears at the level of a test which of 

course already presupposes conditions very defined by experience, which does not allow us 

to prejudge fundamentally how much of it is in the subject, but the difficulty which still 

remains for a long time for the subject of distinguishing this enunciating I from the I of the 

enunciation, and which is expressed by the belated failure in a test which chance and his 

flair as a psychologist made Binet choose in the form of: „I have three brothers, Paul, Ernest 

and me.‟ 

 

The difficulty that there is in the fact that the child does not see this enunciation as 

coming from elsewhere as he should, namely that the subject does not yet know how to 

deduct himself (se décompter). But this trace which I marked out for you is something, an 

index, and there are others, this essential element which constitutes the distinction, the 

difference for the subject between the I of the enunciating and the I of the enunciation. Now 

I told you, that we take things, not by way of deduction, but by a way which I cannot say to 

be empirical because it was already traced out, it was already constructed by Freud when he 

told us that the dream-desire in the adult is a desire which is loaned to him, and which is the 

mark of a repression, of a repression which at this level he brings forward as being a 

censorship.
 

 

When he enters into the mechanism of this censorship, when he shows us what a 

censorship is, namely the impossibilities of a censorship, because this is what he stresses, 

this is what I tried to get you to focus your reflection on for an instant by telling you of a 

type of internal contradiction which is that of everything that is unsaid at the level of the 
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enunciating, I mean this internal contradiction which structures the „I am not saying that 

…‟. 

 

I told you about it the last day in different humorous forms: anyone who says such 

and such a thing about such and such a person whose words must be respected, who must 

not be offended, will, I said, have to deal with me. What does this mean, if not that in 

putting forward this taking of sides which is obviously ironic, I am pronouncing, I find 

myself pronouncing precisely what should not be said, and Freud himself underlined 

sufficiently when he shows us the mechanism, the articulation, the meaning of the dream, 

how frequently the dream takes this path, namely that what it articulates as not to be said is 

precisely what it has to say, and that through which there passes what is effectively said in 

the dream. 

 

This takes us to something which is linked to the deepest structure of the signifier. I 

would like again to dwell on it for a moment, because this element, this principle of „I am 

not saying‟ as such, it is not for nothing that Freud in his article on the Verneinunq places it 

at the very root of the most primitive phase in which the subject constitutes himself as such 

and constitutes himself especially as unconscious. The relationship of this Verneinunq with 

the most primitive Bejahunq, with the access of a signifier into the question, because this is 

what a Bejahunq is, is something which begins to pose a question. It is always a question of 

knowing what is posited at the most primitive level: is it for example the couple good and 

bad according to whether we choose or we do not choose one or other of these primitive 

terms? Already we are opting for a whole theorisation, for a whole orientation of our 

analytic thinking, and you know the role that has been played by the terms of good and bad 

in a certain specification of the analytic path; they are certainly a very primitive couple. 

 

I will pause for a moment on this unsaid and on the function of the not (ne) of the 

not in the „I am not saying‟, before taking a further step because I think that this is the 

essential articulation. This sort of „not‟ in the „I am not saying‟ which ensures that precisely 

in saying that one is not saying it one says it, something which almost appears as a sort of 

proof by absurdity, is something at which we must pause by recalling what I have already 

indicated to you as being what one must call the most radical property of the signifier, and 

if you remember, I already directed your attention to an image, to an example by showing 

both the relationship that there is between the signifier and a certain type of index or of sign 

which I called the trace which already itself bears the mark of some kind of reverse side of 

a borrowing from the real. 

 

I spoke to you about Robinson Crusoe and about the footstep, the trace of Friday‟s 

footprint, and we dwelt a little while on the following: is this already the signifier, and I 

told you that the signifier begins, not with the trace, but with whatever effaces the trace, and 

it is not the effaced trace which constitutes the signifier, it is something which poses itself 

as being able to be effaced, which inaugurates the signifier. In other words, Robinson 

Crusoe effaces the trace of Friday‟s footprint, but what does he put in its place? If he wants 

to preserve the place of Friday‟s footprint, he needs at least a cross, namely a bar and 

another bar across it. This is the specific signifier. The specific signifier is something which 

presents itself as being itself able to be effaced and which subsists precisely in this 

operation of effacing as such. I mean that the effaced signifier already presents itself as 

such with the properties proper to the unsaid. In so far as I cancel the signifier with the bar, 

I perpetuate it as such indefinitely; I inaugurate the dimension of the signifier as such. 

Making a cross is properly speaking something that does not exist in any form of locating 

that is permitted in any way. You must not think that non-speaking beings, the animals, do 

not locate things, but they do not do it intentionally with something said, but with traces of 
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traces. We will come back when we have time to the practice of the hippopotamus, we will 

see what he leaves behind him for his fellows. What man leaves behind him is a signifier, it 

is a cross, it is a bar, qua barred, qua overlaid by another bar which indicates on the one 

hand that as such it has been effaced. 

 

This function of the not, of the not in so far as it is the signifier which cancels itself, 

is undoubtedly something which just of itself would deserve a long development. It is very 

striking to see the extent to which the logicians, because they are as always too 

psychological, in their classification, in their articulation of negation, have left strangely to 

one side the most original one. 

 

You know, or you do not know, and after all I have no intention of introducing you 

into the different modes of negation, I simply want to tell you that more originally than 

anything which can be articulated in the order of the concept, in the order of what 

distinguishes the meaning of negation, of privation, etc., more originally it is in the 

phenomenon of the spoken, in experience, in linguistic empiricism that we should find 

originally what is most important for us, and it is for that reason that I will dwell only on 

this, and here I cannot at least for a moment not take into consideration some researches 

which have the value of being experiential, and in particular the one made by Edouard 

Pichon who was as you know, one of our predecessors in psychoanalysis, who died at the 

beginning of the war from a serious heart illness, Edouard Pichon in connection with 

negation made the following distinction which you should at least have seen, have some 

notion about, have some idea about. He noticed something, he would have liked as a 

logician, obviously he wanted to be a psychologist, he tells us that what he is doing is a sort 

of exploration from words to thought. 

 

Like a lot of people, he is open to illusions about himself, because luckily this is 

precisely the weakest part of his work: his pretension of going back from words to thought. 

But on the contrary he happened to be a wonderful observer; I mean that he had a sense of 

the stuff of language which means that he taught us far more about words than about 

thought. And as regards words, and as regard this usage of negation, it is especially in 

French that he dwelt on this usage of negation, and there he could not avoid making this 

discovery which is made by this distinction, which is articulated in this distinction that he 

makes between the forclusive and the discordant. 

 

I am going to give you examples right away of the distinction that he makes 

between them. Let us take a sentence like: „There is nobody here‟ (il n’y a personne ici). 

This is foreclosure, that anybody should be there is excluded for the moment. Pichon dwells 

on the remarkable fact that every time we have to deal with a pure and simple foreclosure in 

French, we must always use two terms: A ne and then something which here is represented 

by the personne, and which could be by the pas: Je n’ai pas où loger (I have nowhere to 

stay), Je n’ai rien à vous dire (I have nothing to say to you) for example. 

 

On the other hand I notice that a great number of the usages of ne and precisely the 

most indicative here as always, those which pose the most paradoxical problems, always 

manifest themselves, namely that first of all a pure and simple ne is never, or almost never, 

used to indicate pure and simple negation, what for example in German or in English would 

be embodied in the „nicht‟ or the „not‟. The ne by itself, left to itself, expresses what he 

calls a discordance, and this discordance is very precisely something which is situated 

between the process of enunciating and the process of the enunciation. 

 

To be clear and to illustrate right away what is in question, I am going precisely to 
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give you the example which Pichon in fact focused most on, because it is specially 

illustrative, it is the use of those ne’s that people who understand nothing, namely people 

who want to understand, call the expletive ne. I am saying this to you because I already 

began it the last time, I alluded to it in connection with an article on the so-called expletive 

ne which appeared in Le Monde and which appeared to me to be quite scandalous. This 

expletive ne which is not an expletive ne, which is a ne that is quite essential to the usage of 

the French tongue, is the one which is found in the sentence: Je crains qu’il ne vienne (I am 

afraid that he will come). Everyone knows that the Je crains qu’il ne vienne means: I am 

afraid that he will come and not I am afraid that he will not come, but in French one says: 

Je crains qu’il ne vienne. 

 

In other words, French at this point of its linguistic usage lays hold, as I might say 

of the ne somewhere at the level as one might say of its straying, of its descent from the 

process of enunciating where the ne refers to the articulation of the enunciating, refers to 

what is called the pure and simple signifier in act. „I am not saying that...‟ (je ne dis pas 

que...), „I am not saying that I am your wife‟ for example, of the ne of the enunciation 

where it is, „I am not your wife‟. No doubt we are not here to work out the genesis of 

language, but something is implied even in our experience. 

 

This is what I want to show you which in any case indicates for us the articulation 

that Freud gives of the fact of negation, implies that negation descends from the enunciating 

to the enunciation, and how could we be surprised at this because after all every negation in 

the enunciation involves a certain paradox, because it asserts something in order to assert it 

at the same time, let us say in a certain number of cases as not existing somewhere between 

the two, somewhere between the enunciating and the enunciation, and on this plane where 

the discordances are established, where something in my fear anticipates the fact that he 

may come, and hoping that he will not come, what can it do other than articulate this „I am 

afraid that he will come‟ as a ‘je crains qu’il ne vienne’, hooking on in passing as I might 

say, this ne of discordance which is distinguished as such in negation from the forclusive 

ne. 

 

You will say to me: this is a phenomenon that is peculiar to the French tongue, you 

evoked it yourself just above in talking about the German ‘nicht’ and the English „not‟. Of 

course, only the important thing is not that, the important thing is that in the English tongue 

for example where we articulate analogous things, namely that we perceive, and I am not 

able to demonstrate this to you because I am not here to give you a course on linguistics, 

that it is something analogous which is manifested in the fact that in English for example 

negation cannot be applied in a pure and simple fashion to the verb in so far as it is the verb 

of the enunciation, the verb designating the process in the enunciation; one does not say: „I 

eat not...‟, but „I don‟t eat...‟ 

 

In other words, it appears that we have traces in the articulation in the English 

linguistic system of the following: it is that for anything that is of the order of negation, the 

enunciation is led to borrow a form which is modelled on the use of an auxiliary, the 

auxiliary being typically what introduces the dimension of the subject into the enunciation. 

„I don‟t eat‟, „I won‟t eat‟, or „I won‟t go‟ which is properly speaking je n’irai pas, which 

does not simply imply the fact, but my resolution as a subject not to go, the fact that for 

every negation in so far as it is a pure and simple negation, something like an auxiliary 

dimension appears, and here in the English tongue models it on this something that 

essentially links negation to a sort of original position of the enunciating as such. 

 

The second moment or phase of what I tried to articulate for you the last time, is 

http://www.lacaninireland.com



10.12.58 (5)  58 

 

 

constituted by the following: that to show you by what path, by what way the subject is 

introduced to this dialectic of the other, in so far as it is imposed on him by the very 

structure of this difference between the enunciating and the enunciation, I brought you 

along a path which as I told you I made deliberately empirical. It is not the only one; I mean 

that I introduce into it the real history of the subject. I told you that the following step of the 

way in which at the origin the subject is constituted in the process of the distinction 

between this I of the enunciating and the I of the enunciation, is the dimension of knowing 

nothing about it (n’en rien savoir), in so far as he experiences, that he experiences in the 

fact that it is against the background of the fact that the other knows all his thoughts, 

because at the origin his thoughts are by nature and structurally this discourse of the other, 

that it is in the discovery that it is a fact that the other knows nothing about his thoughts, 

that there is inaugurated for him this way which is the one that we seek, the way by which 

the subject is going to develop this contradictory exigency of the unsaid and find the 

difficult path by which he has to bring about this unsaid in his being and become this sort of 

being with whom we have to deal, namely a subject which has the dimension of the 

unconscious, because this is the essential step that psychoanalysis makes for us in man‟s 

experience; it is the following: it is that after long centuries in which I would say in a way 

philosophy persisted more and more in taking always further this discourse in which the 

subject is only the correlate of the object in the relationship of knowledge, namely that the 

subject is that which is supposed by the knowledge of objects, this sort of strange subject 

about which I said somewhere or other that it might do as a Sunday philosophy because the 

rest of the week, namely during work of course everyone can completely neglect it, this 

subject which is only the shadow in a way and the understudy of objects, this something 

which is forgotten in this subject, namely that the subject is the subject who speaks. It is 

only from a certain moment that we can no longer forget it, namely the moment when his 

domain as a subject who speaks stands on its own, whether he is there or whether he is not 

there. 

 

What completely changes the nature of his relationships to the object, is this crucial 

point of the nature of his relationships to the object which is precisely called desire. It is in 

this field that we are trying to articulate the relationships of the subject to the object in the 

sense that they are relationships of desire, because it is in this field that analytic experience 

teaches us that there is something to be articulated. The relationship of the subject to the 

object is not a relationship of need, the relationship of the subject to the object is a complex 

relationship which I am precisely trying to articulate before you. For the moment let us 

begin to indicate the following: it is because this relationship of the articulation of the 

subject to the object is situated there, that the object is found to be this something which is 

not the correlate and the correspondent of a need of the subject, but this something which 

supports the subject precisely at the moment at which he has to confront as one might say 

his own existence, which supports the subject in his existence, in his existence in the most 

radical sense, namely precisely in this that he exists in language, namely that he consists in 

something that is outside himself, in something that he can only grasp in its proper nature as 

language at the precise moment when he, as subject, must efface himself, vanish, disappear 

behind a signifier, which is precisely what one might call the panic point around which he 

must attach himself to something, it is precisely to the object qua object of desire that he 

attaches himself. 

 

Somewhere, someone whom I will not immediately name today, in order not to 

confuse matters, someone quite contemporary, who is dead, has written: „If one managed to 

learn what the Miser came to know, what the Miser lost when his money-box was stolen 

from him, one would learn a great deal.‟ 
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It is exactly what we have to learn, I mean learn it for ourselves and teach it to 

others. 

 

Analysis is the first place, the first dimension in which one can respond to this 

statement, and of course because the miser is ridiculous, namely much too close to the 

unconscious for you to be able to support it, I will have to find another more noble example 

to help you to grasp what I mean. 

 

I could begin to articulate it for you in the same terms as above as regards what 

concerns existence, and in two minutes you would take me for an existentialist, which is not 

what I desire. I am going to take an example in La Règle du Jeu, a film by Jean Renoir. 

Somewhere the character who is played by Dalio, who is the old character as he is seen in 

real life in a certain social milieu, and you must not think that it is even limited to this 

social milieu; he is a collector of objects, and more especially of music boxes. Remind 

yourselves, if you still remember this film, of the moment when Dalio, in front of a large 

audience, makes his latest discovery, a particularly beautiful music box. At that moment the 

character is literally in this position which we could call and which we should call exactly 

that of shame: he blushes, he effaces himself, he disappears, he is very embarrassed. He has 

shown what he has shown, but how could those present understand that we find ourselves 

here at this level, at this point of oscillation that we grasp, which shows itself in its extreme 

form in this passion of the collector for the object. It is one of the forms of the object of 

desire. What the subject shows is nothing other than the most important, most intimate 

point of himself. What is supported by this object, is precisely what he cannot unveil, even 

to himself, it is this something which is at the very edge of the greatest secret. 

 

That is it; it is along this path that we should seek to know what his money box is 

for the miser. We must certainly take a step further to get quite to the level of the miser and 

that is the reason why the miser can only be treated by comedy. 

 

But what is therefore in question, that by which we are introduced is the following: 

it is that what the subject finds himself committed to from a particular moment, is the 

following, it is to articulate his wish qua secret. How is the wish, how is what is in the wish 

expressed? In these forms of the tongue to which I alluded the last time, for which 

according to the tongue, different modes, different registers, different chords, have been 

invented. In this matter you must not always trust what the grammarians say. The 

subjunctive is not as subjunctive as it looks, and the type of wish - I am searching in my 

memory something which will be able in some way to give you an image of it, and I do not 

know why there has come back from the depths of my memory this little poem which I had 

some trouble in recomposing, indeed in re-situating: 

 

Etre une belle fille 

Blonde et populaire. 

Qui mette de la joie dans l‟air 

Lorsqu‟elle sourit, 

Donne de l‟appétit 

Aux ouvriers de Saint-Denis. 

 

This was written by someone who is a contemporary of ours, a discreet female poet, 

one of whose characteristics is that she is small and dark, and who no doubt expresses in 

her nostalgia to sharpen the appetite of the workers of Saint-Denis, something which can be 

strongly enough attached to one or other moment of her ideological reveries. But one 

cannot say either that this is her ordinary occupation. 
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What I would like you to dwell on for a moment in terms of this phenomenon which 

is a poetic phenomenon, is first of all the fact that we find in it something fairly important 

as regards the temporal structure. This perhaps is the pure form, I am not saying of the wish 

(voeu), but of what is wished (souhaite), namely of that which in the wish is stated as 

wished. Let us say that the primitive subject is elided, but this means nothing, she is not 

elided because what is articulated here, is the wished for, it is something which is presented 

in the infinitive as you see, and which if you tried to introduce yourselves into the interior 

of the structure, you will see that this is situated in a position, a position of being in front of 

the subject and determining her retroactively. It is not a question here either of a pure and 

simple aspiration, or of a regret; it is a question of something which poses itself in front of 

the subject as determining it retroactively in a certain type of being. 

 

This is situated completely up in the air. It nevertheless remains that this is how 

what is wished for is articulated, giving us already something that it would be well to retain 

when we try to give a meaning to the sentence with which The Interpretation of Dreams 

concludes, namely that the indestructible desire models the present on the image of the past. 

This thing whose drone we hear as something which we attribute right away to the effects 

of repetition or of deferred action, is perhaps not certain if we look very closely at it, 

namely that if the indestructible desire is now modelled on the image of the past, it is 

perhaps like the donkey‟s carrot, it is always ahead of the subject, always producing 

retroactively the same effects. 

 

This introduces us at the same time to the ambiguity of this enunciation through its 

structural characteristics, because after all what one might call the gratuitous character of 

enunciating this has some consequences which nothing prevents us from getting involved 

in, I mean that nothing prevents us from getting involved in the following remark, that this 

poetically expressed wish, entitled as it happens, since I referred to the text, Voeu secret, 

this then is what I discovered in my memory after some twenty-five or thirty years, in 

looking for something which would take us to the secret of the wish, this secret wish of 

course which is communicated, because this is the whole problem: how to communicate to 

others something which is constituted as secret? In reply: through some lie, because when 

all is said and done for those of us who are a little bit more clever than the others, this can 

be translated: „As true as I am a beautiful blond popular girl, I want to make everybody 

happy and sharpen the appetite of the workers of Saint-Denis‟, and it is not said that every 

being, even one who is generous or poetic or even a female poet, is all that eager to make 

everybody happy. After all, why? Why, if not in phantasy, if not in phantasy and to 

demonstrate the extent to which the object of phantasy is metonymical, namely that it is 

happiness which is going to circulate like that? As regards the workers of Saint-Denis, they 

can put up with it. Let them divide things up among themselves, in any case there are 

already too many of them for one to know to whom one should address oneself. 

 

With this digression I introduce you to the structure of the wish by way of poetry; 

we can now enter into it by way of serious things, namely by the effective role that desire 

plays, and this desire which we have seen, as might have been expected, that it should in 

fact have to find its place somewhere between this point from which we started by saying 

that the subject alienates himself essentially in the alienation of the appeal, of the appeal of 

need, in that he has to enter into the defiles of the signifier, and this beyond in which there 

is going to be introduced as essential the dimension of the unsaid, it must be articulated 

somewhere. We see it in the dream that I chose, this dream which is undoubtedly one of the 

most problematic of dreams in so far as it is a dream of the apparition of a dead person, this 

dream of the apparition of a dead person which Freud on page 433 of the Traumdeutung in 
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the German edition, page 381 and on page 382 of the La Science des rêves concerning the 

apparition of the dead, is very far from having yet given us their whole secret (SE V 430-1). 

Even though already he articulates a lot of things in it, that this is essential, and it is in this 

connection that Freud marked with the greatest accent right through this analysis of dreams 

in the Traumdeutung, the depths there are in what was the first approach to the psychology 

of the unconscious, namely the ambivalence of feelings with respect to those who are loved 

and respected. It is something moreover by which the dream which I chose to begin to try 

to articulate before you the function of desire in the dream, is again approached. 

 

You can see that recently I have been re-reading the Traumdeutung in its first 

edition with certain goals in view, and that at the same time the last time I made an allusion 

to the fact that in the Traumdeutung one always forgets what is in it. I had forgotten that in 

1930 this dream was added to it. It was first of all added on in a note a short time after its 

publication in the Formulierungen, and then in the 1930 edition it was added to the text. 

Therefore it is in the text of the Traumdeutung. 

 

I repeat then, that this dream is made up as follows: the subject sees his father 

appearing before him, this father whom he had just lost after an illness which had been a 

long and painful one for him. He sees him appearing before him and he is pierced, the text 

tell us, with a profound sadness at the thought that his father is dead and that he does not 

know it; a formulation on whose character of absurd reasoning Freud insists, and of which 

he says: it is completed, it is understood if one adds that he had died „in consequence of the 

dreamer‟s wish‟, that he did not know that it was in consequence of his wish of course that 

he had died. 

 

This is what I inscribe on the graph, according to the following levels: 

 

 
    

 

„He did not know‟, refers essentially to the dimension of the constitution of the subject, in 

so far as it is over against a useless „he did not know‟ that the subject has to situate himself, 

and that here we have what precisely it is that we are going to try to see in detail from 

experience, that he has to constitute himself as not knowing, the only way out that is given 

to him in order that what is unsaid effectively takes on the import of the unsaid. 

 

It is at the level of the enunciation that this is done, but there is no doubt that no 

statement of this kind can be made unless it is supported by the underpinning of an 

enunciating, because for any being who does not speak, we have the proof, that „he had 

died‟ means nothing; I would say more: we have the test in the immediate indifference that 

most animals show towards remainders, towards the corpses of their fellows once they have 
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become corpses. In order that an animal should be attached to a dead person, the example 

of dogs is cited, it is necessary precisely that the dog should be in this exceptional position 

of showing that if he does not have an unconscious, he has a super-ego, namely that 

something has come into play which allows there to be something of the order of a certain 

delineation of signifying articulation. But let us leave that to one side. 

 

That this „he had died‟ already supposes the subject introduced to something which 

is of the order of existence, existence being nothing other than the fact that the subject from 

the moment that he establishes himself in the signifier can no longer be destroyed, that he 

enters into this intolerable concatenation which for him unfolds immediately in the 

imaginary, which means that he can no longer conceive himself, except as constantly 

re-emerging in existence. 

 

This is not the construction of a philosopher, I have been able to observe among 

those who are called patients, and I remember one for whom one of the turning points of 

her internal experience, was a particular dream precisely where she touched without any 

doubt, and not at an indifferent moment of her analysis, something that was apprehended, 

grasped in a dream state, which was nothing other than a sort of pure feeling of existence, 

of existing as one might say in an indefinite fashion, and from the heart of this existence a 

new existence always re-emerged for her, and this extended for her inner intuition, as one 

might say, as far as she could see, existence being apprehended and felt as something which 

of its nature could not be extinguished except in order to emerge further on, and this was 

accompanied for her precisely by an intolerable pain. 

 

This is something which is quite close to what the content of the dream gives us, 

because what indeed do we have? We have here a dream which is the dream of a son. It is 

always good to point out in connection with a dream, that the one who constructs it is the 

dreamer. One must always remember that when one begins to speak about the person in the 

dream. 

 

What do we have here? The problem of what one calls identification is posed here 

in a particularly apt way, because in the dream there is no need for dialectic to think that 

there is some relationship of identification between the subject and his own dream 

fantasies. 

 

What do we have? We have the subject who is there confronting his father, pierced 

by the deepest pain and before him we have the father who does not know that he is dead, 

or more exactly, because we must put it in the tense in which the subject apprehends it and 

communicates it to us, he did not know. I insist on this without being quite able to insist on 

it to the limit for the moment, but I always intend not to offer you approximate things 

which sometimes lead to obscurity, because this rule of behaviour also prevents me from 

putting things before you in any but an approximate way, and because I cannot immediately 

specify them, that naturally leaves some doors open. Nevertheless it is important, as regards 

the dream, for you to remember that the fashion in which it is communicated to us is always 

an enunciation: the subject gives us an account of what? Of another enunciation, but it is 

not at all sufficient to say that, of another enunciation that he presents to us as enunciating, 

because it is a fact that the subject tells us about the dream precisely in order that we should 

look for the key, the meaning, namely what he means, namely for something quite different 

to the enunciation that he reports to us, the fact therefore that this: „he did not know‟, is said 

in the imperfect is quite important in this perspective. „He did not know‟, in what I am 

enunciating to you, this for those whom the question of the relationships of the dream to the 

word by which we get to know about it, can approach in the drawing the first level of 
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splitting. 

 

But let us continue. Here then is how things are divided up: from one aspect, from 

the aspect of what appears in the dream as subject, what? An affect, pain, pain about what? 

That he had died. And from the other aspect corresponding to this pain: „He did not know‟, 

what? The same thing, that he had died. 

 

Freud tell us that it is here there is found its meaning and implicitly its 

interpretation, and this seems to be quite simple. I have already pointed out to you often 

enough that it is not as a complement: „in consequence of his wish‟: 

 
 

pain (douleur)     ■ he did not know 

that he had died     • that he had died 

       (In consequence of his wish) 
   

But what does this mean? If we are, as Freud formally indicates that we should be, 

not simply in this passage, but in the one about repression that I asked you to refer to, we 

are at the level of the signifier, you should immediately see that we can make more than 

one usage of this „in consequence of his wish‟. He had died in consequence of his wish. 

Where does this take us? I think that some of you at least may remember the point that I 

formerly brought you to, that of the subject who having exhausted the way of desire in all 

its forms, in so far as it is not known to the subject, is the punishment of what crime? Of no 

other crime than that of having precisely existed in this desire, he finds himself brought to 

the point where he can make no other exclamation than this final but, this „not to have been 

born‟, at which existence culminates when it has arrived very precisely at the extinction of 

his desire, and this pain which the subject feels in the dream, let us not forget that he is a 

subject of whom we know nothing more than this immediate antecedent that he has seen his 

father die in the torment of a long and agonising illness. 

 

This pain is close by in the experience of this pain of existence when there is 

nothing else in him than this existence itself, and when everything in this excessive 

suffering tends of abolish this ineradicable term which is the desire to live. 

 

This pain of existing, of existing when desire is no longer there, if it has been lived 

by any one, has been lived by the one who is far from being a stranger to the subject. But in 

any case what is clear, is that in the dream the subject knew this pain. 

 

We will never know if the one who experienced it in the real knew or did not know 

the meaning of this pain, but on the contrary what is tangible, is that neither in the dream of 

course, nor certainly outside the dream before interpretation leads us to it, does the subject 

know that what he is assuming is this very pain as such, and the proof is that he can only 

articulate it in the dream in a faithful, cynical fashion, which corresponds absurdly to what? 

Freud replies to this, if we refer to the little chapter in the Traumdeutung where he talks 

about absurd dreams, especially in connection with this dream, and it is a confirmation of 

what I was trying to articulate for you here before rereading it, we will see that he specifies 

that if the feeling of absurdity is often linked in dreams to this sort of contradiction, linked 

to the structure of the unconscious itself, and which ends up in something laughable, in 

particular cases this absurd, and he says it in connection with this dream, is introduced into 

the dream as an element of what? As an element expressing a particularly violent 

repudiation of the meaning that is designated here, and in fact undoubtedly the subject can 
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see that his father did not know the wish, he, the subject had that his father should die in 

order to be done with his suffering. Namely that at this level the subject himself knows 

what his wish is. He may see or not see, everything depends on the point of analysis that he 

has got to, that this wish which was his in the past, that his father should die, and not for his 

father‟s sake, but for his, the subject who was his rival. But what he cannot see at all, at the 

point that he has got to, is that by assuming the pain of his father without knowing it, what 

is being aimed at, is to keep before him in the object this ignorance which is absolutely 

necessary for him, that which consists in not knowing that it is better not to have been born. 

There is nothing at the final term of existence, than the pain of existing; it is better to 

assume it as that of the other who is there and who continues to speak, as I the dreamer 

continue to speak, than to see being laid bare this final mystery which is nothing other, 

when all is said and done, than the most secret content of this wish, the one of which we 

have no element in the dream itself, except what we know by knowledge. What the content 

of this wish is, namely, the wish for the father to be castrated, namely the wish par 

excellence which at the moment of the father‟s death is turned back onto the son, because it 

is his turn to be castrated, namely something that must not be seen at any price, and I am 

not in the process of posing for the moment the terms of the point or the moment or the 

times when an interpretation should therefore be made, it would be easy already to show 

you on this schema that there is a first interpretation which is made right away. Your father 

is not at all concerned, he did not know, in consequence of your wish of enunciating the 

wish. 

 

We are here at the level of what is already in the direct line of the subject‟s word, 

and it is a good thing that it is so, but it is necessary that a certain introduction by the 

analyst should be such that already something problematic is introduced into this remark 

which is of a nature to make emerge what up to then is repressed and in dots, namely that 

he had already died a long time ago in consequence of his wish, in consequence of the 

oedipal wish, and to make this as such emerge from the unconscious. 

 

But it is a question of knowing, of giving its full import to this something which as 

above goes well above the question of what this wish is, because this wish to castrate the 

father with its reversal onto the subject, is something which goes well beyond any 

justifiable desire. If it is, as we say it is, a structuring necessity, a signifying necessity, and 

here the wish is only the mask of what is most profound in the structure of desire as such as 

the dream reveals it, it is nothing other, not than a wish, but than the essence of the „in 

consequence of‟, of the relationship, of the necessary enchainment which prevents the 

subject from escaping from this concatenation of existence in so far as it is determined by 

the nature of the signifier. 

 

This „in consequence of‟, this is the point of what I want to point out to you, it is 

when all is said and done in this problematic of the effacement of the subject which on this 

occasion is his salvation in this final point where the subject should be destined to a final 

ignorance, the mainspring, the Verdranqunq, this is the meaning into which I tried to 

introduce you right at the end the last time, reposes entirely, this sort of Verdranqunq on, 

not the repression of something full, of something which is discovered, of something which 

is seen and which is understood, but in the pure and simple signifying elision, of the ‘nach’, 

of the „in consequence of‟, of that which indicates agreement or disagreement, accord or 

disaccord between the enunciating and the signifier, between what is in the relationship in 

the enunciation and what is in the necessities of the enunciating. It is in terms of the elision 

of a clausula, of a pure and simple signifier, that everything subsists, and that in the last 

analysis what is manifested in the desire of the dream, is the fact that he did not know. 
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What does the fact mean in the absence of any other signification that we have at 

our disposition? We will see only when we take a dream of someone whom we know 

better, because next time we will take one of Freud‟s dreams, the one which is quite close 

to this one, the dream that Freud had also about his father, the one he has when he sees him 

in the form of Garibaldi; there we will go further and we will really see what Freud‟s desire 

is, and those who reproach me here for not paying enough attention to anal erotism will get 

their money‟s worth. But for the moment let us stop here with this schematic dream at this 

dream of the subject‟s confrontation with death. 

 

What does that mean? In summoning this shade, blood is going to flow, because it 

means that this dream means nothing other than that he is not dead. He may suffer in the 

place of the other. But behind this suffering, is the only lure onto which at this crucial 

moment he can still hold on to, precisely that of the rival, of the murder of the father, of 

imaginary fixation, and it is also here that we will take things up the next time, around the 

explanation of what I think I have sufficiently prepared by today‟s articulations: the 

elucidation of the following formula as being the constant formula of the phantasy in the 

unconscious: $ ◊ o. 

 

This relationship of the subject in so far as he is barred, cancelled, abolished by the 

action of the signifier, and who finds his support in the other, in that which defines for the 

subject who speaks, the object as such, namely that it is with the other that we try to 

identify, that we will very quickly identify, because those who attended the first year of this 

Séminaire heard it spoken about for a trimester, this other, this predominant object of 

human erotism, is the image of one‟s own body in the broad sense that we will give to it. It 

is here on this occasion in this human phantasy which is the phantasy of himself, which is 

no longer numbered, it is here that the subject maintains his existence, maintains the veil 

which ensures that he can continue to be a subject who speaks. 
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Seminar 6 :  17 December 1958 

 

 

 
I mentioned the last time the French grammar written by Jacques Damourette and 

Edouard Pichon (Editeur D‟Artrey). What I said about negation, foreclosure and 

discordance is dealt with in two places in this grammar, in the second volume where there 

is assembled a whole article on negation, which fixes the data of foreclosure and 

discordance. This foreclosure which is so particularly embodied in the French language by 

its pas, point or personne, rien, guère, ni, which bear in themselves this sign of their origin 

in the trace as you see, because all of these, are words which designate the trace. This is 

where the action of foreclosure, the symbolic axis of foreclosure is rejected to in French, 

the ne being reserved for what it is more originally, discordance. 

 

Negation in its origin, in its linguistic root, is something which spreads from the 

enunciating to the enunciation, as I tried to show you the last time. I tried to show you how 

it could be represented on this little graph that we are using. 

 

We remained the last time at this putting into place of the terms, of the elements of 

the dream, that „he did not know that he had died‟, and it was around this „in consequence 

of‟, of the „in consequence of his wish‟ that we designated the real point of incidence, in so 

far as the dream both marks the desire and carries it. 

 

It now remains for us to continue to advance in order to ask ourselves how and why 

such an action is possible, and I had, in finishing, showed the way in which I intended to 

interrogate this function of desire as it is articulated in Freud, namely specifically at the 

level of unconscious desire. I intended to question it around this formula which is the one to 

which everything that we have shown about the structure of this dream, about what it 

consists in, namely about this confrontation, the subject is an other, a small o on this 

occasion, the father reappears alive in connection with the dream and in the dream, and is 

found to be in relationship to the subject, in this relationship whose ambiguities we had 

begun to question, namely that the one who ensures that the subject charges himself with 

what we have called the pain of existing, the one whose soul he has seen in its last agony, 

for whom he had wished death; wished death in so far as nothing is more intolerable than 

existence reduced to itself; this existence beyond everything which can sustain it, this 

existence sustained precisely in the abolition of desire. 

 

And we have indicated that by sensing here that in this division, of what I would 

call intrasubjective functions, which ensures that the subject takes upon himself the pain of 

the other, rejecting onto the other what he does not know, which is nothing other on this 

occasion than the subjects own ignorance, the ignorance that it is precisely in the 

dream-desire that he desires to sustain himself, that he desires to maintain himself, and that 

here the desire for death takes on its full meaning which is the desire not to wake up, not to 

wake up to the message, which is precisely the one which is most secret, which is carried 

by the dream itself, and which is the following: that the subject through the death of his 

father is from now on wrongly confronted, with what the presence of the father protected 

him from up to then, namely with this something which is linked to the function of the 

father, namely this something which is there present in this pain of existing, this something 

which is the pivotal point around which there turns everything that Freud discovered in the 
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Oedipus complex, namely the X, the signification of castration. Such is the function of 

castration. 

 

What does it mean to assume castration? Is castration ever really assumed? This sort 

of point against which have broken the last waves of what Freud called finite or indefinite 

analysis is what? And up to what point in this dream and in connection with this dream is 

the analyst not only right, but also in a position, potentially, to be able to interpret it? 

 

It is at this point that at the end of what we were saying the last time about this 

dream, I had left posed the question: the three ways open to the analyst of reintroducing the 

„in consequence of his wish‟, the way that accords with the word of the subject, is in accord 

with what the subject had wished, and which he remembered perfectly well, which is not at 

all forgotten, namely that „in consequence of his wish‟ re-establishes there at the level of 

the upper line of „in consequence of his wish‟, re-establishes there at the level of the hidden 

enunciation of unconscious memory, the traces of the Oedipus complex, of the infantile 

desire for the death of the father, which is the thing Freud tells us is the capitalist in every 

formation of the dream, this infantile desire finds its entrepreneur on this occasion in a 

current desire which has to express itself in the dream, and which is far from being always 

an unconscious desire. 

 

Is not this „in consequence of his wish‟ re-established at the level of the infantile 

desire, something which is found there in short in the position of going in the direction of 

the dream-desire, because it is a question of interposing at this crucial moment of the 

subjects life which is realised by the death of the father, because it is a question in the 

dream of interposing this image of the object and incontestably presents it as the support of 

a veil, of a perpetual ignorance, of a prop to what was in short up to then the alibi of the 

desire, because indeed the very function of the prohibition conveyed by the father, is indeed 

something which gives to desire its enigmatic, even unfathomable form, this something 

from which the subject finds himself separated, this protection, this defence when all is said 

and done, which is as Jones very well glimpsed, and we will see today that Jones had some 

very extraordinary perceptions from certain points of view about this psychic dynamism, 

this moral pretext never to be affronted in his desire. 

 

Could we not say that the pure and simple interpretation of this oedipal desire is 

here something which in short attaches itself to some intermediary stage of the 

interpretation of the dream? 

 

By permitting the subject to do what? Properly speaking this something whose 

nature you are going to recognise when it is designated as identifying with the aggressor. Is 

it anything other than the interpretation of oedipal desire, at this level and in these terms: 

that you had wished for the death of your father at such a date and for such a reason? In 

your childhood, somewhere in your childhood there is identification to the aggressor. Have 

you not typically recognised that this is essential, because it is one of the forms of defence? 

Is it not something which is put forward at the very place where the „in consequence of his 

wish‟ is elided? Are the „in consequence‟ and its meaning not essential for a full 

interpretation of the dream? There is no doubt about this, apart from the opportunities and 

the conditions which allow the analyst to get to this point, they will depend on the moments 

of the treatment, on the context of the response of the subject in dreams, because we know 

that in analysis the subject responds to the analyst, or at least to what the analyst has 

become in the transference, by his dreams. 

 

But essentially, I mean in the logical position of the terms, is a question not posed to 
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the „in consequence of his wish‟, to which we always run the risk of giving some over-hasty 

form, some over-hasty response, some premature response, some avoidance offered to the 

subject about what is in question, namely the impasse that he is put in by this fundamental 

structure which makes of the object of every desire the support of an essential metonymy, 

and something in which the object of human desire as such is presented in a vanishing 

form, and of which we can perhaps glimpse that castration is what we could call the final 

tempering. 

 

Here then we are led to take up at the other end, namely at the one which is not 

given in dreams, to question more closely what is meant by, what is signified by human 

desire, and whether this formula, I mean this algorithm, this S confronted, put in the 

presence of, put face to face with the o, with the object, and in this connection we have 

introduced into these dream-images, and of the meaning which is revealed to us in them. Is 

it not something that we cannot attempt to test in the phenomenology of desire, as it is 

presented to us, curiously enough, of desire which is there, which is there since ……., 

which is at the heart of……………… 

 

Let us try to see in what form this desire presents itself to us analysts. 

 

This algorithm is not going to be able to lead us together along the path of a 

questioning which is that of our common experience, of our experience as analysts, of the 

way in which in the case of the subject, in the subject who is not necessarily or always the 

neurotic subject regarding whom we have no reason to presume that on this point his 

structure is not included, because it reveals a more general structure. In any case there is no 

doubt that the neurotic finds himself situated somewhere along what represents the 

prolongations, the processes of an experience which for us has a universal value. This 

indeed in the point around which the whole construction of Freudian doctrine unfolds. 

 

Before entering into a questioning about some of the ways in which this dialectic of 

the relationships of the subject to his desire have already been tackled, and in particular 

what I announced above about Jones‟ thinking, a thinking which remained unfinished and 

which, as you will see undoubtedly glimpsed something. I would like to refer to something 

taken from the most ordinary clinical experience, to an example which came to me fairly 

recently in my experience, and which seems to me to be rather appropriate to introduce 

what we are trying to illustrate. 

 

It was the case of somebody who was impotent. It is not a bad thing to start from 

impotence in order to begin to question oneself about what desire is. We are sure in any 

case that we are at the human level. This was a young person who of course, like many 

people who are impotent, was not impotent at all. In the course of his existence he had 

made love very normally and he had had some liaisons. He was married and it was with his 

wife that it did not work. This is not to be described as impotence because it was precisely 

localised with respect to the object with whom the subject most wished to have sexual 

relationships, because he loved his wife. The term does not seem to be appropriate. So here 

more or less is what emerged at the end of a certain time of analytic work from the remarks 

of the subject. 

 

It was not that he lacked absolutely all élan, but if he let himself be led on by it one 

evening, and however unrelated it was to the period of analysis he was currently living 

through, would he be able to sustain this élan? The conflict brought about by this lack 

(carence) which he had just gone through had taken matters to extremes. Had he any right 

to impose again on his wife some new trial, some new mishap in his attempts and in his 
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failures? In short, was this desire which could certainly be felt to be not at all absent, in 

terms of its presence and in the possibility of its being accomplished, was this desire 

legitimate? And without being able here to take the reference to this precise case any 

further, I cannot of course give you the history here for all sorts of reasons, including the 

fact that it is an analysis that is still in progress, and for many other reasons also, and this is 

always the problem about alluding to current analyses, I will borrow from other analyses 

this term which is quite decisive in certain evolutions sometimes leading to deviations, even 

to what are called perversions which have a greater structural importance, than what 

operates here openly, as one might say, in the case of impotence. 

 

I will evoke therefore this relationship which from experience appears in certain 

cases, in the life of subjects, and which comes to light in analysis, an experience which can 

have a decisive function, but which, as in other places, reveals a structure, the point at 

which the subject poses himself the question, the problem. Does he have a big enough 

phallus? 

 

From a certain angle, from a certain point of view, this question just by itself may 

entail in the subject a whole series of solutions, which by becoming superimposed on one 

another, by succeeding one another and by adding to one another, may draw him a long 

way from the field of the normal execution of that for which he has all the elements. 

 

This big enough phallus, or more exactly this phallus which is essential for the 

subject, is foreclosed at a moment of his experience, and it is something that we rediscover 

in a thousand forms, not always of course obvious or manifest, latent, but it is precisely in 

the case in which as Monsieur de La Palice would say, this moment of this phase is open to 

view, that we can grasp it and touch it, and also understand its import. 

 

We see the subject, I might say, more than once confronting, referring to this 

something which we must grasp there at the moment of his life, often at the turning point at 

the awakening of puberty, when he encounters its sign, the subject is then confronted with 

something which, as such, is of the same order as what we have evoked above: does desire 

find itself legitimated, sanctioned by something else, and in a certain fashion already what 

appears here in a flash ……. itself in the phenomenology in which the subject expresses it, 

the phenomenology in which he expresses it, can be assumed under the following formula: 

does the subject have or not have the absolute weapon? Because if he does not have the 

absolute weapon, he is going to find himself drawn into a series of identifications, of alibis, 

of games of hide-and-seek which I repeat - we cannot develop its dichotomies here any 

further - can go very far. 

 

The essential is the following: it is that I want to point out to you how desire finds 

the origin of its ups and downs from the moment that there is a question that the subject has 

it qua alienated in something which is a sign, in a promise, in an anticipation involving 

moreover as such a possible loss; how desire is linked to the dialectic of a lack subsumed 

into a moment which as such is a moment which is not there, any more than the sign on this 

occasion is a desire. 

 

What desire has to confront, is this fear that it will not maintain itself under its 

present form, that as an artefact (artifex), if I may thus express myself, it will perish. But of 

course this artefact which is the desire that man feels, experiences as such, this artefact can 

only perish with regard to the artifice of his own speech. It is in the dimension of speech 

that this fear is elaborated, and is stablised. 
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It is here that we encounter this term, so surprisingly and so curiously abandoned in 

analysis, which is the one that Jones put forward as a support for his reflections, and which 

is called aphanisis. When Jones dwells on, meditates on the phenomenology of castration; a 

phenomenology which remains as you can see in experience, and in publications, more and 

more veiled in modern psychoanalytic experience, Jones, at the stage of analysis at which 

he finds himself confronted with all sorts of tasks which are different from those given by 

modern experience, a certain relationship to the patient in analysis, which is not the one 

which has been since reoriented according to other norms to a certain necessity in the 

interpretation, the exegesis, the apologetics, the explanation of Freud‟s thought. Jones one 

might say, tries to find the method, the means of making it understood in connection with 

the castration complex, that what the subject fears he will be deprived of, is his own desire. 

 

You must not be surprised that this term aphanisis which means that, a 

disappearance and specifically of desire, in Jones‟ text you will see that this is what is in 

question, that this is what he articulates, this term which serves him as an introduction 

because of a problem which worried the poor man a lot; it is the one about the relationships 

of the woman to the phallus, a question in which he never managed to find his bearings. 

Right away he uses this aphanisis to put under the same common denominator the 

relationships of man and of woman to their desire, which involved him in an impasse, 

because this is to overlook precisely that these relationships are fundamentally different and 

simply because this is what Freud discovered, by reason of their asymetry with respect to 

the signifier phallus. 

 

I think that I have already made you sense this well enough, for us to consider, at 

least provisionally today, that this is something that has been learned. So that the use of 

aphanisis, whether it is at the origin of the invention, or whether it is merely its 

consequence, marks in a way a sort of inflection which is short directs its author away from 

what is the real question, namely what is signified in the structure of the subject by this 

possibility of aphanisis? Namely does it not force us precisely towards a structuring of the 

human subject precisely as such, in so far as it is a subject for whom existence can be 

supposed and is supposed beyond desire, a subject who ex-sists, which sub-sists outside 

what is his desire. 

 

The question is not of knowing whether we have to take into account objectively 

desire in its most radical form, the desire to live, the life instincts as we say. The question is 

quite different, it is what analysis shows us, shows us as being brought into play in the life 

of the subject; it is this very thing, I mean that it is not only that human life is sustained, 

which of course we are not doubting, by desire, but that the human subject takes it into 

account, as I might say, that he counts on this desire as such, that he is afraid if I may 

express myself in this way, that the élan vital, this beloved élanvital, this charming 

incarnation - we would be right here to talk about the anthropomorphism of human desire in 

nature - that precisely this famous élan with which we try to sustain this nature about which 

we do not understand very much, the fact is that when it is a question of himself, the human 

subject sees this élan vital in front of him, he is afraid that he will lack it. 

 

Just by itself this clearly suggests all the same the idea that we would do well to 

have some structural exigencies, because after all it is a question here of something other 

than reflections of the unconscious (sic); I mean of this subject-object relationship which is 

imminent in the pure dimension of knowledge, and that once we are dealing with desire, as 

moreover is proved to us by experience, I mean Freudian experience, this is all the same 

going to pose us slightly more complicated problems. 
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In effect we can, because we started with impotence, go to the other extreme. If 

impotence fears neither potency nor impotence, the human subject in the presence of his 

desire also manages to satisfy it, he comes to anticipate it as satisfied. It is also very 

remarkable to see these cases where, when he is able to satisfy it, namely when he is not 

affected by impotence, the subject dreads the satisfaction of his desire, and it is most often 

that in his turn he dreads the satisfaction of his desire as making it depend in future 

precisely on the man or woman who is going to satisfy it, namely on the other. 

 

The phenomenological fact is a common one; it is even the habitual text of human 

experience. There is no need to go to the great dramas which have been taken as the 

example and illustration of this problematic, to see how a biography throughout its whole 

duration spends its time unfolding in a successive avoidance of what has always been 

punctuated in it as the most pregnant desire. 

 

Where is this dependence on the other, this dependence on the other which in fact is 

the form and the phantasy in which there is presented what the subject dreads, and which 

makes him deviate from the satisfaction of his desire? It is perhaps not simply what one 

could call the fear of the caprice of the other, this caprice which, I do not know if you are 

aware of it, is not very much related with the popular etymology, that of the Larousse 

dictionary which refers it to the goat (chèvre) and to the chameleon. Caprice, capricio, 

means shudder in Italian, from which we have borrowed it; is nothing other than the same 

word so beloved by Freud, which is called sichstrauben, to bristle up. And you know that 

throughout his whole work, it is one of the metaphorical forms in which for Freud there is 

incarnated at every turn, I am talking about the most concrete remarks, when he speaks 

about his wife, when he speaks about Irma, when he talks in general about the subject who 

is resisting, it is one of the forms in which he incarnates in the most tangible fashion his 

appreciation of resistance. It is not so much the way that the subject is essentially 

dependent, because he represents the other as such in terms of his caprice; it is precisely, 

and this is what is veiled, that the other does not mark this caprice with signs and there is 

not a sufficient sign of the goodwill of the subject, except the totality of signs in which he 

subsists, that in fact there is no other sign of the subject except the sign of his abolition as 

subject. 

 

It is this that is written as follows: S (  this shows you that in short as regards his 

desire man is not in the truth, because however little or however much courage he 

demonstrates, the situation escapes radically from him; that in any case this vanishing, this 

something which someone who after may last seminar called, when he was speaking with 

me afterwards, this umbilication of the subject at the level of his willing, and I accept very 

willingly this image of what I wanted to make you see in terms of the $ in the presence of 

the object o, all the more so because it is strictly in conformity with what Freud designates 

when he speaks about the dream, the point of convergence of all the signifiers, in which the 

dream finally is implicated so much in what he calls himself the unknown, has not 

recognised that this Unbekannte, a very strange term for Freud to use, is precisely only this 

point by which I tried to indicate to you what constituted the radical difference of the 

Freudian unconscious, which it is not that it is constituted, that it is established as 

unconscious, simply in the dimension of the innocence of the subject with respect to the 

signifier which organises it, which is articulated in his place. It is that there is in this 

relationship of the subject to the signifier this essential impasse, this one, and I have just 

reformulated that there is no other sign of the subject than the sign of his abolition as 

subject. 

 

You can well imagine that matters do not stop there, because after all if it were only 
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a question of an impasse as it is said, that would not take us very far. The fact is that it is 

precisely the property of impasses to be fruitful, and this impasse is only of interest in that 

it shows us what it develops in terms of ramifications which are precisely those in which 

effectively desire is going to become engaged. Let us try to see this. 

 

This aphanisis, there is a moment to which it is necessary that in your experience, I 

mean this experience in so far as it is not simply the experience of your analysis, but also 

the experience of the mental modes in which you are led to think about this experience at 

the point of the Oedipus complex where it appears in a flash, which is when you are told 

that in the inverted Oedipus complex, namely at the moment when the subject glimpses the 

solution to the oedipal conflict in the fact of purely and simply drawing to himself the love 

of the more powerful one, namely of the father, the subject escapes, we are told, in so far as 

his narcissism is here threatened, in so far as he receives this love of the father which for 

him involves castration. 

 

This is self-evident, because of course when one cannot resolve a problem, one 

considers it to be comprehensible, this is what ensures that usually it is not all the same as 

clear as it appears, that the subject links this moment of a possible solution, a solution all 

the more possible since in part it will be the way that is taken because the introjection of the 

father under the form of the ego ideal, is indeed something which resembles it. There is a 

participation of the so-called inverted function of the Oedipus complex in the normal 

solution, that there is all the same a moment that is highlighted in a series of experiences, of 

perceptions, especially in the problematic of homosexuality where the subject feels this 

love of the father as essentially threatening, as involving this threat which we will qualify, 

for want of being able to give it a more appropriate term, and after all this term is not all 

that inappropriate, in analysis terms have happily kept enough of their meaning and fullness 

in terms of their dense, weighty, and concrete character, for this to be when all is said and 

done what directs us. One can sense, one can pick up that narcissism is involved 

somewhere, and that this narcissism is involved at this moment of the Oedipus complex. 

 

Above all this will be confirmed for us by the subsequent pathways of the dialectic, 

when the subject has been drawn along the paths of homosexuality. These are, as you 

know, much more complex of course than being a pure and simple summary exigency for 

the presence of the phallus in the object, but fundamentally it is concealed here. 

 

It is not this that I want to get involved in. Only this introduces us to this proposition 

that to face up to this suspension of desire, at the very origin of the problem of the signifier, 

the subject is going to have before him more than one trick, if I can put things that way. 

These tricks are of course essentially concerned first of all with the manipulation of the 

object, of the o in the formula. This capture of the object in the dialectic of the relationships 

of the subject and the signifier should not be put at the origin of all the articulations of the 

relationship that I tried to perform with you these last years, because one sees it everywhere 

all the time. Is there any need to remind you of this moment in the life of little Hans where 

he asks himself about every object: does it or does it not have a phallus? It is enough first of 

all to have a child perceive this essential function in all its forms which can be clearly seen 

there. In the case of little Hans it is a question of the widdler, of the Wiwimacher. You 

know at what period and in what connection and at what moment, at the age of two, this 

question is posed for him in connection with every object, defining a sort of analysis which 

Freud incidentally indicates as a mode of interpretation of this form. 

 

This of course is not a position which in any way only expresses the presence of the 

phallus in the dialectic. This gives us no information whatsoever, either about the usage, the 
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end which at one time I tried to make you see, or the stability of the procedure. What I want 

simply to point out to you, is that all the time we have evidence, that we are not going 

astray namely that the terms in question are indeed the following: the subject, and this 

because of his disappearance, his confrontation with an object, something which from time 

to time reveals itself as being the essential signifier around which is played out the fate of 

this whole relationship of subject to object, and now rapidly to evoke in what sense, in the 

most general sense, there is directed this incidence concerning the object, I mean the small 

o of our algorithm, from the point of view of what could be called instinctual specificity 

from the point of view of need. 

 

We already know what happens in an impossible relationship, rendered impossible 

as one might say to the object by the presence, by the intervention of the signifier, in so far 

as the subject has to maintain himself there in the presence of the object. It is quite clear 

that the human object undergoes this sort of volatilisation which is what we call in our 

concrete practice the possibility of displacement, which does not simply mean the human 

subject, like all animal subjects, sees his desire being displaced from object to object, but 

that this very displacement is the point at which there can be maintained the fragile 

equilibrium of his desire. 

 

After all, what is in question? It is a question I would say of envisaging from a 

certain point of view the prevention of satisfaction while still continuing to hold onto an 

object of desire. In a way it is again a mode as one might say of metonymically symbolising 

satisfaction, and here we are led straight away to the dialectic of the money box and the 

miser. It is far from being the most complicated one, even though one can scarcely see what 

is in question. The fact is that it is necessary that desire should subsist on this occasion, by a 

certain retention of the object as we say, bringing into play the anal metaphor. But it is in so 

far as this retained object is not itself the object of any other jouissance, that we can see that 

juridical phenomenology carries the traces of this retention of the support of desire: it is 

said that one has the enjoyment (jouissance) of a good; what does that mean, if it is not 

precisely that it is humanly quite conceivable to have a good which one does not enjoy, and 

that it is someone else who enjoys it? Here the object reveals its function of what one might 

call a pledge or even indeed a hostage of desire, and if you would like me here to bridge the 

gap with animal psychology, I will evoke what has been said in terms of ethology, by one 

of our more exemplary, one of our more graphic brothers. For my part I am very inclined to 

believe it. I recognised myself; I met myself, in someone who has just published a small 

book. I was not going to say it to you because this is going to distract you. This booklet has 

just come out; it is called L’Ordre des choses. Luckily it is a small book, written by Jacques 

Brosser, someone who up to this has been completely unknown, and it is published by Plon. 

 

It is a kind of little natural history. That is how I interpret it for you. A little natural 

history geared to our time. I mean that: 

 

1. It restores for us what is so subtle and so charming in the writings of Buffon, and 

which we no longer find in any scientific publication, even though all the same we 

could try this exercise now that we know much more about the behaviour, about the 

ethology of animals, than Buffon knew. In specialist journals it is unreadable. 

2. What is said in this little book, you will see expressed in what I would call a very 

very remarkable style. You will read especially something in the middle which is 

called: „parallel lives‟, the life of the cicada, the life of the ant. 

 

I thought about this little book, because the author has this in common with me that for him 

the question of mammals has been resolved. Apart from man, who is an essentially 
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problematical mammal, you have only to see the role that the mammmae play in our 

imagination, among mammals there is apart from man only one really serious mammal, and 

this is the hippopotamus. Every one agrees on this, if they are sensitive at all. The poet T.S. 

Eliot who has really bad metaphysical ideas, but who is all the same a great poet, at a first 

attempt symbolised the Church militant by the hippopotamus. We will come back to this 

later. 

 

Let us return to the hippopotamus. What does this hippopotamus do? The 

difficulties of his existence are underlined for us. They are great, it seems, and one of the 

essential things, is that he protects the domain of his pasturage, because it is necessary all 

the same that in the long run he should have some resources in reserve. This is an essential 

point: therefore he maps out what one can call his territory delimiting it by a series of 

relays, of points which should sufficiently mark for those who ought to recognise it, namely 

his fellows, that this is his. This is to show you that I know very well that there are the 

beginnings of symbolic activity in animals. As you see, in the mammal it is a very specially 

excremental symbolism. 

 

If in short the hippopotamus is found to protect his pasturage with his excrement, 

we find that the progress realised by man, and in fact this would really not have arisen, if 

we did not have this particular mediation of language, which comes from we know not 

where, but it is what causes to intervene here the essential complication, namely that it has 

led us to this problematic relationship with the object, that for man on his part it is not his 

pasturage that he protects with shit; therefore it is his shit that he protects as a pledge of the 

essential pasturage, of the pasturage which is essentially to be determined, and this is the 

dialectic of what is called anal symbolism, of this new revelation of the chymical wedding, 

if I can express myself thus, of man with his object which is one of the dimensions revealed 

to us by Freudian experience which was absolutely unsuspected up to then. 

 

After all I simply wanted to indicate to you here the direction in which, and why 

there appears something in short which is the same question that in his polemic with 

Proudhon, Marx, without resolving it, and of which we are able all the same to give a little 

account (époque) by way of explanation, how it happens that human objects pass from 

having a use value to an exchange value. You should read this piece of Marx, because it is a 

good mental education. It is called Philosophie de la misère, misère de la philosophie. It 

addressed to Proudhon, and the several pages during which he mocks poor Proudhon, for 

having decreed that this passage from one to the other is brought about by a sort of pure 

decree of cooperators and it is a question of knowing why they have become cooperators 

and with what purpose inview. The way in which Marx savages him for a good twenty or 

thirty pages, without taking the rest of the book into account, is something that is healthy 

and educative for the mind. 

 

Here therefore everything which happens to the object, of course, and the meaning 

of this volatilisation, of this valorisation which is also a dévalorisation of the object, I mean 

the extraction of the object from the field of pure and simple need, this is something which 

after all is only a reminder of the essential phenomenology, of the phenomenology of the 

good properly speaking, and picture this in every sense of the word good. 

 

But let us leave this for the moment today simply in its initial stages. Let us simply 

say that from the moment that what is involved as object is the other, is others, is especially 

the sexual partner, this of course brings in its train a certain number of consequences. They 

are all the more tangible when we were dealing above with the social plane. It is quite 

certain here that what is in question is at the very basis of the social contract, in so far as it 
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has to take into account the elementary structures of thinking, in so far as the feminine 

partner in a form which is not all that obvious and which involves an exchange, is here, as 

Lévi-Strauss has shown us, an object of exchange. This exchange is not self-evident. In fact 

we could say that as an object of exchange, the woman is as one might say, a very bad 

bargain for those who carry out the operation, because all of this also engages us in what 

one might call this real mobilisation, of what is called the loan, the hiring of the services of 

the phallus. We are naturally putting ourselves here in the perspective of social 

utilitarianism, and this as you know, is not without its difficulties. And it is even from these 

that I started above. 

 

That in this the woman undergoes a very disturbing transformation from the 

moment that she is included in this dialectic, namely as a socialised object, this is 

something about which it is very amusing to see how Freud can talk in the innocence of his 

youth, on page 192-193 of Vol. I of Jones. The way in which, in connection with the talk 

about the emancipation of women in Mill, whom as you know Freud translated at one time, 

as the request of Gomperz in which Mill discusses the theme of emancipation and 

concerning which in a letter to his fiancée herself he puts forward to her what a woman, a 

good woman, is for. This letter is highly entertaining, when one thinks that he was at the 

height of his passion, and it ends up with the fact that a woman should stay in her place and 

perform all the services which are no different from the famous: ’Kinder, Kirche, Kuche’. 

 

I think of this time when he eventually seemed to be willing to make himself the        

of his wife. And the text ends on a passage which I should read for you in English, because 

this text has never been published in any other language: 

 

Law and custom have much to give women that has been withheld from them, but 

the position of women will surely be what it is: In youth an adored darling (an 

adorable little ornament, a heavenly piece of porcelain) and in mature years a loved 

wife. (Jones 1 193) 

 

Here is something which is not at all without interest for us and which shows us the 

experience from which Freud began, and also helps us to see how far he had to go. 

 

The other possible aspect, it is not for nothing that we have entered here into the 

social dialectic, the fact is that in face of this problematical position, there is another 

solution for the subject. The other solution for the subject, we have it also from Freud: it is 

identification, identification with what? Identification with the father, identification with 

the father why? I already pointed it out to you: in so far as he is the one who in some way is 

perceived as being the one who has succeeded in really overcoming this impossible bind, 

namely the one who is thought to have really castrated the mother, I would say who is 

thought, because of course he is thought, and because moreover there is here something 

which essentially presents itself. This is where the problematic of the father lies, and 

perhaps if I come back to insist so much on it today, it is because it is along the lines of 

something that was discussed last night as our scientific meeting, namely precisely the 

function of the father, the lordship of the father, the imaginary function of the father in 

certain spheres of culture. 

 

It is certain that there is here a problematic which allows every sort of slippage as a 

possibility, because what must be seen, is that the solution prepared here is, as one might 

say, a direct solution: the father is already a type, in the proper sense of the term, a type 

present no doubt with temporal variations. We would not be so interested in the fact that 

such variations may not exist, except for the fact that we cannot conceive the thing in this 
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case otherwise than in its relationships with an imaginary function, by denying the 

relationship of the subject to the father, this identification to the ideal of the father, thanks 

to which perhaps when all is said and done, we can say that, on average, wedding nights 

succeed and turn out rather well, even though the statistics have never been done in a 

strictly rigorous fashion. 

 

This is obviously linked to what is de facto given, but also to the imaginary data, 

and does nothing to resolve the problematic for us nor indeed of course for our patients and 

perhaps on this point we are indistinguishable, it does nothing to resolve for us the 

problematic of desire. We are going to see in fact that this identification to the image of the 

father is only a particular case of what we must now tackle as being the most general 

solution, I mean in the relationships, in this confrontation of $ with the o of the object; the 

introduction in the most general form in the imaginary function; the support, the solution, 

the way to a solution which the dimension of narcissism offers to the subject, which means 

that human eros is engaged in a particular relationship with a particular image, which is 

nothing other than a particular relationship to his own body, and in which there is going to 

be produced this exchange, this inversion in which I am going to try to articulate for you 

the way in which the problem of the confrontation of $ with the o appears. 

 

It is on this point that we will take things up again, because it is already a quarter to 

two, after the holidays. I will take things up again on the 7th January, because today I was 

not able to advance things any further. You will see how in connection with this little o that 

we are going finally to have the opportunity of specifying in its essence, in its function, 

namely the essential nature of the human object in so far as I already introduced it for you 

at length in the previous seminars, every human object is fundamentally marked by a 

narcissistic structure, by this profound relationship with narcissistic eros. 

 

How this human object qua marked by this, is found in the more general structure of 

the phantasy, to receive normally the most essential of the Ansätzen of the subject, namely 

neither more nor less than his affect in the presence of desire, this fear, this immanence in 

which I designated for you above the thing which of its essence maintains the subject at the 

edge of his desire? The whole nature of phantasy is to transfer it onto the object. 

 

This we will see in studying, in taking up again a certain number of phantasies 

whose dialectic we have developed up to now, and even if it is only starting from a 

fundamental one, because it was one of the first to be discovered, from this phantasy: „A 

child is being beaten‟, in which you will see the most essential traits of this transference of 

the affect of the subject, in the presence of his desire, onto his object qua narcissistic. 

Inversely what becomes the subject, the point at which he structures himself; why he 

structures himself as ego and ego ideal. This cannot after all be revealed to you, namely be 

seen by you in its absolutely rigorous structural necessity, except as being the return, the 

sending back of this delegation that the subject made of his affect, to this object, to that o, 

which we have never yet really spoken about, as being what is returned. I mean how he 

must himself necessarily pose himself, not as o, but as the image of o, the image of the 

other, which is one and the same thing as the ego, this image of the other being marked by 

this index, by a capital I, by an ego ideal in so far as it is itself heir to a first relationship of 

the subject, not with his desire, but with the desire of his mother, the ideal taking the place 

of that which, in the subject, was experienced as belonging to a desired child. 

 

This necessity, this development, is that by which he comes to be inscribed in a 

certain tracing, formation of the algorithm which I can already write on the board to 

introduce it to you for the next time: I(o) (I) ◊ O o (S). In a certain relationship with the 
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other, in so far as he is affected by an other, namely of the subject himself, in so far as he is 

affected by his desire. This we will see the next time. 
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Seminar 7: 7 January 1959 

 

 

 
…....This experience confronts us between that which in the subject we must call desire, 

and the function in the constitution of this desire, in the manifestation of this desire, in the 

contradictions which during treatments break out between the discourse of the subject and 

his behaviour. A distinction, which I say is essential, between desire and demand. 

 

If there is something which not just the original data, the Freudian discourse, but 

precisely all the development of the Freudian discourse holds subsequently, namely the 

contradictions which are going to appear, it is above all about the problematic character that 

demand plays in it, because after all everything by which the development of analysis has 

been directed since Freud has granted more and more importance to what has been given 

different names and which in the final analysis converges towards a general notion of 

neurosis, of dependency, namely what has been hidden, what has been veiled behind this 

formula. It is indeed the accent put by a sort of convergence of the theory and its slippages, 

and its failures, and also of the practice, namely a certain conception concerning the 

reduction which is to be obtained by therapy. This indeed is what is hidden behind the 

notion of neurosis, of dependency. 

 

The fundamental fact of the demand with its imprinting, restraining, oppressing 

effects on the subject who is there and of whom it is precisely a question of seeing whether 

with regard to this function which we reveal as being formative, according to the formation 

of the genesis of the subject, whether we are adopting the correct attitude, I mean the one 

which in the final analysis is going to be justified. Namely the elucidation on the one hand 

and the removal at the same time of the symptom. It is in fact clear that if the symptom is 

not simply something which we should consider as being the legacy of a sort of subtraction, 

of suspension which is called frustration, if it is not simply a sort of deformation of the 

subject, however he is envisaged, under the influence of something which is measured out 

in function of a certain relationship to the real - as I have said it is always to something real 

that an imaginary frustration is referred - if it is not that, if between what we discover 

effectively in analysis as its results, its consequences, its effects, indeed its lasting effects, 

its impressions of frustrations and the symptom there is something else, involving an 

infinitely more complex dialectic, and which is called desire; if desire is something which 

can only be grasped and understood at the most tightly knotted point, not from some 

impressions left by the real, but at the most subtle point where there is knotted together, for 

the real man, the imaginary and its symbolic meaning. Which is precisely what I tried to 

show. And this is why the relationship of desire to phantasy is expressed here in the 

intermediary field between the two structural lines of every signifying enunciation. 
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If desire is really here, if it is from here what we can call metaphorical phenomena 

begin, namely the interference of a repressed signifier on a patent signifier which 

constitutes the symptom, it is clear that one misses the whole point by not trying to 

structure, to organise, to situate the place of desire. This we began to do this year by taking 

a dream which I dwelt on for a long time, a singular dream, a dream which Freud 

highlighted on two occasions, I mean included secondarily in the Traumdeutung after 

having given it a particular and very useful place in the article: „The Two Principles of 

Mental Functioning‟, desire and the reality principle, an article published in 1911. This 

dream is the one about the apparition of the dead father. We have tried to situate its 

elements on the double chain whose structural distinction I showed and articulated at length 

in what can be called the graph of the inscription of the elementary biological subject, of 

the subject of need, in the defiles of the demand. I set out for you how we should consider 

this fundamentally twofold articulation in so far as it is never a demand for some thing, in 

so far as in the background of every specific demand, of every demand for satisfaction, the 

very fact of language, by symbolising the other - the other as presence and as absence - as 

being able to be the subject of the gift of love that he gives by his presence, and by his 

presence alone, I mean in so far as he gives nothing else, namely in so far as precisely what 

he gives is beyond everything that he can give, that what he gives is precisely this nothing 

which is everything in the determination of this presence-absence. 

 

We have articulated this dream by referring it in a didactic fashion to this duplicity 

of signs, to something which allows us to grasp in the structure of the dream the 

relationship which is established by this phantasy-production whose structure Freud tried to 

elucidate throughout the magesterial life of the Traumdeutung, and we are trying to see its 

function, for this son who is mourning for a father who was certainly loved, watched over 

until the end of his final agony, whom he resurrects in conditions which the dream 

articulates with an exemplary simplicity. namely that this father appears as he was when he 

was alive, that he speaks, and that before him the son is mute, dumbstruck, constrained, in 

the grip of pain - the pain, he says, of thinking that his father had died and that he does not 

know it. Freud tells us, it must be completed. He had died, in accordance with his wish. 

What was it that he did not know? That it was in accordance with his wish. 

 

Everything therefore is here, and if we try to enter more closely into the 

construction, the structure of this dream, we notice the following: that the subject confronts 

himself with a certain image and under certain conditions. I would say that between what is 
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assumed in the dream by the subject, and this image to which he confronts himself, a 

distribution, a division is established which is going to show us the essence of the 

phenomenon. 

 

We have already tried to articulate it, to circumscribe it as I might say, by dividing 

up on the signifying scale the signifying, characteristic themes. On the upper line, the „he 

did not know‟, which is in its essence an essentially subjective reference which goes to the 

foundation of the structure of the subject. „He did not know‟, as such, does not concern 

anything factual. It is something which involves the depths, the dimension of the subject; 

and we know that here it is ambiguous. Namely that what he did not know, we are going to 

see, is not solely and purely attributable to the one to whom it is implied, paradoxically, 

absurdly, in a way which involves contradictory reasoning, and even in a way which is 

nonsensical for the one who is dead, just as much as it ……. in the subject. And he 

participates in this ignorance. This something precisely is essential. 

 

Moreover, see how the subject situates himself in what I might call the suspension 

of the articulation of the dream. The subject himself, as he situates himself, as he assumes 

himself, knows as one might say, because the other does not know, the subjective position 

of the other. And here of being in default as one might say. That he is dead, of course, is a 

statement that after all cannot touch him. Every symbolic expression like this one, of the 

being dead, makes him subsist, preserves him when all is said and done. It is precisely 

indeed the paradox of this symbolic position: the fact is that there is no being to being, no 

affirmation of the being dead which in a certain fashion does not immortalise him. And this 

indeed is what is in question in the dream. But this subjective position of the being who is 

in default, this subjective lesser value, is not directed at the fact that he is dead, it is 

essentially directed at the fact that he is the one who does not know. This is how the subject 

situates himself before the other. In addition this sort of protection exercised with respect to 

the other which means that not only does he not know, but that at the limit I would say that 

he must not be told that, is something which is always found more or less at the root of 

every communication between people, what one can and what one cannot let him know. 

Here is something whose incidence you should always weigh every time you are dealing 

with an analytic discourse. There was some talk last night about those who could not speak, 

express themselves, about the obstacles, about the resistances that are properly speaking 

involved in discourse. This dimension is essential to relate this dream to another dream 

which is borrowed from the last page of Trotsky‟s Journal at the end of his stay in France 

at the beginning of the last war I think. It is a particularly moving dream. It is at the 

moment when, perhaps for the first time, Trotsky begins to experience in himself the first 

intimations of some diminution of the vital energy which was so inexhaustible in this man. 

And he sees appearing in a dream his companion Lenin, who congratulates him on his good 

health, and on his indomitable character. And the other, in a fashion which takes its value 

from this ambiguity that there always exists in dialogue, gives him to understand that 

perhaps this time there is something in him which is not now at the same level that his old 

companion had always known. But what he thinks about is how to spare this old companion 

who emerges in this way in such a significant fashion at a critical, decisive moment of his 

vital evolution. And wanting to recall something which precisely referred to the moment 

when even he, Lenin, had slackened in his efforts, he says, to indicate to him the moment 

when he died: the time when you were very very ill. As if a precise formulation of what 

was in question would by its very breath, dissipate the shade before whom Trotsky, in his 

dream at this decisive moment of his existence, maintains himself. 

 

Now then, if on the one hand, in this division between the two forms that are 

confronted, ignorance is imposed on the other to whom it is imputed, how can we not see 
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that inversely there is something there which is nothing other than the ignorance of the 

subject himself who does not know. Not just what the signification of his dream is, namely 

everything that underpins it, in terms of what Freud evokes, namely his unconscious 

history, the old deadly wishes against his father, but much more that it is the nature of the 

very pain in which at this moment the subject participates, namely this pain - which in 

searching for its paths and its origin we have recognised as the pain that was experienced, 

glimpsed in the sharing of the fathers last moments - of existence as such, in so far as it 

subsists at the limit in this state where nothing more of it can be apprehended, the fact of 

the inextinguishable character of this very existence, of the fundamental pain which 

accompanies it when all desire has been effaced from it, when all desire has vanished from 

it. 

 

It is precisely this pain which the subject assumes, but as being a pain which he also 

gives an absurd motive to, because he motivates it uniquely by the ignorance of the other, 

by something which when all is said and done if one looks very closely at it is no more a 

motive of what it accompanies as motivation than the emergence, the affect, in a hysterical 

crisis which is organised apparently from a context into which it is extrapolated, but which 

in fact is not motivated by it. 

 

This pain, it is precisely by taking it on himself that the subject blinds himself to its 

proximity, to the fact that in the agony and in the death of his father it is something which 

threatens himself that he has lived through and from which he now separates himself by this 

image which is re-evoked, this image which attaches him to this something which separates 

and which calms man, in this sort of abyss or vertigo which opens up before him every time 

he is confronted with the final term of his existence. That is to say precisely what he needs 

to interpose between himself and this existence, namely on this occasion a desire. He does 

not cite just any support for his desire, just any desire, but the closest and the most urgent, 

the best one, the one which has dominated him for a long time, the one which has now 

struck him down. It has to be brought to life imaginarily for a certain time, because in this 

rivalry with the father, in what is there in terms of a foundation of power in the fact that 

after all he triumphs, because of the fact that the other does not know, while he does know, 

here is the slender footbridge thanks to which the subject does not experience himself as 

being directly invaded, directly overwhelmed, because the gap, the pure and simple 

confrontation with the anxiety of death which opens up before him, such that we know in 

fact that the death of the father, every time it occurs, is experienced by the subject as the 

disappearance - in a cruder language - of this sort of shield, of interposition, of substitution 

that the father is for the absolute master, namely for death. 

 

One begins to see being outlined here a sort of ……. which is constituted by what? 

The formula which I am trying to present to you as being the fundamental formula for what 

constitutes the support, the essential intrasubjective relationship in which every desire must 

as such be inscribed, is in this simplest form, the one which is inscribed here, this 

relationship separated out in the quadrilateral relationship, that of Schema L, that of the 

subject to the big Other in so far as this partially unconscious discourse which comes from 

the big Other comes to interpose itself in him. The tension o o‟, that one can still in certain 

relationships call the tension of the image of o with respect to o‟; according to whether it is 

a question of the relationship $ ◊ o of the subject to the object, of the relationship of the 

image of o with respect to the Other, in so far as it structures this relationship. It is precisely 

the absent (?) which, as being characteristic of the relationship of desire to the relationship 

of the subject with the imaginary functions, which is expressed in the formula $ ◊ o, in this 

sense that desire as such, and with respect to every possible object for man, poses for him 

the question of his subjective elision. I mean that in so far as the subject, in the register, in 
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the dimension of the word, in so far as he inscribes himself there qua demander, to 

approach this something which is the more elaborated, the more evolved object, that which 

more or less appropriately the analytic conception presents us as being the object of 

oblativity - this notion the difficulties of which I have often stressed, it is with this too that 

we are trying to confront ourselves, that we are trying to formulate in a more rigorous 

fashion - the subject, to the degree that as desire, namely in the fullness of a human destiny 

which is the destiny of a speaking subject, in approaching this object finds himself caught 

up in this sort of impasse which means that he himself can not reach this object, as object, 

except in some way by finding himself as subject, subject of the word, either in this lesion 

which leaves him in the darkness of trauma, in what is properly speaking beyond anxiety 

itself, or by finding himself having to take the place, to substitute himself, to subsume 

himself under a certain signifier which is found - I am purely and simply articulating it for 

the moment, I am not justifying it because it is our whole development which must justify 

it, and the whole of psychoanalytic experience is there to justify it - to be the phallus. 

 

It is from this that by the fact that in every assumption of the mature position, of the 

position that we call genital, something is produced at the level of the imaginary which is 

called castration, and has its incidence at the level of the imaginary. Why? Because the 

phallus, among other things - it is only in this perspective that we can understand the whole 

almost infinite problematic that the fact gave rise to, and it is impossible to get out of 

otherwise - the question of the phallic phase for analysts, the contradiction, the Freud-Jones 

dialogue on this subject which is particularly pathetic, this whole sort of impasse into which 

enters when, rebelling against the over simple conception which Freud constructed of the 

phallic function as being the univocal term around which there pivots the whole concrete, 

historical development of sexuality in man and in woman, he highlights what he calls the 

defensive functions that are linked to this image of the phallus. When all is said and done 

both one and the other are saying the same thing, they approach it from different points of 

view. They cannot meet one another undoubtedly because of the lack of this central, 

fundamental notion, which requires that we should conceive the phallus as being, on this 

occasion, taken away, withdrawn as one might say, from the imaginary community, from 

the diversity, from the multiplicity of images that corporal functions come to assume, and 

isolated in the face of all the others in this privileged function which makes of it the 

signifier of the subject. 

 

Here let us clarify still more our position and let us say the following. that in short 

on the two planes, which are the first immediate, apparent, spontaneous plane which is the 

appeal, which is the „Help!‟, which is „Food!‟, which is a cry when all is said and done, 

which is in any case something where, in the most complete fashion, the subject is for a 

moment identical with this need, all the same must articulate himself at the soliciting level 

of the demand, which it is found in the first relationship, in the experience between the 

child and the mother, a function of what is articulated and which will be of course more and 

more articulated in the relationship of the child to the mother, with everything which will 

be substituted for it from the totality of the society which speaks his own tongue. Between 

this level and the votive level, namely where the subject, throughout the course of his life, 

has to rediscover himself, namely has to discover what has escaped him because being 

beyond, outside everything, that the form of language more and more, and in the measure 

that it develops, allows to pass, allows to be filtered, rejects, represses that which at first 

tended to be expressed, namely from his need. This articulation at the second degree is that 

which as a being precisely shaped, transformed by his word, namely this attempt, this effort 

to pass beyond this transformation itself, this is what we are doing in analysis, and that is 

why one can say that just as everything that resides, of what must be articulated, at the 

soliciting level is there at O, as a predetermined account, pre-existing the experience of the 

http://www.lacaninireland.com



07.01.59 (7)  83 

 

 

subject, as being that which in the other is open to the operations of language, to the first 

signifying homeland that the subject experiences in so far as he learns to speak. 

 

What are we doing in analysis? What do we encounter, what do we recognise when 

we say that the subject is at the oral stage, the anal stage, etc., nothing other than what is 

expressed in this mature form whose complete element must not be forgotten: namely that 

it is the subject qua marked by the word and in a certain relationship with his demand; it is 

literally this that in one or other interpretation in which we make him sense the oral, anal or 

other structuring of his demand we do not simply make him recognise the anal character of 

the demand, we confront the subject with this anal or oral character, we are not interested 

simply in something which is immanent in what we articulate as being the demand of the 

subject, we confront the subject with this structure of his demand. And it is here precisely 

that the accentuation of our interpretation should balance, oscillate, vacillate. Because 

accentuated in a certain way we teach him to recognise something which as one might say, 

is at this superior, votive level, the level of what he wants, of what he wishes, in so far as 

they are unconscious. We teach him as one might say to speak, to recognise himself in what 

corresponds to ……. at this level. But for all that we do not give him the answers. By 

maintaining interpretation entirely in this register of the recognition of the hidden 

unconscious signifying supports in his demand, we are doing nothing other if we forget 

what is in question, namely to confront the subject with his demand, we do not perceive 

that what we produce is precisely the collapse, the effacing of the function of the subject as 

such in the revelation of this unconscious vocabulary. We solicit the subject to efface 

himself and to disappear. And this is well and truly what happens in many cases. That is to 

say that in a certain apprenticeship that one can undergo in the analysis of the unconscious, 

in a certain fashion what disappears, what flees, what is more and more reduced is nothing 

other than this exigency which is that of the subject to manifest himself in his being beyond 

all of this; by bringing him back incessantly to the level of the demand one ends up indeed 

in some way - and this is what is called in a certain technique of the analysis of resistances 

-by purely and simply reducing what is his desire. 

 

Now if it is simple and easy to see that in the relationship of the subject to the other, 

the response is made retroactively and somewhere other than here. something turns back on 

the subject to confirm him in the sense of the demand, to identify it on occasion to his own 

demand, it is also clear at the level at which the subject tries to situate himself, to recognise 

himself precisely in what he is beyond this demand that there is a place for the response; 

that this place for the response schematised there by S signifier of O barred, namely the 

reminder that the other is himself also marked by the signifier, that the other is himself also 

abolished in a certain fashion in the discourse, this is only to indicate a theoretical point and 

we will see later the form it must take. This form is essentially, precisely the recognition of 

what is castrated in everything which, because it is a living being, attempts to approach the 

living being as it is evoked by language. And of course it is not at all this level that we can 

at first reply. 

 

But on the contrary, to respect, to aim at, to explore, to use what is already 

expressed beyond this locus of the response in the subject, and which is represented by the 

situation of the imaginary in which he himself establishes himself, maintains himself, 

suspends himself as if in a sort of position which undoubtedly participates from certain 

points of view in the artifices of defence, this indeed is what constitutes the ambiguity of so 

many manifestations of desire, of perverse desire for example. 

 

It is the degree that something is expressed here that is the most essential point in 

which the being of the subject attempts to affirm itself. And this is all the more important to 
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consider because it is precisely there, at this very locus that there should be produced what 

we so easily call the completed object, genital maturation; in other words everything that 

will constitute, as Mr. Jones biblically expresses it somewhere, the relationships of man and 

woman, will find itself, because man is a speaking subject, marked by the structural 

difficulties which are those expressed in the relationship of the $ with the o. 

 

Why? Because precisely if one can say that up to a certain moment, a certain state, a 

certain time in development, the vocabulary, the code of demand can pass through a certain 

number of relationships, which involve an interchangable object, namely food for the oral 

relationship, excrement for the anal relationship - to limit ourselves for the moment to these 

two when it is a question of the genital relationship it is quite evident that it is only by a 

kind of imprint, of prolongation, of this signifying fragmentation of the subject in the 

relationship in the demand that something can appear to us, and appears to us in effect, but 

in a morbid guise, in the guise of all these symptomatic incidences; namely the phallus. For 

a very good and simple reason, that the phallus is well and truly not this interchangable 

object, that it only becomes it by its passage to the rank of signifier, and that everything that 

is involved in a complete genital maturation reposes on the fact that everything that, in the 

subject, should present itself as being here the completion of his desire is indeed to put 

matters clearly, something which cannot be demanded. 

 

And the essence of neurosis, and what we have to deal with, consists precisely in the 

fact that what cannot be demanded on this level is precisely what the neurotic demands. Or 

the neurotic phenomenon, namely what appears in a more or less sporadic fashion in the 

evolution of all the subjects who participate in the structure of neurosis, consists precisely - 

one always discovers this structure - in the fact that what is of the order of desire is 

inscribed, is formulated, in the register of demand. 

 

In the course of a re-reading of Mr. Jones that I was carrying out recently, I took up 

again everything that he wrote about ……. ; what he brings forward at every moment from 

his very subtle, very direct experience is very striking. 

 

I could relate cases of a number of male patients whose failure to achieve manhood 

- in relation to either men or women – was strictly to be correlated with their 

attitude of needing first to acquire something from women, something which of 

course they never actually could acquire. 

 

„Why?‟ asks Mr. Jones. And when he says why in his article and in its context it is a 

real why, he does not know why, but he notes it, he punctuates it as a point on the horizon, 

an opening, a perspective, a point at which guide-rails are lacking. 

 

Why should imperfect access to the nipple give a boy the sense of imperfect 

possession of his own penis? I am quite convinced that the two things are intimately 

related, although the logical connection between them is certainly not obvious. (The 

phallic phase, 580).  

 

In any case not obvious to him. 

 

At every moment we find these details in the most graphic phenomenology. I mean 

the necessary sequences through which a subject slips, in order to arrive at the full activity 

of his desire, the preliminaries which are necessary for him. We can reconstitute it, 

rediscover what I will call the labyrinthic pathways on which are marked the essential fact 

of the position that the subject has taken in this reference, in this relationship which is 
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structural for him, between desire and demand. And if the maintaining of the incestuous 

position in the unconscious is something which has a meaning, and which effectively has 

consequences, which are destructive in different ways of the manifestations of desire, of the 

accomplishment of the desire of the subject, it is precisely for no other reason than the 

following. It is that what the so-called incestuous position preserves somewhere in the 

unconscious, is precisely this position of demand. 

 

The subject at a moment, it is said, and this is how Mr. Jones expresses it, has to 

choose between his incestuous object and his sex. If he wants to preserve one he must 

renounce the other. I would say that what he has to choose between and what he has to 

choose at this initial moment is between his demand and his desire. 

 

Let us now take up, after these general indications, the path into which I want to 

introduce you to show you the common measure there is in this structuring of desire, and 

how effectively it finds itself implicated. The imaginary elements, in so far as they  

they must be inflected, they must be taken up in the necessary interplay of the signifying 

game, in so far as this interplay is determined by the double structure of the votive and the 

volitional. 

 

Let us take the most banal, the most common phantasy, the one which Freud 

himself studied, to which he accorded a particular attention, the phantasy: „A child is being 

beaten‟. Let us take it up again now from the perspective that we are approaching in order 

to try to grasp how there can be formulated the necessity of the phantasy qua support for 

desire. 

 

Freud, speaking about these phantasies as he had observed them in a certain number 

of subjects at the time, a majority of them being women, tells us that the first phase of the 

Schlaqfantasie is restored, in so far as it comes to be re-evoked either in phantasies, or in 

the memories of the subject, by the following phrase: Der Vater schlaqt das Kind, and that 

the child who is beaten on this occasion is, with regard to the subject the following: „The 

father is beating the child whom I hate‟. 

 

Here then we are taken by Freud to the initial point that is at the very heart of 

something which is situated in the most …  quality of love and of hate, the one which is 

directed at the other in his being. And in so far as this being on this occasion is subjected to 

the greatest fall from grace, in his symbolic valorisation by violence, by the paternal whim. 

The injury here, if it is called narcissistic is something which, in short, is total. It is directed 

in the hated subject, at what is demanded, beyond every demand. It is directed at the fact 

that he should be absolutely frustrated, deprived of love. The character of a subjective fall 

from grace which is linked for the child to his encounter with the first corporal punishment 

leaves different traces according to the diverse ways it is repeated. And anyone can observe 

in our own day, when great care is shown to children, that if it happens that a child who has 

never been beaten, becomes the object of some punishment, even if it is justified, at least 

relatively late in his life, one can hardly imagine the really shattering consequences that this 

experience has for the child at least at that moment. In any case, we can consider as given 

that the primitive experience is indeed what is in question, as Freud expresses it: „Profound 

transformations have taken place between this first phase and the next.‟ In fact Freud 

expresses this second phase for us as follows: 

 

The person beating remains the same (that is, the father); but the child who is beaten 

has been changed into another one and is now invariably the child producing the 

phantasy. The phantasy is accompanied by a high degree of pleasure, and has now 
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acquired a significant content, with the origin of which we shall be concerned later. 

 

And with good reason. 

 

Now, (therefore the wording runs:) I am being beaten by my father. [But Freud adds 

in connection with this phase, that it is ] the most important and the most 

momentous of all. But we may say of it in a certain sense that it never had a real 

existence. It is never remembered, it has never succeeded in becoming conscious. It 

is a construction of analysis, but it is no less a necessity on that account. 

 

I believe that we do not sufficiently weigh the consequences of such an affirmation 

by Freud. When all is said and done, because we do not encounter this most significant 

phase, it is all the same very important to see that the phase in question, because it 

culminates in a third phase, it is necessary that we should conceive of this second phase as 

……. and sought for by the subject. And of course this something which is sought, is of the 

greatest interest to us because it is nothing other than the formula for primordial 

masochism, namely precisely this moment that the subject is going to seek most closely her 

own realisation as a subject in the signifying dialectic. 

 

Something essential, as Freud quite correctly says, has happened between the first 

and the second phase, namely other than this something in which she saw the other being 

cast down from his dignity as a subject set up as a little rival. Something has opened up in 

her which makes her perceive that it is in this very possibility of subjective cancellation that 

there resides her whole being qua existing being; and it is there, in having the closest brush 

with this abolition, that she measures the very dimension in which she subsists as a being 

subject to willing, a being who can express a wish. 

 

What does the whole phenomenology of masochism show us, the material that we 

must all the same go looking for in masochistic literature whether we like it or not, whether 

it is pornographic or not? Let us take a famous novel, or a recent novel put out by a 

semi-clandestine publisher. What after all is the essence of the masochistic phantasy? It is 

the representation by the subject of something, of a slope, of a series of imagined 

experiences, whose bank, whose edge essentially consists in the fact that at the limit she is 

purely and simply treated as a thing, as something which at the limit is haggled over, is 

sold, is mistreated, is cancelled out as regards every kind of properly speaking votive 

possibility of grasping herself autonomously. She is treated like a phantasy, like a dog we 

could say, and not just any dog; a dog who is mistreated, precisely like an already 

mistreated dog. 

 

This is the point, the pivotal point, the foundation of the supposed transformation in 

the subject who seeks to find where this point of oscillation, this point of equilibrium, this 

product of this barred S is, which is what he has to enter into if he enters, if once having 

entered into the dialectic of the word he must somewhere formulate himself as subject. But 

when all is said and done the neurotic subject is like Picasso, he does not search, he finds. 

Because this is how Picasso once expressed himself. A really splendid formula. And in fact 

there is a type of person who searches, and there is a type who finds. Believe me, neurotics, 

namely everything that is spontaneously produced from this embrace between man and his 

word, find. And I would point out that trouver comes from the Latin tropus, very precisely 

from what I speak about incessantly, the difficulties of rhetoric. It is very curious that the 

word which in the Romance languages designates trouver, contrary to what occurs in the 

Germanic languages where another root is used, is borrowed from the language of rhetoric. 
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Let us pause for an instant at this third moment of the point where the subject has 

„found‟. This we have immediately. It is perhaps worthwhile dwelling on it. In the 

phantasy: „A child is being beaten‟, what do we have? It is „One‟ who beats. It is quite 

clear, and Freud insists on it. There is nothing to be done about it, she is asked: But who is 

beating? It is somebody or other. The subject is really evasive. It is only after a certain 

interpretative elaboration, when one has rediscovered the first phase that one can rediscover 

a certain paternal figure or image beneath this form, the form in which the subject has 

found her phantasy, in so far as the phantasy serves as a support for her desire, for her 

masturbatory performance. At that very moment the subject is perfectly neutralized. It is 

One. And what is beaten so much, it is no less difficult to grasp, is multiple. [German 

quotation] Several children, boys when it is a question of the girl, but not necessarily with 

an obligatory relationship between the sex of the child who is phantasised and the sex of the 

phantasised image. 

 

The greatest variations, the greatest uncertainties also reign around this theme in 

which we know well that, from whatever angle it may be, o or o‟, whether it is i(o) or o, the 

child participates up to a certain point, because it is she who constructs the phantasy. But in 

fact the child never situates herself in a precise fashion, in an univocal fashion, in a fashion 

which is not precisely oscillating indefinitely. 

 

But what we would like to put the accent on here, is something very close to what I 

called above the distribution between the intrasubjective elements of the dream. On the one 

hand in the sadistic phantasy, this one here, and in the ……. phantasy that one can observe 

in their almost complete development. 

 

I will ask where the accentuated affect is. The accentuated affect, just as in the 

dream it was referred to the dreaming subject, this form of pain is undoubtedly a sadistic 

phantasy, refers to the phantasised image, but of the partner. What is in suspense in the 

sadistic phantasy - and the sadistic phantasy, provided it is a little conscious and refined, is 

often very well able to dwell on it - is the expectation of the partner. It is the partner, not so 

much in so far as he is beaten, in so far as he is going to be, or that he does not even know 

how he is going to be. This extraordinary element to which I will return in connection with 

the phenomenology of anxiety, and in connection with which I will already indicate to you 

this distinction which is in Freud‟s text, but to which naturally no one has ever paid the 

least attention in connection with anxiety, between the nuances which separate the pure and 

simple loss of the subject in the night of subjective indetermination, and this something 

which is quite different and which is already the warning, the arousal as one might say of 

the subject before the danger, and which as such is articulated by Freud in „Inhibitions 

Symptoms and Anxiety‟, where Freud introduces a still more astonishing distinction, 

because it is so phenomenologically subtle, that it is not easy to translate it into French, 

between abqewarten (?) which I will try to translate by undergo (subir) to be able to do 

nothing except to accept it, and vorherqesehen (?) which is to expect it. (tr: GW xiv 199; SE 

20 166) 

 

It is in this register, in this range that there is situated the accentuated affect in the 

sadistic phantasy, and in so far as it is attached to the other, to the partner, to the one who is 

face to face with us, little o on this occasion. 

 

After all where is this subject who, on this occasion, is the prey to something which 

he lacks precisely to know where he is? It would be easy to say that he is between the two. I 

will go further, I will say that in the final analysis the subject is to such a degree, really 

between the two, that if there is one thing here to which he is identical, or that he illustrates 
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in an exemplary fashion, it is the role of that with which one strikes, it is the role of the 

instrument. It is to the instrument that he is here, in the last analysis, identical, because here 

the instrument reveals to us, and always to our stupefaction - and always with more reason 

to our great astonishment, except that we do not wish to see it - that it intervenes very 

frequently as the essential character in what we are trying to articulate as the imaginary 

structure of desire. 

 

And this indeed is what is the most paradoxical, the most full of warning for us. It is 

the fact that in short it is under this signifier, here completely unveiled in its nature as 

signifier, that the subject manages to abolish himself in so far as he grasps himself on this 

occasion in his essential being. If it is true that with Spinoza we may say that this essential 

being is his desire. 

 

And in effect it is to this same crossroads that we are led every time that the 

problematic of sexuality is posed for us. If the pivotal point from which we began two years 

ago, which was precisely that of the phallic phase in the woman, is constituted by this relay 

station to which Jones always comes back in the course of his discussion, in order to begin 

again from it to elaborate it, to really  it. Jones‟ text on this subject has the value of being 

an analytical elaboration. The central point is the relationship between the hatred for the 

mother and the desire for the phallus. It is from this that Freud began. It is around this that 

he sees beginning the really fundamental, genetic character of the exigency for the phallus 

at the emergence from the Oedipus complex for the boy, at the entry into the Oedipus 

complex for the woman. This is the connecting point. Hatred for the mother, desire for the 

phallus. Which is the proper meaning of this Penisneid. 

 

Now Jones, quite correctly, underlines the ambiguities which are met every time we 

make use of it. Whether it is a desire to have a penis with respect to an other, namely a 

rivalry, it is all the same necessary that it should present itself in an ambiguous way which 

shows us that it is beyond that its meaning must be sought. The desire for the phallus, 

means desire mediated by the mediating phallus. An essential role that the phallus plays in 

the materialisation of desire. 

 

This leads us to pose, to introduce what we are going to have to develop 

subsequently in our analysis of the construction of phantasy, at a crossroads which is the 

following. namely that the problem when all is said and done is to know how there is going 

to be sustained this relationship of the signifier phallus in the imaginary experience which 

is hers, in so far as it is profoundly structured by the narcissistic forms which organise her 

relationships with her counterpart as such. It is between S as speaking subject, little o, 

namely this other which the subject has in herself. Little o, it is to this then that we have 

identified her today. It is the imaginary other, it is what the subject has in herself as „drive‟, 

in the sense that the word drive is put in inverted commas, where it is not yet the developed 

drive, caught up in the signifying dialectic, where it is the drive in its primitive character 

where the drive presents one or other manifestation of need in the subject. 

 

An image of the other, namely that in which, through the mediation of the specular 

reflection of the subject in situating her needs, is at the horizon something different, namely 

what I called at the beginningg the first identification to the other, in the radical sense, the 

identification to the insignia of the other, namely the signifier of capital I over o. (?) 

 

I am going to give a schema which those who followed the first year of my seminar 

will recognise. We have spoken about narcissism. I gave the schema of the parabolical 

mirror thanks to which one can make appear on a platform, in a vase, the image of a hidden 
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flower, lit up either from underneath, or from the plate, and which thanks to the property of 

spherical rays comes to be projected, to be outlined here as a real image. I mean to produce 

for an instant the illusion that there is in the vase precisely this flower. 

 

 
 

It may appear mysterious to see that one can imagine that it is necessary here to 

have a small screen to receive this image in space. This is not necessary at all. I pointed out 

that this illusion, namely the sight of the setting up in the air of this real image, can only be 

perceived from a certain spatial field which is precisely determined by the diameter of the 

spherical mirror, mapped out with respect to the centre of the spherical mirror. Namely that 

if the mirror is narrow, it is necessary of course to place oneself in the field where the rays 

which are reflected from the mirror have recrossed its centre, and consequently in a certain 

expansion of a zone in space, to see the image. 

 

The trick of my little explanation at the time was the following: it was to say, if 

anyone wants to see this image being produced, phantastically, inside the pot, or a bit to one 

side, it does not matter, to see it being produced somewhere in the space where there is 

already a real object, and if this observer is there, he can make use of the mirror. If he is in 

a symmetrical position with respect to the mirror, the virtual position of the one who is in 

front of the mirror will be, in this tilting of the mirror, to come to situate himself within the 

cone of visibility of the image which is to be produced here. 

 

That means that he will see the image of the flower precisely in this mirror at the 

symmetrical point. In other words what is produced, if the luminous ray which is reflected 

towards the observer is strictly symmetrical with the visual reflection, of what is happening 

on the other side, it is because the subject virtually will have taken the place of what is on 

the other side of the mirror that he will see in this mirror the vase - which is to be expected 

because it is there - and on the other hand the real image, as it is produced at the place 

where he cannot see it. 

 

The relationship, the interplay between the different imaginary elements and the 

elements of symbolic identification of the subject can be illustrated in a certain fashion in 

this optical apparatus, in a fashion that I do not think is untraditional because Freud 

formulated it somewhere in the Traumdeutung. He gives somewhere the schema of 

successive lenses in which there is refracted the progressive passage of the unconscious, of 

the preconscious. He was looking at analogous reference points, optical ones he says 

precisely. 

 

It effectively represents this something which, in the phantasy, tries to rejoin its 

place in the symbolic. This consequently makes of S something other than an eye. It is only 

a metaphor. If it designates that it wishes to rejoin its place in the symbolic, it is in a 
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