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Wltat uorh remains in psychoanalysis tbrough the exbaustion of the

.fhndamental rule, the rule to speah? In his 1975 address at the-[ourndes
qf'tbe Ecolefreudienne de Paris, Lacan points us again touards a hole,
It is a hole encountered only tbrougb the sueat of an analjtsis, Sweat
implies a labor of the body-in analysis the speahing body is incited to
u,orh, an ffirt tltat doesn't stop uith the particularformations of the
nnconscioas. Jacclues-Alain Miller bas *aced a line through Lacan's
tmcbings: tlte unconscious, the speahing being, the speahing body. This
lineage names the eaolaing relntion betueen the three registers, syrubolic,
ittrnginary a.nd real as psycboanalysis itseff is prlt to utork. Vitb loyrc
ils t eans of access, Lacan deoehps the sympto?n as a particuhtr relation
ro tbe real tltat each speahing being uants to beep uruder uraps. The
hag shg tbrough a series of particulars, af syruptomt is not enough in
itselfi, but a path tltat narrons fi.roand sometbing else. It is worth the
rrouble to hapbazard this thing this hole, one that we haae borrouted

.lir the title of this issue ofThe Lacanian Review.
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Texteprononce en juin 1g75,,, lrrt(.r\.{.nrr.,n.rl.r..rrrrr.,lt. li.xPosdd,AndriAlbert, rltwesdelEcolz
freudicnne 24 (t975): 22- 24.

ON PlEnsuRE AND
THE FUNDAMENTAL RUIT

Jacques Lacan

Ktrvvtxtrs: l"undtmental lluL,, Jouissance, lhrtirukr, Plzasure l-Yinciplc, Singuka Symptom

I should like to lay the accent, the accent of my approbation, on what
Andrd Albert has just done. I mean that it really is altogether remarkable
rhat he should have managed-in what he has stepped forward to draw
()ur attention to, namely the fundamental rule-that he should have
rrranaged to exhaust, it has to be said, the whole of what is to be found
:rlrout it, in Freudt remarl<s in the first place and, if I may say so, better
still, those points at which I have made reference to it myself.

Of course, I assume that anyone who enters the analytic experience, to
whatever degree, has an awareness of this fundamentd rule, because it is in
some sense its condition. But his seeking out in the right places how I refer to
it without expressly naming it has been the object of a veritable exhaustion,
and I cannot say that I am not impressed by this, just as I also thank him for
it. It's quite remarkable, and it would be worthwhile taking the trouble perhaps

to revisit what he has said-since itt been recorded-to revisit it as an alto-
gcther fundamental text.

The fact that right away he put forward as essential the relation that
this rule bears to the pleasure principle strikes me as accounting for what
he was able to say about it. The pleasure principle-to bolster my contri-
bution nevertheless-has been accentuated in an altogether particular way
by people thanks to whom . . . well, you have to know what you're talking
:rbout when talking about the pleasure principle, and it cant be spelt out
any better than it was by Freud. It's the principle of tempering stimulation,
of buffering it. Of course, this entails a certain cunning, but ultimately a

cunning that consists precisely in not laying the accent on the tricky bit.
'l'he tricky bit is not what is calledp leasure. The tricky bit is jouissance.

Sdll, to say something that is too often overlooked, the pleasure prin-
ciple, to say it clearly, is about doing bugger all, doing as little as possible.

And the best certificate of intefligence-intelligcncc, I say-that can be

given to someone is that they should havc pullccl thi.s o{I-to a certain degree.

llcmarks made following the presentation by Antlr('Allx'r't ;rr tlr.'strrrlv I).rys,rl rh.' lieolc frcudienne
rlcParis, l4JunelgT5.Firstpublishedind're Lettn'',1,'l'l',,,1,'ln'tr,lttttttr'.',i (lr)/ti): ).).24.

Je voudrais merrre l'x6ssn1-l,accent de mon approbation_sur ce qu,afait Andrd Albert. Je veux dire qu,il esr vraimenr rout i fait remarquable
qu'il ait rdussi, de ce sur quoi il se proposait de retenir l,attention, ). savoir
la rdgle fondamental., qu;il ait rdussi *e, ,.*"rquablement ).., jpuir.r, ilfaut Ie dire, tout c. qui se trouve dans les d.rorr.2, de Freud d,"bord, er, sije puis dire mieux encore, les points ot j,y ai fait rdftrence moi_m6me.

Bien sffr, Ia connaissance de cette regi. fondamentale est supposde parmoi 6tre connue de tout ce qui, i u-n degrd quelconq,,., ..,rr. dansl'expirience analytigue, parc. ql. c'en est .ri q.r.lqre sorre la condidon.Mais qu'il ait dtd chercher aux poirrt, qui .on*naient ce par quoi je m,yriftre sans expressimenr l" ,o--. , 
^ 

&Zl,objet d,une viritable exhaustion,
et je ne peux pas dire que je n,en sois p", ,.rrri frappd que d,autre paft iel'en remercie. C'es.t trtss remarquabl. et ceci vaut la peine peut-etre qu,on

:::.:::::1 
ce Suil a inonci, porl auranr qu'il a itd enregistrd, qu,on yrevlenne comme i un texte tout i fait fondamental. t

k fait qu'il air rout de suite produit comme essentielle la relation de
cette- ragle au princip_e du plaisir me parait rendre compte de ce qu,il a suen dire. Le principe du plaisir, p.r.,, tout de m6me mettre un peu de poids
dans ma conrribution, a 6d rccenrui d,une fagon rout i fait particuli8re
par des gens grnce ir qui-il fhut savoir cc donr on pr.l. quand i" f"A. a,principe du plaisir.er on ne peur pas rrrit:trx lc prdciser que ne l,a fait Freud
; c'esr le principe de tempdr"r, .lr'lr:lnr[)()nnc, i, stimulation. ea comporte
bien s0r une certaine astuc., nlai.s .l,lil, rrlrc astuce qui justement consistei ne pas memre l'accent sur lc pii.1it.. l.t. pritgc, ce n,est pas ce qu,on appelle
le plaisir. Le piEge, c'esr la j.,,,ir.r,,,,....

Le principe du plaisir, lx)rrr r.ur tlt. rn0rnc dire quelque chose qui esttrop souvent oublid, Ie prirrc.ipt.tlrr 1,1:risir., pour le dire en clair,.,..,'d. rr.rien foutre, c'est d'cn fair.. 1..rrr,,i,,.r;r,,.rible. Et le meilleur certificat
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So, itt quite clear that laying out the fundamental rule amounts to
telling someone who has come to ask something oivou. some help in this
instance . . . itt nothing else but to point out to him that there w,ill have to
be a minimum amount of sweat if something is to be done together, namely

that it wont work if one doesnt in some manner go so far as to displease,

not the analyst, but to displease anyone whomsoever-to make an effort.
It's very hard not to notice by the same stroke that, as they say, the

analyst finds an ally in the superego. Because the superego is precisely what
makes . . . and this is why I tried to define it, in the way that Andrd Albert
at the end of his presentation recalled for us, as the imperative of jouis-

sance. So, there is something for which I am quite sorry to be seeming to
give him a good grade, because he has no need of me to give himself this
good grade on his own-itt that, even so, he has decently, and quite right
too, brought in the function of logic here, which is of course, such as I
have defined it, the sole means of access to the real. And I'm not the one

to inform him that he made a remark concerning what is involved in the
fi.rndamental rule, a little side note, speaking of the singularity of what is

not to be left out. I'm saying this because I picked it up. I took copious
notes and followed what he said very closely, and this reference to singu-
lariry. . . I think that after all there are enough people here who have read

Aristotle to know that the singular is something quite different from the

particular.
I'm fairly sure that one of the earlier speakers-I regret that I didnt jot

down his name-msnsioned particularity. For Aristotle, in the end, only
the particular exists.

The particular is defined by a certain form of knot that I thought I was

able to hear in this reference to particulariry I dont know which. At least,

this was where I made my note, that particulariry is defined across all levels.

It's defined by the universal and, in a certain way, it may be said that were

there no symbolic, that is to say, this kind of injection of signifiers into the

real with which we are forced to compose, there would be no symptom.
And the symptom is particulariry insomuch as it's what signals something
different to each of us regarding the relation we have, as parl*tres, with the

real. The universal in this is invariably something that steals away on the

horizon and to which we refer only through numeration. These are my
routine yarns. I think a fair few of you here are familiar with them.

So, the discrepancy is as follows. Itt that we cannot help but give, at

bottom, as a rule . . . and even so it is indispensable to knou'this when it
comes to accepting someone into what we engage ourselves ri'ith in his

regard-even so, the symptom is what lies at the heart of this rule. \Xhat
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d'intelligcncc-jc dis d'intelligence-qu'on puisse donner )t quelqu un, c'cst

d'y rdussir dans une certaine mesure.

Alors il est bien dvident que l'6noncd de la rbgle fondamentale, c'est

quand m€me de dire i une personne qui vient pour vous demander quelque

chose, une aide en l'occasion, la rEgle fondamentale, ga n'est pas autre chose

que de lui faire remarquer qu'il faut en baver un minimum pour faire

quelque chose ensemble, I savoir que ga ne peut pas aller si en quelque

maniEre on ne va pas jusqu')r ce qui diplait non pas )r l'analyste mais qui
tldplltt proFondcrmcnt ir qui que ce soit : faire un effort.

( I'e.sr rrt's tli{]icilc rlc nc pas s'lrpcrcevoir que du mdme coup, comme on
,lir, l',rrr,rlysrc rrouv('un allii'rl,rn.s lc surmoi; parce que le surmoi, c'est

f u.\l('nr('nt .. t't;rri l:rit cl ('cst lx)rrr ea que j'ai essayi de le ddfinir de la faEon

r;ur', .r l.r lirr ,lt's,rr t'xposd, Anclri Albert a bien voulu rappeler, comme
I'rrrr;rr:r.rril ,1.,'l,r j.rriss;rtrt'c. Alors il y a quelque chose pour lequel je suis

.rl,s,,lrru('nr rl.is,rltt rl':rvoir I'air clc lui donner une bonne note, parce quil
n .r .rrr( rrrr lrcsoirr tl.'' rrroi [x)rrr, cette bonne note, se la donner tout seul, c'est

,1u.rrr,l rrri'rrrt' t1rr'il :r clicctnment, c'est le cas de le dire, fait intervenir lI-
, l.r l,r r rs l,r li rr rt't iotr tk: la logique, qui est bien entendu, telle que je l'ai ddfinie,

...'l:r s.'ul lxrr tpr<li il y a un accBs au rdel, et ce n'est pas moi qui vais lui
:rl)l)r('n(lrc t1u'il a fhit une remarque concernant ce quil en est de la rbgle

Iirnrlunrc,ntalc, unc petite note au passage, la singularitd, a-t-il dit, de ce qui
rrc doit pas 6tre omis; je dis ga parce que je l'ai relev€, j'ai pris beaucoup de

notc.s, j'ai suivi de trts prEs tout ce qu il a dit ; et cette rdference h la
singularitd, je pense que quand m€me il y a assez de gens ici qui ont lu
Aristote pour savoir que le singulier, iest tout autte chose que le particulier.

Il y a quelqu un-je n'ai pas notd son nom, je le regrette-qui tout e
l'heure a dvoqud, parmi ceux qui sont intervenus, la particulariti, il me

semble bien. Pour Aristote n'existe en fin de compte que le particulier.
k particulier, ga se ddfinit par une certaine forme du neud que j'ai cru

pouvoir entendre dans cette rdftrence I la particularitd, je ne sais quelle-
c'est tout au moins lh-dessus que j'ai pris ma note, que la particularitd, ga

se ddfinit i tous les niveauX, g? se ddfinit par l'universel, et que d'une
certaine fagon, on peut dire que s'il n y avait pas de symbolique, c'est-I-

dire de cette espBce d'injection de signifiants dans le rdel avec lequel nous

sommes forcds de composer, il rt'y aurait pas de symptdme. Et le sympt6me,

c'est la particularitd, en tant que c'est ce qui nous fait chacun un signe

different du rapport que nous avons, en tant que parl€tres, au rdel.

Luniversel, hr-dedans, est toujours quelque chose qui se ddrobe ) l'horizon
et auquel nous ne faisons rdfdrence que par la numdration (ce sont mes

bateaux, je pense qdil y cn a pir.s mal ici qui les connaissent).

So, it's (lllllt'tlt'.tt tlr'rt l'r1'rrr1', ()lll lll lrtttrl'tttlt lll'll ttllt"ttttt'tlllls l()

rcllirrl,, s()ttl('()tl('wlrtl lr'ts (('lll('lo 't:'l' \rtlll('llttttl'ol 1'1"'' \()lll('lrt'l1l irr this

ittst:ttttt' . . . it's lrotlrirrg t'lst'l'ttt tt) l)()llrl ('ltl lo lrilrr tlr'rt tlrclc will lutvc to

lrt':r ntiltirlltllll:llll()ttltt ol swt'ttt il 't'rrrt'rlrirr1" 
is ro Ilt'tltlltc t()[lcther' namely

tlr:rt it wtltl't worl< il'otrc tlt":stt't ilt sotttt'tll:ltltl('l'g() so firr as to displease'

rx)t thc an:tlyst, lrttt to dislllcasc illly()lrc whonr'soever-to make an effort'

It's vcry hard not to ,,utit" by the same stroke that' as they say' the

rurralyst finds an ally in the suPerego' Because the superego- is Precls+ what

rnakes . . . and thi, i, why I ttitaio define it' in the way that AndrdAlbert

'rt the end of his presentation recalled for us' as the imperative of jouis-

sance. So, there is'romething for which I am quite sorry to be-seeming to

sl". hi* 
" 

gooa-g."d.'btt*"tl1t he has 
"o "ttJ of me to give himself this

*""0 gr"d.-on hilown-it's that, even so' he has decently' and quite right

too, brought in the function of logic here' which.is:f ::,"ttt' 
such as I

have defined it, the sole means of "tt" 
to the real' And I'm not the one

to inform him that he made a remark concerning what is involved in the

fundamental rule, a little side note' speaking of the singularity of what is

not to be left o,r,. t'* saying this beiause I picked it up' I took copious

notes and followed what he Iaid very closely' and this reference to singu-

lariry. . . I think that after all there "t 
tt'o"gh people here who have read

Aristotle to know that the singular is 
'o-ething 

quite different from the

particular.
I'm fairly sure that one of the earlier speakers-I regret that I didn't iot

down his name-msnlie ned' particukrity' For Aristotle' in the end' only

the particular exists.

The particular is defined by a certain form of knot that I thought I was

able to hear in this reference to particulariry I dont know which' At least'

this was where I made my note, that particularity is defined across all levels'

It's defined by the urri.'e's"[ and, in "ttt"i" 
way' it may be said that were

there no symbolic, that is to say, this kind of injection of signifiers into the

real with which we are forced to comPose' there would be no symPtom'

And the symPtom is particulariry insomuch as it's what signals something

different to each of *, regardingihe rtlation w€ have' as parl\tes' with the

real. The universal in this is invariably something that steals away on the

horizon and to which we refer only through numeration' These are my

routine yarns. I think a fair few of you here are familiar with them'

So, the discrepancy is as follows' It's that we cannot help but give' at

bottom, as a rule . . ' and even so it is irrclispensable to know this when it

comes ,o "...fring 
someone into what wt: cngage ourselves with in his

regard-e.,., io, tf,e symptom is what lies at tht htatt of this rule' \What

/
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is targeted in setting out the fundamental rule is the rhine about s'hich anv
subject is the least inclined to speak, namely-ler's sa\,, because I 'nvant to
articulate things we[[ here-his symptom, his particularin'.

And itt in this respect that what Andrd Albert alone has indicated is

remarkable. It's that the only thing which is valid is not the particular but
the singular. The rule means-it's worth the trouble. It's wlrth the trouble
is a very fine way of putting what it means. Itt what I said just now-you
have to work up a bit of sweat. It's worth the trouble of faffing though a
whole series of particulars so that, as he has just said, something singular
will not be left out. It's worth the trouble of deriving some jouissance from
this unique position that can be defined in one way only-I mentioned it
in its time in my seminar-as what I called encounter. The encounter that
is never a true one, that only comes about haphazardly, from tugging on
the knot that is nevertheless strictly specified for each of us.

If something is to be met that might define the singular, it's what even

so I called by its name-a destiny. That's what the singular is. Itt worth
the trouble of getting it out, and this comes about only by good luck. Yet

good luck has its rules. There is a way of narrowing in on the singular, and
this is by the path of the particular, the particular that I'm equating with
the word slmptorn.

Psychoanalysis is the search for this good luck, which is not always

inevitably or necessarily what is called bonlteur, compressed in a single word.
But itt quite clear that when we set out the fundamental ru[e, we make
specific reference to particulariry and insomuch as it disturbs the pleasure

principle. The pleasure principle consists in not having anything particular.
The pleasure principle is, all the same, what a fair few are still attached to

-politeness, 
normaliry. Analysis is something that indicates to us that there

is only the knot of the symptom, for which evidently one has to sweat a
great deal in order to lay a hand on it and isolate it. It takes so much sweat

that one might even make oneself a name out of it, as they say, from this
sweating. Itt what culminates in certain cases with the apogee of the best

that anyone can do-a work of art. This is not for us. Our intention is

neither to lead someone to make a name for themselves nor to make a work
of art. It's rather something that consists in inciting them to pass through
into the good hole of what is offered to them as singular.

Translated by A.R. Price
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Alors le ddcalage, c'est ceci : c'est que nous ne pouv()ns, cl:urs lc lirrrrl, tkxurcr.
comme rEgle--et c'est quand m6me indispensable de le savoir pour cc qui c.sr
de l'admission de quelqu un I ce par quoi nous nous engageons envers lui, c,est
que quand m€me c'est le sympt6me qui est au ccur d...tt. rEgle. Ce qui, dans
l'dnoncd de la rEgle fondamentale, estvisd, c,esr la chose dont le irj., q.r.i.onque
est le moins disposd ) parler, c'esr ). savoir, disons, parce que je veux h bien
articuler des choses, c'est de son qfmpt6me, c,est de sa particularitd.

Et c'est en ga qu'est remarquable ce qu,a indiqud seulement Andrd
Al[-rcrt, c'esr que la seule chose qui vaille, .. ,r,.r, p", l. particulier, c,est le
singr-rlicr. [.a rEgle veut dire : ga vaur la peine-ga vaur la peine, ga dit trtss
bicn ce que ga veut dire, c'esr ce que j'ai ,pp.lt tout ). l,h.,rr. ,I f"r.r, .r,
suer un peu-ga vaut la peine de trainer ). travers route une sdrie de
particuliers pour, comme il dit, que quelque chose de singulier ne soit pas
omis. Qa vaut la peine de jouir de cette position unique q.ri .. se ddfinit
que d'une fagon, je l'ai dvoqud en son temps dans mon sdminaire, pxr c€
que j'ai appeld la rencontre ; la rencontre q,ri .r,.r, est jamais une vraie, qui
ne se fait qu'au grd du va-comme-je-te-pousse, du tiraillement du naud
qui est poumanr pour chacun strictement spdcifid.

Si quelque chose se rencontre qui ddfinisse le singulier, c,est ce que j,ai
quand m6me appeld de son nom, une destinde, c,esr Er, l. singulier, ga vaur
la peine d'€tre sorti, er ga ne se fait que par une bonne .h"r.I, une chance
qui a tout de m6me ses r€gles. Il y a une fagon de serrer le singulier, c,esr
par la voie justemenr de ce particulier, ce pamiculier que je fais dquivaloir
au mor sympt6me.

La psychanalyse, c'est la recherche de cette bonne chance, qui n,est pas
toujours forcdment ni ndcessairement ce qu,on appelle tr, borrh.ur en le
comprimanr dans un seul mot. Mais il est clair que quand" nous proposons
la rEgle fondamentale, nous faisons rdference spdcifiqu.-.., ) la
particularitd, et en tanr qu'elle ddrange le principe du plaisir. L. principe
du plaisir, ga consiste ). n'avoir rien de paiticulier. Le irincipe du plaisir,
c'est tout de m6me ce i quoi pas mal de gens encore..."r,".hent : au poli,
i.la normale (en deux mots). Lanalyse est quelque chose qui nous indique
qu'il n'y a que le naud du sympt6me pour lcquel il faut dvidemment en
suer un coup pour arriver ) le tenir, i l'isolcr ; il faut tellement en suer un
coup qu'on peut mdme s'en faire un nonr, c()nrrne on dit, de ce suage. C,est
ce qui aboutit dans certains cas au comblc rltr rnicux de ce qu,on p"eut fai.e
: une cuvre d'art. Nous, ce n'est pes q:r, n()tr.c intcntion,.a rr,.r, pas du
tout de conduire quelqu'un ) se f:rirc un n()nr rri i {:rire une cuvr. d,"r,.
C'est quelque chose qui consiste r\ I'irrt-ilt.r,ir P:1s.1.1.tlans le bon trou der ce
qui lui est offert, ) lui, comme singrrli..r-.

is t.rr1,,t'tt.', 1 irr s('ltilrl, ()lrt tlr, lutt,l,un( nl.rl r,rl, t', tl,, tlrrrrl',.tlt,,ttl wltltlr:rrry
sulljt'tt is tlrr.' lt'.rst irt. lttr,',1 t,, ',pt'.rl', rr.rtrr,'lt' l,'t \ \.1y, l,t't.tttsc I w:tltt ttl
.tt tit'ttl:ttc tlrirrgs wt'll lr.'r.' ltit 11,11rl)t()rrr, lrts 1r.rr tit rrl,rr ity.

Arrd it's irr tlris r'('slx'rt tlr.rt wlr:rt Arrtlrr: Allx'r't,rlorrc has indicated is

n'rnarkablc. ltls tlrrrt tlre only tlrirrg wlriclr is velicl is rtot the particular but
rlrc singular.'l'hc rulc rncarlq-i1's worth thc trouble. It! worth the trouble

is a very fine way of putting what it means. It's what I said just now-you
h:rve to work up a bit of sweat. It's worth the trouble of faffing though a

whole series of particulars so that, as he has just said, something singular
will not be left out. Itb worth the trouble of deriving some jouissance from
this unique position that can be defined in one way only-I mentioned it
in its time in my seminar-as what I called encounter. The encounter that
is never a true one, that only comes about haphazardly, from tugging on
the knot that is nevertheless strictly specified for each of us.

If something is to be met that might define the singular, itt what even

so I called by its name-a destiny. Thatt what the singular is. Itt worth
the trouble of getting it out, and this comes about only by good luck. Yet

good luck has its rules. There is a way of narrowing in on the singttlar, ancl

this is by the path of the particular, the particular that I'nr ecluating with
the word symptorn.

Psychoanalysis is the search for this good luck, which is rtot rtlw:rys

inevitably or necessarily what is called bonlteur, compressed irr a sirrglt' wortl.
But itt quite clear that when we set out the fundamental rulc, wc ttt:rl<.'

specific reference to particularity, and insomuch as it disturbs tlrc plc:tsttrt'

principle. The pleasure principle consists in not having anything particul:rr.

The pleasure principle is, all the same, what a fair few are still :rttac:lrccl t<r

-politeness, 
normaliry. Analysis is something that indicates to us that thcrc

is only the knot of the symptom, for which evidently one has to sweat a

great deal in order to lay a hand on it and isolate it. It takes so much sweat

that one might even make oneself a name out of it, as they say, from this
sweating. Itt what culminates in certain cases with the apogee of the best

that anyone can do-a work of art. This is not for us. Our intention is

neither to lead someone to make a name for themselves nor to make a work
of art. It's rather something that consists in inciting them to pass through
into the good hole of what is offered to them as singular.

Tianslated by A.R. Price
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