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Identification - this is my title and my subject for this year.
It is a good title but not an easy subject. I am sure you do not
think that it is an operation or a process that is very easy to
conceptualize. If it is easy to recognise, it would perhaps
nevertheless be preferable, in order to recognise it correctly,
for us to make a little effort in order to conceptualize it. It
is certain that we have encountered enough of its effects even

if we remain at something rather summary, I mean at things which
are tangible, even to our internal experience, for you to have a
certain feeling about what it is. This effort of
conceptualization will appear to you, at least this year, namely
a year which is not the first of our teaching, to be without any
doubt justified retrospectively because of the places, the
problems to which this effort will lead us.

Today we are going to take a very first little step in this
direction. I apologise to you, this is perhaps going to lead us
to make efforts which are properly speaking called efforts of
thinking: this will not often happen to us, to us any more than
to others.

If we take identification as the title, as the theme of our
remarks, it would be well for us to speak about it otherwise than
in what could be called the mythical form on which I left it last
year. There was something of this order, of the order of

(2) identification in particular, involved, you remember, in this
point at which I left my remarks last year, namely where - as I
might say - the humid layer with which you represent for
yourselves the narcisstic effects which circumscribe this rock,
what was left emerging from the water in my schema, this
autoerotic rock whose emergence the phallus symbolises: an island
in short battered by the waves of Aphrodite, a false island since
moreover like the one in which Claudel's Proteus figures, it is
an island without moorings, an island that is drifting away. You
know what Claudel's Protee is. It is the attempt to complete The
Orestia by the ridiculous farce which in Greek tragedy is obliged
to complete it and of which there remains in the whole of
literature only two pieces of jetsam by Sophocles and a Hercules
by Euripedes, if I remember correctly.

It is not unintentionally that I am evoking this reference in
connection with the fashion in which last year my discourse on
transference ended on this image of identification. Try as I
might I could not find a beautiful way to mark the barrier at
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which transference finds its limit and its pivoting point. No
doubt, this was not the beauty which I told you was the limit of
the tragic, the point at which the ungraspable thing pours its
euthanasia over us. I am embellishing nothing, whatever may be
imagined from the rumours one sometimes hears about what I am
teaching: I am not overdoing things for you. This is known to
those who formerly listened to my seminar on Ethics, the one in
which I exactly approached approached the function of this
barrier of beauty under the form of the agony which the thing (la
chose) requires of us for us to join it.

(3) Here then is where transference ended last”year. I indicated
to you, to all of those who attended the Journees provinciales in
October, I highlighted for you, without being able to say any
more, that what we had here was a reference hidden in something
comic which is the point beyond which I could not push any
further what I was aiming at in a certain experience, an
indication as I may say which is to be rediscovered in the hidden
meaning of what one could call the cryptogrammes of this seminar,
and after all I do not give up hope that a commentary will one
day separate it out and highlight it, because moreover I happen
to have heard a certain testimony which, in this regard is a sign
of hope: it is that the seminar of the year before last, the one
on ethics had effectively been taken up again - and according to
those who have been able to read the work in a completely
successful way - by someone who went to the trouble of rereading
it in order to summarise the elements of it, I am talking about
M. Safouan, and I hope that perhaps these things may be able to
be put at your disposal fairly rapidly so that there can be
linked onto them what I am going to bring you this year. Jumping
from one year onto the second next one after it may seem to give
rise to a question for you, or even to constitute a regrettable
delay; this however is not altogether justified, as you will see
if you take up this sequence of my seminars since 1953: the first
on the technical writings, the one which followed on the ego:
technique and Freudian psychoanalytic theory, the third on the
Freudian structures of psychosis, the fourth on object relations,
the fifth on the formations of the unconscious, the sixth on
desire and its interpretation, then ethics, transference,
identification at which we are arriving: that is nine, you can
easily find in them an alternation, a pulsation, you will see
that in every second one there dominates the thematic of the
subject and that of the signifier, which, given that it was with
the signifier, with the elaboration of the function of the
symbolic that we began, makes us land this year also on the
signifier because we are at an odd number, even though what is in
question in identification ought to be properly the relationship
of the subject to the signifier.

This identification then, which we propose to attempt to give an
adequate notion of this year, has no doubt been rendered rather
trivial for us by analysis; as someone who is rather close to me
and understands me very well said to me, "so this year you are
doing identification", and this with a pout: "the all-purpose
explanation", allowing there to pierce through at the same time
some disappointment about the fact in short that something rather
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different was expected from me. Let this person be under no
illusions. His expectation, in effect, of seeing me avoid the
topic, as I might say, will be disappointed, because I hope
indeed to treat it and I hope also that the fatigue which this
topic suggests to him in advance will be dissolved. I will
indeed speak about identification itself. In order to specify
what I understand by that, I would say that when one speaks about
identification what one thinks about first is the other to whom
one is identified, and that the door is easily opened for me to
put the accent, to insist on this difference between the other
and the Other, between the small other and the big Other, which
is a theme with which I may indeed say that you are already
familiar.

It is not however from this angle that I intend to begin. I will
put the accent rather on that which, in identification, poses

(5) itself immediately as identical, as founded on the notion of

the same, and even of the same to the same, with all the

difficulties that this gives rise to.

You surely know and can even rather quickly spot what
difficulties have always been presented for thinking by the
following: A = A. Why separate it from itself in order to
replace it there so quickly? What we have here is not purely and
simply a jeu d'esprit. You can be sure, for example, that, along
the line of a movement of conceptual elaboration, which is called
logical-positivism, where one or other person strives to aim at a
certain goal which would be, for example, that of not posing a
logical problem unless it has a meaning that can be located as
such in some crucial experiment, it would be decided to reject
any logical problem whatsoever which could not in some way offer
this final guarantee by saying that it is as such a meaningless
problem.

It nevertheless remains that if Russell can give a value to these
mathematical principles, to the equation, to the equivalence of A
= A, someone else, Wittgenstein, opposes it because precisely of
the impasses which seem to him to result from it in the name of
the principles he starts with and that this refusal will even be
set forth algebraically, such an equality requiring then a change
of notation in order to find what can serve as an equivalent of
the recognition of the identity A is A.

For our part, we are going, having posed the fact that it is not
at all the path of logical-positivism which appears to us, in
logical matters, to be in any way the one which is justified, to
(6) question ourselves, I mean at the level of an experience of
words, the one in which we put our trust despite its
equivocations, even its ambiguities, about what we can tackle
under this term of identification.

You are not unaware of the fact that one observes, in all
tongues, certain rather general, even universal historical
turning points so that one can speak about modern syntaxes
opposing to them in a global way syntaxes which are not archaic,
but simply ancient, by which I mean the tongues of what one can
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call Antiquity. These sorts of general turning points, as I told
you, are those of syntax. It is not the same with the lexicon
where things are much more changeable; in a way each tongue
contributes, as compared to the general history of language,
vacillations which are proper to its own genius and which render
one or other of them more propitious for highlighting the history
of a meaning. Thus it is that we can pause at what is the term,
or the substantival notion of the term, of identity (in identity,
identification, there is the Latin term idem), and this will go
to show you that some significant experience is supported in the
common French term, which is the support of the same signifying
function, that of the meme. It seems, in effect, that it is the
em, the suffix of i in idem, in which we find operating the
function, I would say of the radical in the evolution of Indo-
European at the level of a certain number of italic tongues; this
em is here redoubled, an ancient consonant which is rediscovered
then as the residue, the remainder, the return to a primitive
thematic, but not without having collected in passing the
intermediate phase of etymology, positively of the birth of this
theme which is a commonplace Latin met ipsum, and even a

(7) metipsissimum from the expressive low Latin, pushes us then
to recognise in what direction here experience suggests we should
search for the meaning of all identity, at the heart of what is
designated by a sort of redoubling of moi-meme, this myself
being, as you see, already this metipsissimum, a sort of au jour
of aujourd'hui which we do not notice and which is indeed there
in the moi-meme.

It is then in an metipsissimum that there are afterwards engulfed
the me, the thou, the he, the she, the them, the we, the you and
even oneself, which happens then in French to be a soi-meme.

Thus we see there, in short in our tongue a sort of
identification through the operation of a special significant
tendency, that you will allow me to qualify as "mihilisme" in so
far as to this act, this experience of the ego is referred.

Naturally, this would only have an incidental interest if we were
not to rediscover in it another feature in which there is
revealed this fact, this difference which is clear and easy to
locate if we think that in Greek, the auton of the self is the
one which serves to designate also the same, just as in German
and in English the selbst or the self will come into play to

designate identity. Therefore I do not believe that it is for
nothing that we pick up here and that we interrogate this kind of
permanent metaphor in the French expression. We will allow it to

be glimpsed that it is perhaps not unrelated to what happened at
a quite different level: that it should have been in French, I
mean in Descartes, that being was able to be thought of as
inherent in the subject, in a mode in short which we will
describe as captivating enough to ensure that ever since the
formula was proposed to thought, one might say that a good share
(8) of the efforts of philosophy consists in trying to extricate
oneself from it, and in our own day in a more and more open
fashion, there being, as I might say, no thematic of philosophy
which does not begin, with some rare exceptions, by trying to
master this famous: "I think therefore I am".
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I believe that for us it is not a bad point of entry for this "I

think therefore I am" to mark the first step of our research. It
is understood that this "I think therefore I am" is on the path
taken by Descartes. I thought of indicating it to you in

passing, but I will tell you right away: it is not a commentary
on Descartes that I can try to tackle today in anyway whatsoever,
and I have no intention of doing it. The "I think therefore I
am", naturally if you referred to Descartes' text is, both in the
Discourse and in the Meditations, infinitely more fluid, more
slippery, more vacillating than this kind of lapidary expression
with which it is marked, both in your memory and in the passive
or surely inadequate idea that you may have of the Cartesian
process. (How would it not be inadequate because moreover there
is not a single commentator who agrees with another one as
regards its exact sinuosity).

It is therefore arbitrary to some extent, and nevertheless there
are reasons enough for it, the fact is that this formula which
has a meaning for you and has a weight which certainly goes
beyond the attention that you may have granted it up to now, I am
going today to dwell on it in order to show a kind of
introduction that we can rediscover in it. It is a question for
us, at the point of the elaboration that we have arrived at, of
(9) trying to articulate in a more precise fashion something that
we have already advanced more than once as a thesis: that nothing
supports the traditional philosophical idea of a subject, except
the existence of the signifier and its effects.

Such a thesis, which as you will see will be essential for every
incarnation that we will subsequently be able to give to the
effects of identification, requires that we should try to
articulate in a more precise fashion how effectively we conceive
of this dependence of the formation of the subject on the
existence of the effects of the signifier as such. We will even
go further by saying that if we give to the word thinking a
technical meaning: the thinking of those whose trade is thinking,
one can, by looking closely at it, and in a way retrospectively,
perceive that nothing of what is called thinking ever did
anything other than to position itself somewhere within this
problem.

From this, we will state that we cannot say that, at the very
least, we contemplate thinking only, in a certain fashion,
whether we wish it or not, whether you knew it or not, every
research into, every experience of the unconscious, which we have
on this occasion about what this experience is, is something
which is placed at this level of thinking where, in so far as we
are no doubt going there together, but not all the same without
me leading you there, the tangible relationship which is the most
present, the most immediate, the most incarnated of this effort,
is the question that you can pose yourselves in this effort about
the "who am 1°?".

What we have here is not an abstract philosophical game: for, on
the subject of "who am I?" what I am trying to initiate you into,
you doubtless know - at least some of you - that I mean it in
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(10) every possible sense. Those who know it may be, naturally,
those from whom I hear it, and I am not going to embarrass anyone
by publishing here what I hear of it. Moreover, why would I do

it since I am going to grant you that the question is a
legitimate one? I can lead very far along this track without
there being guaranteed for you for a single instant the truth of
what I am telling you, even though in what I am telling you there
is never a question of anything but of the truth and, in what I
hear of it, why not say after all that this carries over into the
dreams of those who address themselves to me. I remember one of
the them - one can quote a dream -: "Why?", dreamt one of my
analysands, "does he not tell the truth about the truth?".

I was the one in question in this dream. This dream ended up
nevertheless with my subject in a fully awake state complaining

to me about this discourse in which, according to him, the last
word was always missing. It does not resolve the question to
say: you are children who are always wanting to believe that I
am telling you the real truth (la vraie verite*): because this
term, the real truth, has a meaning, and I would further say: it
is on this meaning that the whole credit of psychoanalyis has

been built. Psychoanalyis presented itself at first to the world
as being that which brought the real truth. Naturally, one falls
quickly into all sorts of metaphors which allow the thing to
escape. This real truth is what is concealed. There will always
be one, even in the most rigorous philosophical discourse: it is
on this that there is founded our credit in the world and the
stupefying thing is that this credit still persists even though,
for a good while now, not the least effort has been made to give
even the slightest start to something which would respond to it.

(11) Under these circumstances I feel myself quite honoured to be
questioned on this theme: "where is the real truth of your
discourse?". And I can even, after all, find that it is
precisely indeed in so far as I am not taken for a philosopher,
but for a psychoanalyst, that I am posed this question. Because
one of the most remarkable things in philosophical literature, is
the degree to which among philosophers, I mean in so far as they
are philosophising, when all is said and done the same question
is never posed to philosophers, unless it is to admit with a
disconcerting facility that the greatest of them have never
thought a word of what they have communicated to us in black and
white and allowed themselves to think in connection with
Descartes, for example, that he had only the most uncertain faith
in God because this suits one or other of his commentators unless
it is the opposite that suits him.

There is one thing, in any case, which has never seemed to shake
for anyone the credit of philosophers, which is that it has been
possible to speak, with respect to each of them, and even the
greatest, about a double truth. That then I who, entering into
psychoanalysis, put my feet in the platter by posing this
question about truth, should suddenly feel the aforesaid platter
getting warm under the soles of my feet, is something about which
after all I can rejoice, since, if you reflect on it, I am all
the same the one who turned on the gas. But, let us leave this
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now, let us enter into the identity-relationships of the subject,
and let us enter into it through the Cartesian formula and you
are going to see how I intend to tackle it today.

It is quite clear that there is absolutely no question of
pretending to go beyond Descartes, but rather indeed to draw the
(12) maximum effect from the utilization of the impasses whose
foundation he connotes for us. If you follow me then in a
critique which is not at all a textual commentary, you should
clearly remember what I intend to take from it for the good of my
own discourse. "I think therefore I am" appears to me under this
form to go against common usages to the point of becoming this
worn down money without a figure that Mallarmé makes an allusion
to somewhere. If we hold onto it for a moment, and try to polish
up its sign function, if we try to reanimate its function for our
purposes, I would like to remark the following: the fact is that
this formula, which I repeat is only found in its concentrated
form in Descartes at certain points of the Discours de la

Methode, it is not at all in this way in this dense form that it

is expressed. This "I think therefore I am", encounters this
objection - and I believe that it has never been made - which is
that "I think" is not a thought. Descartes, of course, proposes

these formulae at the end of a long process of thinking, and it
is quite certain that the thinking involved is the thinking of a

thinker. I would go even further: this characteristic, it is a
thinking of a thinker, is not required for us to talk about
thought. A thought, in a word, in no way requires that one

thinks about the thought.

For us in particular, thinking begins with the unconscious. One
cannot but be astonished at the timidity which makes us have
recourse to the formula of psychologists when we are trying to
say something about thinking, the formula of saying that it is an
action at the state of being outlined, at a reduced state, the
small economic model of action. You will tell me that you can
find that somewhere in Freud, but of course, one can find

(13) everything in Freud: in some paragraph or other he may have
made use of this psychological definition of thinking. But after
all, it is extremely difficult to eliminate the fact that it is
in Freud that we also discover that thinking is a perfectly
efficacious mode, and in a way one that is sufficient to itself,
of masturbatory satisfaction? This to say that, as regards what
is in question concerning the meaning of thinking, we have
perhaps a slightly broader span than other workers. This does
not exclude that in questioning the formula we are dealing with:
"I think therefore I am", we could say that, as regards the use
that is made of it, it cannot but pose us a problem: because we
have to question this word "I think", however large may be the
field that we have reserved for thinking, to see the
characteristics of thinking being satisfied, to see being
satisfied the characteristics of what we can call a thinking. It
could be that this word proved itself quite insufficient to
sustain in any way, anything whatsoever that we may at the end
discover of this presence: "I am".

This is precisely what I am claiming. To clarify my account, I
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would point out the fact that "I think" taken simply in this
form, is logically no more sustainable, no more supportable than
the "I am lying", which has already created problems for a
certain number of logicians, this "I am lying" which can only be
sustained because of the no doubt empty but sustainable logical
vacillation which this apparent meaning unfolds, quite sufficient
moreover to find its place in formal logic. "I am lying", if I
say it, it is true, therefore I am not lying, but nevertheless I
am indeed lying because in saying "I am lying" I affirm the
contrary.

(14) It is very easy to dismantle this so-called logical
difficulty and to show that the so-called difficulty on which
this judgment reposes depends on the following: the judgement
that it involves cannot refer to its own enunciation, it is a
collapsing: it is on the absence of distinction between two
planes, because of the fact that the accent is put on the "I am
lying" itself without making a distinction in it, that this
pseudo-difficulty comes about; this in order to tell you, that
without this distinction, we are not dealing with a real
proposition.

These little paradoxes, of which the logicians make a great deal,
in order moreover to reduce them immediately to their proper
measure, may seem to be simple amusements: they have all the same
their interest: they should be retained in order to pinpoint in
short the true position of all formal logic, up to and including
this famous logical-positivism of which I spoke earlier. By that
I mean that in my opinion not enough use precisely has been made
of the famous aporia of Epimenides - which is only a more
developed form of what I have just presented to you in connection
with the "I am lying" - that "All Cretans are liars". Thus
speaks Epimenides the Cretan, and you immediately see the little
whirligig that is engendered. Not enough use has been made of it
to demonstrate the vanity of what is called the famous universal
affirmative proposition A. Because in effect, one notices it in
this connection, it is indeed here, as we will see, the most
interesting form for resolving the difficulty. Because, observe
carefully what happens, if one poses the following which is
possible, which has been posed in the criticism of the famous
universal affirmative A of which some people have claimed, not
without foundation, that its substance has never been other than
that of a universal negative proposition "there is no Cretan who
(15) is not capable of lying", from then on there is no longer
any problem. Epimenides can say it, for the reason that
expressed in this way he does not say at all that there is
someone, even a Cretan who is able to lie in a continuous stream,
especially when one notices that tenaciously lying implies a
sustained memory which ensures that it ends up by orienting the
discourse in the sense of being the equivalent of an admission,
so that, even if "all Cretans are liars" means that there is no
Cretan who does not wish to lie in a continuous stream, the truth
indeed will finish up by escaping him and, in the precise measure
of the rigour of this will; the most plausible meaning of the
avowal by the Cretan Epimenides that all Cretans are liars, this
meaning can only be the following, which is that:
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1) he glories in it

2) he wants by that to unsettle you by really warning you
about his method; but this has no other intention, this has the
same success as this other procedure which consists in announcing
that one is oneself a plain blunt man, that one is absolutely
frank. This is the type who suggests to you that you should
endorse all his bluffing.

What I mean, is that every universal affirmative, in the formal
sense of the category, has the same oblique goals, and it is very
interesting to see these goals manifesting themselves in the
classical examples. That it should be Aristotle who takes the
trouble to reveal that Socrates is mortal should all the same
inspire some interest in us, which means offer an opening for
what we can call among ourselves an interpretation, in the sense
that this term claims to go a little further than the function
which is found precisely in the very title of one of the books of
Aristotle's Logic. Because if obviously it is qua human animal
that he whom Athens names Socrates is assured of death, it is all
(16) the same well and truly in so far as he is named Socrates
that he escapes from it, and this obviously not alone because his
renown still endures for as long as there lives the fabulous
transference operation operated by Plato, but again more
specifically because it is only as having succeeded in
constituting himself, beginning from his social identity, as this
atopical being which characterises him, that the person called
Socrates, the one so named in Athens - and that is why he could
not go into exile - was able to sustain himself in the desire of
his own death even to the extent of making of his life an acting
out of it. There is also to be added this final touch of
settling up for Asclepios' famous cock of which there would be
question if the recommendation had to be made of not doing any
harm to the chestnut-seller at the corner.

There is therefore here, in Aristotle, something which we can
interpret as some sort of attempt precisely to exorcise a
transference which he believed to be an obstacle to the
development of knowledge. It was moreover an error on his part
since its failure is obvious. It would have been surely
necessary to go a bit further than Plato in the denaturing of
desire for things to have ended up otherwise. Modern science is
born in a hyper-Platonism and not at all in the Aristotelian
return to, in short, of the function of knowledge according to
the status of the concept. It required, in fact, something which
we can call the second death of the Gods, namely their ghostly
re-emergence at the time of the Renaissance, for the word to show
us its real truth, the one which dissipates, not the illusions,
but the obscurities of meaning from which modern science emerged.

(17) Therefore - as we have said - this sentence of: "I think"
has the interest of showing us - it is the least that we can
deduce from it - the voluntary dimension of judgement. We have
no need to say that much about it: the two lines that we
distinguish as enunciating and enunciation are sufficient to
allow us to affirm that it is in the measure that these two lines
are mixed up and confused that we find ourselves before a
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paradox which culminates in this impasse of the "I am lying" on
which I made you pause for an instant; and the proof that this is
really what is in question, is the fact that I can at the same
time lie and say in the same voice that I am lying; if I
distinguish these voices it is quite admissable. If I say: he
says I am lying, that is easily admitted, there is no objection
to it, anymore than if I said: he is lying, but I can even say I
say I am lying.

There is all the same something here which ought to retain us, it
is that if I say "I know that I am lying", this has again
something quite convincing which ought to retain our attention as
analysts since, precisely as analysts, we know that what is
original, living and gripping in our intervention is the fact
that we can say that we are there to speak, to displace ourselves
in the exactly opposite but strictly correlative dimension which
is to say: "but no, you do not know that you are telling the
truth”, which immediately goes much further. What is more: "you
only tell it so well in the measure that you think you are lying
and when you do not want to lie it is to protect yourself from
that truth".

(18) It seems that one cannot reach this truth except through
these glimmers, the truth is a girl in this - you recall our
terms - that like any other girl it can be nothing but a stray,
well, it is the same for the "I think". It appears indeed that
if it has such an easy run among those who spell it out or who
re-broadcast its message, namely the professors, that can only be
by not dwelling too much on it. If we have for the "I think" the
same exigencies as for the "I am lying", either indeed this
means: "I think that I am thinking", which is then absolutely to
speak of nothing other than the "I think" of opinion or
imagination, the "I think" in the way you say it when you say "I
think she loves me" which means that trouble is on the way.

Following Descartes, even in the text of the Meditations, one is
surprised at the number of incidences in which this "I think" is
nothing other than this properly imaginary dimension on which no
so-called radical proof can be founded. Or indeed then this
means: "I am a thinking being”" - which is, of course, to upset
in advance the whole process for what is aiming precisely at
making emerge from the "I think" an unprejudiced status, not
infatuated as it were by my own existence. If I begin by saying:
"I am a being", that means: I am of course a being essential to
being, there is no need to throw out anything else, one can
preserve one's thinking for one's personal use.

This having been highlighted, we find ourselves encountering
something which is important: we find ourselves encountering this
level, this third term that we raised in connection with the I am
lying, namely that one could say: "I know that I am lying", and
this is something which should retain you. In effect, this
indeed is the support of everything that a certain phenomenology
has developed concerning the subject, and here I putting forward
a formula which is one on which we will be led to begin again on
the next occasions, which is the following: what we are dealing
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with, and how this is given us since we are psychoanalysts, is to
radically subvert, to render impossible this most radical
prejudice, and therefore it is the prejudice which is the true
support of this whole development of philosophy, which one can
say is the limit beyond which our experience has gone, the limit
beyond which there commences the possibility of the unconscious.

The fact is that there has never been, in the philosophical
lineage which has developed from what are called the Cartesian
investigations into the cogito, that there has never been but a
single subject which I would pinpoint, to terminate, under”this
form: the subject who is supposed to know (le sujet suppose
savoir) . You should here provide this formula with the special
resonance which, in a way, carries with it its irony, its
question, and notice that by referring it to phenomenology and
specifically to Hegelian phenomenology, the function of the
subject who is supposed to know takes on its value by being
appreciated in terms of the synchronic function which is deployed
in this connection: its presence always there, from the beginning
of phenomenological questioning, at a certain point, at a certain
knot of the structure, will allow us to extricate ourselves from
the diachronic unfolding which is suppose to lead us to absolute
knowledge.

This absolute knowledge itself - as we will see in the light of
this question - takes on a singularly refutable value, but today
only in this: let us stop ourselves from posing the motion of
(20) distrust at attributing this supposed knowledge to anyone
whatsoever, or of supposing (subjicere) any subject of the

knowledge. Knowledge is intersubjective, which does not mean
that it is the knowledge of all, nor that it is the knowledge of
the Other - with a capital 0 - and the Other we have posed. It

is essential to maintain it as such: the Other is not a subject,
it is a locus to which one strives, says Aristotle, to transfer
the knowledge of the subject.

Naturally, of these efforts there remains what Hegel unfolded as
the history of the subject; but this does absolutely not mean
that the subject knows a whit more about what he is returning
from. He is only stirred, as I might say, in function of an
unfounded supposition, namely that the Other knows that there is
an absolute knowledge, but the Other knows even less about it
than he, for the good reason precisely that it is not a subject.
The Other is the refuse dump of the representative
representations of this supposition of knowledge, and this is
what we call the unconscious in so far as the subject has lost
himself in this supposition of knowledge. He drags it (ca) along
without his being aware of it, it is the debris that comes back
to him from what his reality undergoes in this thing, a more or
less unrecognisible debris. He sees it coming back, he can say
or not say: it is indeed that or indeed it is not at all that:
all the same it is altogether it.

The function of the subject in Descartes, it is here that we will
take up our discourse the next time, with the resonances of it
that we find in analysis. We will try, the next time, to map out
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the references to the phenomenology of obsessional neurosis in a
signifying scansion in which the subject finds himself immanent
in every articulation.
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Seminar 2: Wednesday 22 November 1961

You have been able to see, to your satisfaction, that I was able
to introduce you the last time to the remarks we are going to
make this year by means of a reflection which, in appearance,
might have seemed to be a rather philosophical one because it
dealt precisely with a philosophical reflection, that of
Descartes, without it giving rise on your part, it seems to me,
to too many negative reactions. Far from it, it seems that I
have been trusted as regards the legitimacy of what might follow
from it. I am delighted at this feeling of confidence which I
would like to be able to translate as saying that you at least
sensed where I wanted to lead you by that.

Nevertheless, so that you may not develop, from the fact that I
am going to continue today on the same theme, the feeling that I
am delaying, I would like to pose that such indeed is our goal,
in this mode that we are tackling, to engage ourselves on this
path. Let us say it right away, in a formula which all our
future development will subsequently clarify: what I mean is
that, for us analysts what we understand by identification -
because this is what we encounter in identification, in what is
concrete in our experience concerning identification - is a
signifier-identification (une identification de signifiant).

Reread in the Course in Linguistics one of the numerous passages
where de Saussure tries to get closer to, as he continuously

(2) tries to do by circumscribing it, the function of the
signifier, and you will see (I am saying this in parenthesis)
that all his efforts did not finally avoid leaving the door open
to what I would call less differences of interpretation than
veritable divergences in the possible exploitation of what he
opened up with this distinction which is so essential of
signifier and signified. Perhaps I could touch on it in passing
for you so that you can at least note the existence, the
difference there is between one school and another: that of
Prague, to which Jakobson, to whom I so often refer, belongs and
that of Copenhagen to which Hjemslev gave its orientation under a
title which I have never yet evoked before you, that of
Glossematics.

You will see: it is almost bound to happen that I will be led to
come back to it because we cannot take a step without trying to
deepen this function of the signifier, and consequently its
relationship to the sign.
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You ought all the same to know already - I think that even those
among you who might have believed, even to the extent of
reproaching me for it, that I was repeating Jakobson - that in
fact, the position which I take up here is in advance of, ahead
of that of Jakobson as regards the primacy which I give to the
function of the signifier in every realisation, let us say, of
the subject. The passage of de Saussure, to which I alluded
earlier - I am only privileging it here because of its wvalue as
an image - is the one in which he tries to show what sort of
identity that of the signifier is by taking the example of the
(3) 10.15 express. The 10.15 express, he says, is something
perfectly defined in its identity: it is the 10.15 express
despite the fact that obviously the different 10.15 expresses,
which succeed one another in an always identical way every day,
have absolutely nothing either in their material, indeed even in
the composition of the train, but indeed a different real
structure and components.

Of course, what is true in such an affirmation supposes
precisely, in the constitution of a being like the 10.15 express,
a fantastic interlinking of signifying organisation entering into
the real through the mediation of spoken beings. It remains that
this has in a way an exemplary value, in order to well define
what I mean when I put forward first what I am going to try to
articulate for you: these are the laws of identification qua
signifier identification. Let us even highlight, as a reminder,
that to remain with an oppostion which is a sufficient support
for you, what is opposed to it, what it is distinguished from,
what makes it necessary that we should elaborate its function, is
that the identification that it thus distances itself from is
that of the imaginary, the one whose extreme form I tried to show
you a long time ago in the background of the mirror stage in what
I would call the organic effect of the image of our fellows, the
effect of assimilation that we grasp at one or other point of
natural history, and the example which I was happy to show in
vitro under the form of this little animal, which is called the
migratory locust, and of whom you know that the evolution, the
growth, the apparition of what is called the totality of the

(4) phaneres, of the way in which we can see it - depends in its
form in some way on an encounter which happens at one or other
moment of its development, of the stages, of the phases of the
larval transformation or according to whether there have appeared
to it or not a certain number of traits of the image of its
fellow, it will evolve or not, in different cases, according to
the form which is called solitary or the form which is called
gregarious.

We do not know everything, we even know rather little about the
stages of this organic circuit which bring with them such
effects. What we do know is that it is experimentally certain.
Let us classify it under the general rubric of the effects of the
image of which we will find all sorts of forms at very different
levels of the physical and even the inanimate world, as you know,
if we define the image as any physical arrangement which has as a
result the constitution between two systems of a bi-univocal
concordance, at whatever level it may be.
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It is a very conceivable formula, and one which can be applied
just as much to the effect that I have just mentioned, for
example, as to that of the formation of an image, even a virtual
one, in nature through the mediation of a plane surface, whether
it be that of a mirror or of the one that I have for a long time
evoked, of the surface of the lake which reflects the mountain.

Does that mean that, as is the tendency and a tendency which is
expanding under the influence of a kind, I would say, of
intoxication, which recently took hold of scientific thinking
from the fact of the irruption of what is only at bottom the

(5) discovery of the dimension of the signifying chain as such
but which, in all sorts of ways, is going to be reduced by this
thinking to more simple terms - and very precisely this is what
is expressed in what are called information theories - does this
mean that it is correct, without any other connotation, for us to
resolve to characterize the liaison between the two systems, one
of which is an image with respect to the other, by this idea of
information, which is very general, implying certain paths taken
by this something which carries the bi-univocal concordance?

This indeed is where there exists a very great ambiguity, I mean
the one which can only end up by making us forget the proper
levels of what information should involve if we want to give it a
value other than the vague one which would only end up when all
is said and done by giving a sort of re-interpretation, a false
consistency to what had up to then been subsumed, and this from
Antiquity up to our own day, under the notion of the form,
something which captures, envelopes, determines the elements,
gives them a certain type of finality which is the one that in
the whole ascension from the elementary towards the complex, from
the inanimate towards the animate, is something which has no
doubt its enigma and its own value, its order of reality, but
which is distinct.

If this is what I intend to articulate here with all the force of
the new things that are brought to us, in the new scientific
perspective, by the highlighting, the separating out of what is
contributed by the experience of language and of what the
signifier relationship allows us to introduce as an original
dimension that it is a matter of radically distinguishing from
the real in the form of the symbolic dimension, it is not, as you
see, in this way that I am tackling the problem of what is going
(6) to allow us to split up this ambiguity.

Already all the same I have said enough about it for you to know,
for you to have sensed, apprehended, in these elements of
signifying information, the originality that is contributed by
the trait, let us say, of seriality, that they involve, the trait
also of discreteness, I mean of cutting, something which Saussure
in no way better articulated than by saying that what
characterizes them with regard to one another, is to be what the
others are not.

Diachrony and synchrony are the terms to which I pointed out you
should refer, even though all of this is not fully articulated.
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the distinction having to be drawn with this de facto diachrony:
too often it is simply what is aimed at in the articulation of
the laws of the signifier. There is a rightful diachrony through
which we rejoin the structure; in the same way for synchrony, one
is not saying everything about it, far from it, by implying in it
the virtual simultaneity of the code in each supposed subject,
because that is to rediscover here something which I showed you
the last time is for us an entity which is untenable. I mean
that we cannot be satisfied in any way with having recourse to
it, because it is only one of the forms of what I denounced at
the end of my discourse the last time under the name of the
subject who is supposed to know. Here is why this year I am
beginning my introduction to the question of identification in
this way, the fact is that it is a question of starting from the
very difficulty, from the one which is proposed to us by the very
fact of our experience, from what it begins with, from that which
as a starting point we must articulate it, theorise it; the fact
is that we cannot, even in terms of our aims, of a future
promise, in any way refer ourselves, as Hegel did, to any

(7) possible termination, precisely because we have no right to
pose it as possible for the subject in some sort of absolute
knowledge or other.

We must learn at every moment to dispense with this subject who
is supposed to know. We cannot at any moment have recourse to
it, this is excluded: through an experience which we already have
since the seminar on desire and on interpretation (the first
trimester which was published) it is very precisely what seemed
to me in any case could not be omitted from this publication,
because this is the term of a whole phase of this teaching that
we gave: the fact is that this subject of ours, this subject
which I would like today to interrogate for you in connection
with the Cartesian way forward, is the same one that in this
first trimester I told you we could not approach any closer than
is done in this exemplary dream which is entirely articulated
around the sentence: "he did not know that he had died".

To be absolutely rigorous, it is indeed there, contrary to the
opinion of Politzer that we can designate the subject of
enunciating, but in the third person. This is not to say, of
course, that we could not approach it in the first person, but
this would be precisely to know that in doing so, and in the most
pathetically accessible experience, it slips away, because by
translating it into this first person, it is precisely at this
sentence that we will end up: by saying what we can say
precisely, in the practical measure that we can confront
ourselves with time's chariot, as John Donne [sic] says "hurrying
near": it is at our heels, and in this pause in which we can
foresee the ultimate moment, the one precisely at which already
(8) everything will leave us, to say to ourselves: "I did not
know that I was living as a mortal being, (je ne savais pas que
je vivais d'etre mortel) ".

It is quite clear that it is in the measure that we can say to
ourselves that we have forgotten it at almost every instant that
we will be placed in this uncertainty, for which there is no
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name, either tragic, or comic, of being able to say to ourselves,
at the moment of leaving our lives that we have always been in a
certain measure strangers to our own lives. This indeed is what
is at the bottom of the most modern philosophical interrogation,
that through which, even for those who as I might say are only
very little fettered by it, even those very people who proclaim
their feelings about this obscurity, all the same something is
happening, whatever may be said about it, something different is
happening than the popularity of a fashion in the formula of
Heidegger recalling us to the existential foundation of being for
death. Whatever its causes may be, whatever its correlations, or
even its impact - one can say - what one can call the profanation
of the great phantasies forged for desire by the style of
religious thinking is not a contingent phenomenon, this mode of
thinking is here what will leave us uncovered, disarmed, giving
rise to this hollow, this void, to which this modern
philosophical meditation strives to respond, and to which our
experience has also something to contribute, because this is its
place, at the instant that I am designating sufficiently for you
the same place at which this subject constitutes himself as not
being able to know precisely why there is a question for him here
of the All.

This is the value of what Descartes brings us, and that is why it
was good to start with him.

(9) That is why I am coming back to it today, because it is
appropriate to go over it again in order to measure again what is
involved in what you were able to hear me designating for you as
an impasse, namely the impossibleness (1'impossible) of the "I
think therefore I am".

It is precisely this impossibleness which gives its price and its
value to this subject which Descartes proposes to us, even if it
is only the subject around which the age-old cogitations turned
before, turn since, it is clear that our objections in our last
discourse take their weight, the very weight implied in the
etymology of the French verb penser which means nothing other
than peser (to weigh). What can be based on the "I think", if we
know, we analysts, that this "what I am thinking about" which we
may grasp, refers back to a "from which and from where I think"
which necessarily slips away; and this is indeed why Descartes'
formula questions us to know whether there is not at least this
privileged point of the pure "I think" on which we might base
ourselves, and this is why it was at the very least important
that I should make you pause for an instant. This formula seems
to imply that it would be necessary for the subject to be careful
to think at every instant in order to assure himself of being.

Is it sufficient for him to think that he is for him to touch
this thinking being? For it is indeed on that that Descartes, in
this incredible magic of the discourse of the two first
meditations, suspends us. He manages to make stand up, I mean in
his text, not that once the professor of philosophy has picked
out its signifier and shown too easily the artifice which

results from formulating that in thinking thus I can say that I
am a thing which thinks - it is too easy to refute - but which
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takes nothing from the force of the progress of the text, except
(10) for the fact that we must interrogate this thinking being,
ask ourselves if it is not the participle of an étre-penser (to
be written in the infinitive and in a single word): j 'étre-pense,
as one says j'outrecuide (I overween), as our analytic habits
make us say "I compensate (je compense), even I decompensate, I
overcompensate". It is the same term and just as legitimate in
its composition. From then on, the "je pense-étre" which is
proposed to us to introduce us to it, may appear, in this
prospective, an artifice that is hard to tolerate because
moreover to formulate things in this way, the being already
determines the register in which I inaugurate my whole progress;
this "je pensetre" - as I told you the last time - cannot even in
Descartes' text, be connoted except with traits of lure and
appearance. "Je pensétre" does not bring with it any greater
consistency than that of dreams at which effectively Descartes at
several moments of his progress has left us suspended. The "je
pensetre" can for its part also be conjugated like a verb, but it
does not go very far: "je pensétre, tu pensétres, with 1l's if you
wish at the end, that may still be allowable, even "il pensétre".
All that we can say is that if we make of it the tenses of the
verb with a sort of infinitive of "pensétrer", we can only
connote it with what is written in dictionaries that all the
other forms, except the third person singular of the present, are
not used in French. If we want to be humourous we will add that
they are supplemented ordinarily by the same form of the verb
complementary to pensétrer: the verb s'empétrer (to become
entangled) . What does that mean? The fact is that the act of
étrepenser - because this is what is in question - only ends up
for whoever is thinking with a "peut-étre je, perhaps I", and
(11) moreover I am not the first nor the only one to have always
remarked the contraband trait of the introduction of this "I"
into the conclusion "I think therefore I am". It is quite clear
that this "I" remains problematic and that until Descartes' next
step - and we are going to see which one - there is no reason why
it should be preserved from the total putting into question that
Descartes carries out of the whole process by profiling at the
foundations of this process the function of the deceitful God -
you know that he goes further: the deceitful God is still a good
God: in order to be there, to swamp me with illusions, he goes so
far as to be an evil demon, a radical liar, the one who leads me
astray in order to lead me astray: this is what has been called
hyperbolic doubt. It can in no way be seen how this doubt has
spared this "I" and leaves it therefore properly speaking in a
fundamental wvacillation.

There are two ways of articulating this wvacillation: the
classical articulation, the one which is already found - I
rediscovered it with pleasure - in Brentano's psychology, the one
which Brentano refers quite rightly to Saint Thomas Aquinas,
namely that being cannot be grasped as thought except in an
alternating fashion. It is in a succession of alternating
moments that he thinks, that his memory appropriates its thinking
reality without this thinking being at any moment able to join up
with itself in its own certainty.
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The other method, which is the one that brings us closer to the
Cartesian approach, is for us to perceive precisely the properly
speaking vanishing character of this "I", to make us see that the
real meaning of the first Cartesian approach is to articulate
(12) itself as an "I think and I am not". Of course, one can
delay at the approaches of this assumption and perceive that I
spend all the being I may have in thinking. Let it be clear that
in the final analysis it is by stopping thinking that I can
glimpse that I quite simply am; these are only approaches. The
"I think and I am not" introduces for us a whole series of
remarks, precisely some of those which I spoke to you about the
last time concerning French morphology, first of all that about
this "I", so much more dependent in our tongue in its form on the
first person than in English or in German, for example or Latin
where to the question "who did it?" you can reply: I, Ich, ego,
but not je in French, but "c'est moi" or "pas moi". But je is
something different, this je so easily elided in speech thanks to
what are called the muted properties of its vocalisation, this je
which can be a ch'sais pas (don't know), namely that the e
disappears, but "ch'sais pas" is something different - you can
really sense it because you are among those who have an original
experience of French - to the "Jje ne sais" the ne of the "Jje ne
sais" is brought to bear not on the sais (know) but on the je.
That is also why that, contrary to what happens in these
neighbouring tongues to which, without going any further, I
allude for the moment, it is before the verb that there is
brought to bear this decomposed part - let us call it that for
the moment - of the negation which is the ne in French. of
course, the ne is neither proper to French, nor unique: the Latin
ne presents itself for us with all the same problematic, which
moreover I am here only introducing and to which we will return.

(13) As you know, I already alluded to what Pichon in connection
with negation in French contributed to it by way of indications.
I do not think - and this is not new either, I indicated it to
you at the same time - that Pichon's formulations about the
forclosive or the discordant can resolve the question, even
though they introduce it in an admirable way.

But the closeness, the natural linkage in the French sentence of
the je with the first part of the negation, "Jje ne sais" is
something which enters into the register of a whole series of
concordant facts, around which I signal to you the interest of
the particularly significant emergence in a certain linguistic
usage of problems which refer to the subject as such in his
relationships to the signifier.

What I want to get to then is the following: it is that if we
find ourselves more easily than others put on our guard against
this mirage of absolute knowing, one which can already be
sufficiently refuted by translating it into the satiated repose
of a sort of colossal seventh day on this Sunday of life where
the human animal will finally be able to feed his face with
grass, the great machine being finally regulated down to the last
carat of this materialised nothingness which the conception of
knowledge is. Naturally, the human being will finally have found
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his share and his reservation in his henceforth definitively
cradled stupidity, and it is supposed that at the same time there
will be torn away with this thinking excrescence its peduncle,
namely worry.

But this, at the rate there are going things which are
constructed, despite their charm, to evoke that there is there
(14) something rather close to what we are dealing with I must
say much more fantasy and humour: these are the various
playthings of what is commonly called science fiction, which show
in connection with this theme that all sorts of variations are
possible.

In this respect, naturally, Descartes does not appear in such a
bad light. If one may perhaps deplore that he did not know much
more about these perspectives on knowledge it is in this respect
alone that if he had known more about them, his morality would
not have fallen so short. But apart from this trait which we
leave here provisionally to one side for the value of his initial
approach very far from that, there results something quite
different.

The professors, in connection with Cartesian doubt, spend a lot
of time underlining that it is methodical. They attach enormous
importance to it: methodical, that means doubt that is cold.
Naturally, even in a certain context, cold meals were consumed;
but, in truth, I do not believe that this is the correct way to
consider matters, not that I want in any way to encourage you to
consider Descartes as a psychological case, however exciting it
may appear to rediscover in his biography in the conditions of
his kin, indeed of his descendants, some of these traits which,
collected together, may make up a figure, by means of which we
rediscover the general characteristics of psychasthenia, even to
swallow up in this demonstration the celebrated passage about
human coat hangers, these sorts of marionnettes around which it
seems possible to restore a presence which, thanks to the whole
detour of his thought, one sees precisely at this very moment in
the process of being unfolded, I do not see any great interest in
(15) it. What is important for me is that after having tried to
make you sense that the Cartesian thematic is logically
unjustifiable, I can reaffirm that it is not for all that
irrational, it is no more irrational than desire is irrational
because it is not articulatable simply because it is an
articulated fact, as I believe is the whole meaning of what I
have been demonstrating to you for a year to show you how it is.

Descartes' doubt, it has been underlined, nor am I the first to
do it, is of course a doubt which is very different to sceptical
doubt. Compared to Descartes' doubt, sceptical doubt entirely
unfolds at the level of the question of the real. Contrary to
what is believed he is far from putting it in question, he brings
back, he reassembles his world in it, and some sceptic or other
whose whole discourse reduces us to no longer holding anything to
be valid except sensation, does not make it disappear for all
that, he tells us that it has more weight, that it is more real
than anything that we can construct in connection with it. This
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sceptical doubt has its place, as you know, in Hegel's
Phenomenolgy of the spirit: it is a moment of this research, of
this quest in which knowing is engaged with respect to itself,
this knowing which is only an not-yet-knowing, therefore, which
because of this fact is an already-knowing. This is not at all
what Descartes attacks. Descartes has no place in the
Phenomenolgy of the spirit, he puts the subject himself in
question and, even though he does not know it, it is the subject
who is supposed to know that he is dealing with; it is not a
matter for us of recognising ourselves in what the spirit is
capable of, it is the subject himself as an inaugural act that is
in question. This is, I believe, what gives its prestige, what
(16) gives its fascinating value, what constitutes the
turning-point effect that this senseless approach of Descartes
effectively had in history, it is that it has all the
characteristics of what we call in our vocabulary an impulsive
action (un passage a l'acte). The first phase of Cartesian
meditation has the mark of an impulsive act. It situates itself
at this necessarily inadequate, and at the same time necessarily
primordial stage, the whole attempt having the most radical, the
most original relationship to desire, and the proof is indeed
what he is led to in the step on God which immediately follows.
What immediately follows, the step of the deceitful God, what is
it?

It is the appeal to something that, to contrast it with the
previous proofs, which naturally are not to be cancelled out, of
the existence of God, I would allow myself to oppose as the
verissimum to the entissimum. For St. Anselm, God is the most
being of beings. The God we are dealing with here, the one whom
Descartes brings in at this point of his thematic, is the God who
must guarantee the truth of everything which is articulated as
such. He is the truest of the true, the guarantor that the truth
exists and all the more the guarantor in that this truth as such
could be different, Descartes tells us, it could be if this God
wanted it, it could be properly speaking error. What does that
mean if not that we find ourselves there in everything that one
can call the battery of the signifier confronted with this single
trait, with this einziger Zug which we already know, so that if
really necessary it could be substituted for all the elements of
what constitutes the signifying chain, supports this chain, all
(17) by itself and simply by being always the same.

What we find at the limit of the Cartesian experience as such of
the vanishing subject, is the necessity of this guarantor, of the
most simple structural trait, of the unique trait, absolutely
depersonalised, may I say, not alone of all subjective content,
but even of all variation which goes beyond this single trait, of
this trait which is one by being the single trait.

The foundation of the one which this trait constitutes is grasped
nowhere other than in its unicity: as such one can say nothing
else about it except that it is what all signifiers have in
common by being above all constituted as a trait, by having this
trait as a support.
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Are we going to be able, to encounter ourselves around this in
our concrete experience? I mean that what you already see
highlighted, namely the substitution which already gave so much
trouble to philosophical thought, namely this almost necessarily
idealistic slope that every articulation about the subject has in
the classical tradition, of substituting for it this function of
idealisation in so far as on it there reposes this structural
necessity, which is the same as the one which I already
articulated before you under the form of the ego-ideal, in so far
as it is starting from this not at all mythical but perfectly
concrete point of inaugural identification of the subject to the
radical signifier, not at all of the Plotinian one, but of the
single trait as such that the whole perspective of the subject as
(18) not knowing can be unfolded in a rigourous fashion. It is
this that after having made you pass today no doubt along paths,
about which I wish to reassure you by telling you that it is
certainly the most difficult peak of the difficulty to which I
have to make you pass, which has been gone through today, it is
this that I think I will be able before you, in a more satisfying
fashion, more designed to help us rediscover our practical
horizons, to begin to formulate.

10
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Seminar 3: Wednesday 29 November 1961

I led you then the 1last time to this signifier that the subject
must in some way be in order for it to be true that the subject

is signifying (signifiant)

It is a matter very precisely of the 1 qua single trait; we could
be very subtle about the fact that the primary teacher writes the
1 like that with a rising stroke which indicates in a way where

it emerges from. Moreover it would not be a pure refinement
because after all it is precisely what we also are going to do:
try to see where it comes from. But that is not where we are at.

So, as a way of accommodating your mental vision which is very
confused by the effects of a certain cultural fashion, very
precisely the one which leaves a gaping interval between primary
teaching and the other which is called secondary, you should know
that I am not in the process of directing you towards the one of
Parmenides, nor the one of Plotinus, nor the one of any totality
in our field of work of which such a great fuss has been made for
some time. It is indeed a question of the 1 which I called
earlier that of the primary teacher, the one of "pupil X, write
out a hundred lines of 1's for me", namely strokes: "pupil Y, you
will get 1 in French". The teacher in his notebook, traces out
the einziger Zug, the single trait of the sign which has always
been sufficient for minimal notation. This is what is in
question, the relationship of this with what we are dealing with
in identification. If I establish a relationship, it should

(2) perhaps begin to appear to your mind as a dawning, that
identification is not immediately collapsed. It is not
altogether simply this 1, in any case not as we envisage it: as
we envisage it, it can only be - you see already the path that I
am leading you along - at a pinch the instrument of this
identification and you are going to see, if we look closely at
it, that this is not so simple.

Because if what thinks, the thinking being we are considering,
remains at the level of the real in its opacity, it does not
immediately follow that he emerges from some being where he is
not identified, I mean: not even from some being where it is in
short thrown on the paving of some extension which first of all
required thinking in order to clear it away and to make it void.
Not even that: this is not where we are at. At the level of the
real, what we can glimpse, is to glimpse him among so many beings
also, in one word, so many beings of a etr'etant where he is
hanging on to some breast, in short, at the very most capable of
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outlining this sort of palpitation of being which makes laugh so
much the enchanter at the bottom of the tomb where the cunning of
the lady of the lake has imprisoned him.

Remember - it is a few years ago, the year of the seminar on
President Schreber - the image that I evoked during the last
seminar of the year, the poetic one of the monster Chapalu after
he had satiated himself on the bodies of the sphinxs mutilated by
their suicidal leap, this remark about which the rotting
enchanter who is the monster Chapalu laughs for a long time
"someone who eats is no longer alone".

(3) Of course, in order for being to come to birth, there is the
perspective of the enchanter; it is indeed it which at bottom

regulates everything. Of course, the veritable ambiguity of this
coming to birth of the truth is what constitutes the horizon of
our whole practice. But it is not at all possible for us to

start from this perspective which the myth indicates well enough
to be beyond the mortal limit: the enchanter rotting in his tomb.
So is not this also a point of view which is always completely
abstract when it is thought about, at an epoch when the ragged
fingers of Daphne's tree, if they are profiled against the field
charred by the giant mushroom of our omnipotence which is always
present today at the horizon of our imagination, are there to
recall for us the beyond from which there can be posed the point
of view of the truth. But it is not contingency which brings it
about that I have to speak here before you about the conditions
of the truthful. It is a much tinier incident the one which
summoned me to take care of you in so far as you are a handful of
psychoanalysts and I remind you that you certainly do not have
the truth in great quantities, but that all the same this is your
stock and trade, this is what you sell.

It is clear that in coming to you people are chasing the truth,
as I said the time before last it is the truth about the true
that is being sought. It is precisely for this reason that it is
legitimate that, to deal with identification, I should have
started from a text whose rather unique character in the history
of philosophy I tried to make you sense in that the question of
the truth being posed in it in a specially radical fashion, in so
far as it puts in question, not at all the truth that is found in
the real, but (4) the status of the subject in so far as he is
charged to bring this truth into the real, I found myself, at the
end of my last discourse, the one I gave last time, ending up
with what I indicated to you as recognizable in the figure
already mapped out for us of the single trait of the einziger Zug
in so far as it is on it that there is concentrated for us the
function of indicating the place where there is suspended in the
signifier, where there is hooked on, as regards the signifier,
the question of its guarantee, of its function, of what use this
is, this signifier in the advent of the truth. This is why I do
not know how far I will be able to push my discourse today, but
it will be entirely turning around the goal of ensuring in your
minds this function of the single trait, this function of the
one.
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Of course, this is at the same time to put in question, this is
at the same time to make advance - and I expect to encounter
because of this fact in you a type of approbation, from the heart
to the belly - our knowledge of what this signifier is.

I will begin, because that is what I feel like doing, by making
you play truant. I made an allusion the other day to a kind
remark, however ironical it may have been, concerning the choice
of my subject for this year as if it were not at all absolutely
necessary. This is an opportunity to focus on the fact, and this
is surely connected in some way to the reproach, that it implied
that identification is somehow or other a master key which would
avoid having to refer oneself to an imaginary relationship which
alone supports the experience of it, namely the relationship to
the body.

(5) All of this is consistent with the same reproach which may be
addressed to me about the paths that I pursue, of always keeping
you too much at the level of the articulations of language the
one which precisely I strive to distinguish from all others.

From that to the idea that I overlook what is called the
preverbal, that I overlook the animal, that I believe that man in
all this has some privilege or other, there is only a step which
is all the more quickly taken because one does not have any sense
of taking it. It was in thinking again about it, at the moment
when more than ever this year I am going to make everything that
I am going to explain to you turn around the structure of
language, that I went back to an experience of mine which is
close, immediate, near at hand, tangible and appealing and which
perhaps will clarify the fact that I also have my notion of the
preverbal which is articulated within the relationship of the
subject to the word in a fashion which has not been apparent
perhaps to all of you.

Close by me, in the midst of the Mitseinden environment in which
I live as Dasein, I have a dog whom I named Justine as a homage
to Sade, without you can be sure my exercising any particular
cruelty towards her. My dog, in my sense and without ambiguity,
speaks. My dog has without any doubt the gift of speech. This
is important, because it does not mean that she possesses
language totally. The measure in which she has speech without
having the human relationship to language is a question from
which it is worthwhile envisaging the problem of the preverbal.
What does my dog do when she speaks, in my sense? Why do I say
that she speaks? She does not speak all the time, she speaks
contrary to many humans only at moments when she needs to

(6) speak. She has a need to speak at moments of emotional
intensity and of relationships to the other, to myself, and some
other people. This manifests itself by sorts of little guttural
whimpers. It is not limited to that. It is particularly
striking and pathetic since it manifests itself in a quasi-human
way which is what brought it about that I had today the idea of
speaking to you about it: she is a boxer bitch, and you see there
appearing on this quasi-human facies, rather Neanderthal when all
is said and done, a certain trembling of the lip especially the
upper one under this muffle, a little high for a human, but after
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all there are types like that: I had a caretaker who looked
terribly like her, and this trembling of the lip when the
caretaker had to communicate with me at one or other high point
of intentionality was not at all sensibly different. The effects
of breathing on the animal's cheeks evoke no less sensibly a
whole set of mechanisms of a properly phonatory type which, for
example, would be completely suitable for the celebrated
experiments of Abbe Rousselot, the founder of phonetics. You
know that they are fundamental and consist essentially in filling
the diverse cavities in which there are produced phonatory
vibrations with little drums, horns, vibrating instruments which
allow there to be controlled at what levels and at what moments
there come to be superimposed the diverse elements which
constitute the emission of a syllable, and more precisely
everything that we call a phoneme, because these phonetic
experiments are the natural antecedents of what was afterwards
defined as phonematics.

My dog has speech, and it is uncontestable, indisputable, not
only from the fact that the modulations which result from these
(7) properly articulated decomposable efforts inscribable in
loco, but also from the correlations between the moments at which
these phonemes are produced, namely when she is in a room where
experience has taught the animal that the human group gathered
around a table should be there for a good while, that some spin-
off from what is happening at that moment, namely the
festivities, should accrue to her: it must not be believed that
all of this is centred on need. There is no doubt a certain
relationship with this element of consumption, but the communing
element of the fact that she is eating with the others is present
in it.

What is it that distinguishes this usage, which is in short very
sufficiently successful as regards the results that it is a
question of obtaining for my dog, of speech, from human speech?
I am not in the process of giving you words which claim to cover
all the results of the question, I am only giving responses which
are orientated towards what should be for all of us what it is a
question of mapping out, namely: the relationship to
identification. What distinguishes this speaking animal from
what happens because of the fact that man speaks is the
following, which is quite striking as regards my dog, a dog who
could well be yours, a dog who has nothing extraordinary about
her, is that, contrary to what happens in the case of man in so
far as he speaks, she never takes me for another. This is very
clear: this shapely boxer bitch who, if one is to believe those
who observe her has feelings of love for me, gives herself over
to fits of passion towards me in which she takes on a quite
terrifying aspect for the more timorous souls who exist for
example at one or other level of my offspring: it appears that
(8) people are afraid that, at the moments that she begins to
jump on top of me with her ears flattened and growling in a
certain fashion, the fact that she takes my wrists between her
teeth might appear to be a threat. This is nevertheless not at
all the case. Very quickly, and this is why it is said that she
loves me, a few words from me bring her to order, even if I have
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to repeat myself a few times, and stop the game. The fact is
that she knows very well that it is I who am there, she never
takes me for another, contrary to what in all your experience is
there to testify about what happens in the measure that, in

the analytic experience, you put yourself in the conditions of
having a "pur-parlant" subject, if I may express myself in that
way as one speaks about a pure pork pate. The purely-speaking
subject as such, it is the very birth of our experience, is led,
because he remains purely-speaking, to take you always for
another. If there is some element of progress in the paths on
which I am trying to lead you, it is to make you .............. that
by taking you for another, the subject puts you at the level of
the Other with a big 0.

It is precisely this which is lacking to my dog: for her there is
only the small other. As regards the big Other, it does not seem
that her relationship to language gives her access to it. Why,
since she speaks, does she not manage to constitute at all as we
do these articulations in such a fashion that the locus of this
Other where the signifying chain is situated is developed for her
as for us?

Let us rid ourselves of the problem by saying that it is her
sense of smell which prevents it for her, and here we are only

(9) rediscovering a classical indication, namely that the organic
regression of the sense of smell in the case of man has a lot to
do with his access to this Other dimension.

I am very sorry to appear, with this reference, to be
re-establishing the cut between the canine species and the human
species. I am saying this to signify to you that you would be
completely wrong to believe that the privilege I give to language
is some sort of pride which hides this sort of prejudice which
would make of man precisely some sort of summit of being. I
would temper this cut by telling you that if my dog lacks this
sort of possibility which was not separated out as autonomous
before the existence of analysis which is called the capacity for
transference, that does not at all mean that this reduces for her
partner, I mean for myself, the emotionally expressive field of
that which in the current sense of the term I call precisely
human relations. It is manifest, in the behaviour of my dog,
concerning precisely the reflux onto her own being of the effects
of comfort, of positions of prestige, that a large part, let us
say it, if not the totality of the register of what constitutes
the pleasure of my own relationship, for example, with a woman of
the world, is there completely fulfilled. I mean that, when she
occupies a privileged place like the one which consists in
climbing onto what I call my cot, in other words the marriage
bed, the sort of look with which she fixes me on such occasions,
suspended between the glory of occupying a place whose privileged
signification she situates perfectly well and the fear of the
imminent gesture which is going to dislodge her from it, is not
at all of a different dimension to what can be seen in the look
of what I called, in a purely demagogical way, a woman of the
(10) world; because if she does not have, in what concerns what
can be called the pleasure of conversation, a special privilege,
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she has just the same look, when having taken off in a dithyramb
about some film or other which appears to her to be the latest
thing in technical achievement, she feels suspended over her a
declaration from me that I was bored to the teeth with it, which
from the point of view of nihil mirari, which is the law of good
society, already gives rise in her to the suspicion that she
would have done better to let me speak first.

This by tempering, or more exactly by re-establishing the sense
of the question that I am posing concerning the relationships of
speech to language, is designed to introduce what I am going to
try to separate out for you concerning what specifies a language
as such; the tongue as it is called, in so far as, if it is the
privilege of man, it is not immediately completely clear why it
should be limited to him. I assure you that it is worthwhile
spelling this out. I spoke about a tongue: for example, it is
not indifferent to note - at least for those who have not heard
about Rousselot here for the first time, it is all the same very
necessary that you should at least know how Rousselot's reflexes
are constituted - I allow myself to see right away the importance
of something, which was absent from my earlier explanation about
my dog, that I am speaking about something pharyngeal, something
glottal, and then about something which was trembling all around
here and there and therefore which is recordable in terms of
pressure, of tension. But I did not speak at all about the
effects of the tongue: there is nothing here (11) which produces
a click for example, and still less which produces an occlusion;
there is undulation, sighing, breathing, there are all sorts of
things which are close to it, but there is no occlusion.

I do not want to go on about this too much today, this is going
to push into the background things about the 1; too bad, one has
to take the time to explain things. If I underline it in
passing, you can be sure that it is not for the pleasure of it,
it is because we will rediscover - and this we can only do
retrospectively - its meaning. It is perhaps not an essential
pillar of our explanation but this phase of occlusion will in any
case take on its meaning at a particular moment; and the sketches
of Rousselot, which perhaps you for your part will have consulted
in the interval, since this will allow me to abbreviate my
explanation, will perhaps be particularly expressive at that
time.

In order to properly image for you for now what the solution is,
I am going to give you an example of it; the phonetician
encounters in the same step - and it is not without reason as you
are going to see - the phoneme PA and the phoneme AP, which
allows him to pose the principles of the opposition between the
implosion AP and the explosion PA and to show us that the
consonance of P is, as in the case of your daughter, to be

mute. The meaning of P is between this implosion and this
explosion. The P is heard precisely because it is not heard and
this silent time in the middle, hold onto the formula, is
something which, at the very phonetic level of the word, is what
might be called a sort of announcement of a certain point to
which, as you will see, I will lead you after some detours. I am
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taking advantage simply of the passage through my dog, to
indicate it to you in passing and to make you notice at the same
(12) time that this absence of occlusives in the speech of my
dog, is precisely what it has in common with a spoken activity
which you know well and which is called singing.

If it often happens that you do not understand what the singer is
saying, it is precisely because one cannot sing occlusives and I
also hope that you will be happy to land on your feet again by
thinking that everything is in order because in short my dog
sings, which reinserts her into the concert of the animals.

There are many others who sing and the question is not still
demonstrated whether for all that they have a language.

People have always spoken about this, the Shaman whose
representation I have on a very beautiful little grey bird
fabricated by the Kwakiutl of British Columbia carries on his
back a sort of human image who communicates in a tongue which
links him with a frog: the frog is supposed to be communicating
to him the language of animals. It is not worth the trouble to
do all this ethnography because, as you know St. Francis spoke to
the animals: he is not a mythical personage, he lived at a epoch
incredibly illuminated already in his time by the full light of
history. There are people who have made very pretty little
paintings in order to show him to us on a rock, and one sees out
at the very edge of the horizon the mouths of fish emerging from
the sea in order to hear him which is the all the same, you have
to admit, quite something.

One might in this connection ask oneself in what tongue he spoke
to them. This always has a meaning at the level of modern

(13) linguistics, and at the level of psychoanalytic experience.
We have learned to define perfectly the function in certain
beginnings of the tongue of what is called baby-talk, this thing
which gets on the nerves of some people, me for example, this
type of "gilly, gilly, what a lovely little baby". This has a
role which goes well beyond these manifestations which are noted
for their inane dimension, the inaneness consisting on this
occasion in the feeling of superiority of the adult. There is
nevertheless no essential distinction between what is called
baby-talk and, for example, a sort of tongue like that which is
called pidgin namely these sorts of tongues constituted when two
types of language articulation enter into relationship, the users
of one considering it to be both necessary and their right to use
certain signifying elements which belong to the other region, and
this with the aim of using them in order to make penetrate into
the other region a certain number of communications which are
proper to their own region, with this sort of prejudice which is
in question in this operation of getting across to them, of
transmitting to them categories of a higher order. These sorts
of integration between one language region and another are one of
the fields of study of linguistics, deserving then as such to be
taken up as a quite objective value thanks to the fact that there
exist precisely, with respect to language, two different worlds
in that of the child and in that of the adult. We can all the
less avoid taking it into account, we can all the less neglect it
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in that it is in this reference that we find the origin of
certain rather paradoxical traits of the constitution of
signifying batteries, I mean the very particular prevalence of
(14) certain phonemes in the designation of certain relationships
which are called kinship, the not universal but overwhelming
majority of phonemes PA and MA to designate, to furnish at least
one of the modes of designation of the father and of the mother;
this irruption of something which is only justified because of
developmental elements in the acquisition of a language, namely
pure speech events, this is only explicable precisely starting
from the perspective of a relationship between two distinct
spheres of language. And you see there being outlined here
something which is again the outline of a frontier. I do not
think that I am innovating here because you know what Ferenczi
tried to begin to highlight under the title of "The confusion of
tongues ..... 1 very specifically at this level of the verbal
relationship between the child and the adult.

I know that this long detour will not allow me to tackle today
the function of the One, it will perhaps allow me to add to it,
because when all is said and done all that is in question here is
to clear the way, namely that you should not believe that where I
am leading you is a field which is exterior with regard to your
experience, it is on the contrary the most internal field because
this experience, the one for example which I evoked earlier
specifically in the concrete distinction here between the other
and the Other, all we can do is go through this experience.
Identification, namely that which is able very precisely and also
as intensely as possible, to imagine there being put under some
sort of being of your relationships the substance of another, is
something which can be illustrated to infinity in an
"ethnographical" text because precisely (it is on this that there
(15) has been constructed, with Levy-Bruhl, a whole series of
theoretical conceptions which are expressed under the term:
pre-logical mentality, indeed later on mystical participation,
when he was led to focus more especially on the function of
identification the interest of what seemed to him to be the path
to the objectification of the field he had taken as his own. I
think that here you know within what brackets, under what express
reserve there can only be accepted relationships put under such a
rubric. It is from something infinitely more common which has
nothing to do with anything whatsoever which puts in question
logic, or rationality, that one must start from in order to
situate these facts (whether they are archaic or not) of
identification as such. It is a fact which has always been known
and can still be established for us when we address ourselves to
subjects taken in certain contexts which remain to be defined,
that these sorts of event - I am going to call them by terms
which upset the barriers, which take things in a crude way in
order to make it clearly understood that I do not intend here to
stop at any dividing walls which are destined to obscure the
primacy of certain phenomena - these phenomena of false
recognition, let us say on the one hand of bi-location let us say
of the other, flourish at the level of such experience, in the
reports, in testimonies one hears. It is a matter of knowing why
it is to the human being that these things happen; contrary
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to my dog, the human being recognizes, in the emergence of such
and such an animal the personage he has just lost, whether it is
a question of his family or of an eminent personage of his tribe,
the chief or someone else, the president of one or other society
of young people or somebody else; he is this bison, that is him,
or in a particular Celtic legend which by pure chance comes to me
here because I would have to speak for all eternity to tell you
(16) all things that arise in my memory in connection with this
central experience... I take a Celtic legend which is not at all
a legend, which is a piece of folklore taken from the testimony
of someone who was a servant on a farm. On the death of the
master of the place, of the lord, he sees appearing a little
mouse, he follows it, the little mouse goes all around the field,
she comes back, she goes into the shed where the agricultural
implements are, she walks on these implements: on the plough, the
hoe, the spade and the others, then she disappears. After that
the servant, who already knew what was involved as regards the
mouse, has a confirmation for it in the apparition of the ghost
of his master who says to him, in effect: I was in that little
mouse, I made a tour of the property to say goodbye to it, I had
to see the agricultural implements because these are the
essential objects to which one remains attached longer than to
any other, and it is only after having made this tour that I
could free myself from them etc... with an infinite number of
considerations concerning in this regard a conception of the
relationships of the dead person and certain instruments, linked
to certain conditions of work, properly rural conditions, or more
especially agrarian, agricultural conditions. I am taking this
example to centre the gaze on an identification of being
concerning two individual apparitions as obviously and as
strongly to be distinguished from the one which would concern the
being who, with respect to the narrating subject, had occupied
the eminent position of master with this contingent little animal
going one knows not where, going nowhere. There is something
which, all by itself, deserves to be taken not simply to be

(17) explained as a consequence, but as a possibility which
deserves as such to be highlighted.

Does that mean that such a reference can engender anything other
than the most complete opacity.

It would be a poor recognition of the type of elaboration, the
order of effort that I am demanding from you in my teaching, to
think that I could in any way content myself, even if one were to
obliterate its limits, with a reference to folklore in order to
consider as natural the phenomenon of identification: because
once we have recognized this as the basis of the experience, we
know absolutely no more about it, precisely in the measure that
this can only happen to those I am speaking to in the most
exceptional cases. It is always necessary to make a little
reservation: you can be sure that this may perfectly well happen
in one or other country area. That this cannot happen to you,
you to whom I am speaking, is what settles the question: from the
moment that this can no longer happen to you, you can understand
nothing about it and, not being able to understand anything about
it, do not believe that it is enough for you to connote the event
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under some chapter heading, which you may call with M Levy-Bruhl

mystical participation, or whether with the same man you make it

enter under the great whole of the pre-logical mentality, for you
to have said anything that is of the slightest interest.

It remains that what you can draw from it, make more familiar
with the help of more attenuated phenomena, will not be for all
that any more valuable because you will have started from an
opaque foundation. You discover again here a reference of

(18) Apollinaire: "Mange tes pieds a la Sainte Menehould", says
the hero of the heroine of Mamelles de Tiresias somewhere to her
husband. It is a matter for us of grasping the relationship
between this possibility which is called identification, in the
sense that from it there arises something that exists only in
language, and thanks to language, a truth to which this is an
identification which is not at all distinguished for the farm
labourer who comes to tell you the experience that I spoke to you
about earlier; and for us who found the truth on A is A: this is
the same thing because what will be the starting point of my
discourse the next time, will be this: why is it that A is A is
an absurdity?

The strict analysis of the function of the signifier, in so far
as it is through it that I intend to introduce for you the
question of signification, starts with this: it is that if A is
A, has constituted, as I might say, the condition of a whole era
of thought of which the Cartesian exploration with which I began
is the term - what one could call the theological era - it is no
less true that linguistic analysis is correlative to the advent
of another era, marked by precise technical correlations among
which is the mathematical advent, I mean the extended use of the

signifier in mathematics. We can glimpse that if the A is A
does not work, I would take further the problem of
identification. I indicate to you here and now that I will make

my demonstration turn around the function of the one; and in
order not to leave you completely in suspense and in order that
perhaps each one of you would envisage beginning to formulate
something on the path of what I will say to you about it, I would
(19) ask you to refer to the chapter in de Saussure's Course in
linguistics which ends on page 175. This chapter ends with a
paragraph which begins on page 174 and I will read the following
paragraph of it:

"Applied to units, the principle of differentiation can be stated
in this way: the characteristics of the unit blend with the unit
itself. In a tongue, as in any semiological system," this would
deserve a discussion, "whatever distinguishes one sign from the
others constitutes it. Difference makes character just as it
makes value and the unit". [English translation, page 121].

In other words, unlike the sign - and you will see it confirmed
provided you read this chapter - what distinguishes the
signifier, is simply being what the others are not; that which,
in the signifier, implies this function of the unit, is precisely
to be simply difference. It is qua pure difference that the
unit, in its signifying function, structures itself, constitutes
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itself. This is not a single trait. In a way, it constitutes a
unilateral abstraction concerning the synchronic relationship for
example of the signifier. As you will see the next time, nothing
is properly speaking thinkable, nothing in the function is
properly speaking thinkable, unless it starts from the following
which I formulate as: the one as such is the Other. It is
starting from here, from this fundamental structure of the one as
difference that we can see appearing this origin from which one
can see the signifier constituting itself, as I might say: it is
in the Other (1'Autre) that the A of "A is A", the big 0, as one
says the great word, is released.

(20) From the processes of this language of the signifier, from
here alone can there begin an exploration which is fundamental

and radical of how identification is constituted. Identification
has nothing to do with unification. It is only by distinguishing
it from it that one can give it, not only its essential accent,
but its functions and its varieties.
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Seminar 4: Wednesday 6 December 1961

Let us take up again our idea, namely what I announced to you the
last time that I intended to make pivot around the notion of the
1 our problem, that of identification, it being already announced
that identification is not just simply to make 1, I think that
this will not be difficult to admit.

We are starting, as is normal concerning identification, from the
most common mode of access of subjective experience: that
expressed by what appears to be the essentially communicable
experience, in the formula which, at first sight, does not appear
to give rise to objections that A is A. I said: at first sight
because it is clear that, whatever may be the degree of belief
involved in this formula, I am not the first to raise objections
to it; you have only to open the smallest treatise on logic in
order to encounter what difficulties the distinguo of this
formula, in appearance the most simple, gives rise to of itself.
You could even see that the greater part of the difficulties
which are to be resolved in many domains - but it is particularly
striking that it should be in logic more than elsewhere - come
out of all the possible confusions which may arise from this
formula which lends itself in an eminent way to confusion. If
you have, for example, some difficulties, even some fatigue, in
(2) reading a text as exciting as Plato's Parmenides, it is in as
much as on this point of "A is A" let us say that you lack a
little reflection, and in as much precisely that if I said above
that the "A is A" is a belief, you must indeed understand it in
the way I told you: it is a belief which has certainly not always
reigned over our species, in as much as after all, the A indeed
began somewhere - I am speaking about A, the letter A - and that
it must not have been so easy to gain access to this kernel of
apparent certainty that there is in "A is A", when man did not
the A at his disposition.

I will tell you a little later the path onto which this
reflection may lead us; it would be well all the same to be aware
of the new thing that arrives with the A; for the moment let us
content ourselves with something that our language here allows us
to articulate well: it is that "A is A" appears to mean
something: it makes a "signified" (cela fait "signifie").

I pose, very sure that I will not encounter on this point any
opposition from anybody, and on this theme in a position of
competence which I put to the test through the testimonies of
what can be read about the matter, as well as by challenging one
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or other mathematician who is sufficiently familiar with his
science to know where we are at at the present time for example,
and then many others in all sorts of domains, that I will
encounter no opposition in putting forward under certain
conditions of explanation which are precisely those to which I am
going to submit myself before you, that "A is A" signifies
nothing. It is precisely this nothing (rien) that is going to be
in question, because this nothing has a positive value because it
says what that signifies. We have in our experience, indeed in
our (3) analytic folklore, something, the image never
sufficiently explored, exploited, which is the game of the little
child so shrewdly picked out by Freud, perceived in such a
perspicacious fashion in the Fort-Da. Let us take it up on our
own account since, from an object taken up and rejected - the
child in question is his grandson - Freud was able to glimpse the
inaugural gesture in the game. Let us remake this gesture, let
us take this little object: a ping-pong ball, I take it, I hide
it, I show it to him again; the ping-pong ball is the ping-pong
ball, but it is not a signifier, it is an object, it is an
approach to say: this little o is a little o; there is between
these two moments, which I indisputably identify in a legitimate
fashion, the disappearance of the ball; without that there is no
means for me to show it, there is nothing formed on the plane of
the image. Therefore, the ball is always there and I can fall
into a cataleptic state looking at it.

What relationship is there between the "is" which unites the two
apparitions of the ball and this intervening disappearance?

On the imaginary plane, you sense that at least the question is
posed of the relationship of this "is" with what seems indeed to
cause it, namely the disappearance, and there you are close to
one of the secrets of the identification which is the one to
which I tried to get you to refer in the folklore of
identification: this spontaneous assumption by the subject of the
identity of two appearances which are nevertheless quite
different. Remember the story of the dead farm owner whom his
servant rediscovers in the body of the mouse. The relationship
(4) of this "it is him" with the "it is him again", this is what
for us gives its model and its register to the most simple

experience of identification. Him, then him again, there is
here the being-perspective of the question; in "him again", it is
the same being who appears. As regards the other, in short, it

is all right like that, it is satisfactory; for my dog whom I
took the other day as a term of reference, as I told you, it is
all right; this reference to being, is sufficiently, its seems,
supported by her sense of smell; in the imaginary field the
support of being is easily conceivable: it is a matter of knowing
if it is effectively this simple relationship that we are dealing
with in our experience of identification. When we speak about
our experience of being, it is not at all for nothing that a
whole effort of a thought which is our own contemporary one, is
going to formulate something whose centrepiece I never shift
without a certain smile, this Dasein, this fundamental mode of
our experience in which there must be designated the centrepiece
giving every access to this term of being, as a primary
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reference.

It is here indeed that something else forces us to question
ourselves about the fact that the punctuation in which this
presence to the world manifests itself is not simply imaginary,
namely that already it is not at all to the other that we refer
ourselves here, but to this most intimate part of ourselves which
we try to make the anchoring point, the root, the foundation of
what we are as subjects. For, if we can articulate, as we have
done, on the imaginary plane, that my dog recognises me as the
same, we have not on the contrary any indication about the
fashion in which she identifies herself; in whatever way we may
(5) re-engage her within herself, we know nothing at all, we have
no proof, no testimony about the mode under which she approaches
this identification. It is indeed here that there appears the
function, the value of the signifier same (meW) as such; and it
is in the very measure that we are dealing with the subject that
we have to question ourselves about the relationship of this
identification of the subject with what is a different dimension
to everything that is the order of appearance and disappearance;
namely the status of the signifier. That our experience shows us
that the different modes, the different angles under which we are
led to identify ourselves as subjects, at least for some of us,
supposes the signifier to articulate it, even most often under an
ambiguous, improper, difficult-to-handle form subject to all
sorts of reservations and of distinctions which the "A is A" is,
this is what I want to draw your attention to and first of all
without dallying any longer show you that if we have the good
fortune to take a further step in this direction, it is by trying
to articulate this status of the signifier as such. I am
indicating it right away: the signifier is not at all the sign.
It is with giving to this distinction its precise formula that we
are going to busy ourselves; I mean that it is to show where this
difference lies that we can see arising from the fact already
given by our experience that it is from the effect of the
signifier that the subject as such emerges. Metonymical effect,
metaphorical effect, we do not yet know and perhaps there is
something already articulatable before these effects which allows
us to see dawning, being formed in a relationship, in a link, the
dependence of the subject as such with respect to the signifier.
(6) This is what we are going to see by putting it to the test.
To anticipate what I am trying here to make you grasp, to
anticipate it in a short image to which it is only a matter of
giving again a sort of value as a support, as a apologue, you
should measure the difference between the following which is
going at first perhaps to appear to you as a play on words - but
precisely it is one - there is the footprint (la trace d'un pas).
Already I led you along this trail, strongly tainted with myth,
precisely correlative to the time where there begins to be
articulated in thinking the function of the subject as such:
Robinson Crusoce in front of the footprint which shows him that on
the island he is not alone. The distance which separates this
pas from what the pas as instrument of negation has become
phonetically, these are two extremes of the chain that here I ask
you to hold onto before showing you effectively what constitutes
it and that it is between the two extremities of the chain that
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the subject can emerge and nowhere else.

By grasping it, we will manage to relativise something in such a
way that you can consider this formula "A is A" itself as a sort
of stigma, I mean in its character of belief as the affirmation
of what I would call an epoch: epoch, moment, parenthesis,
historical term after all whose field we can glimpse - as you
will see - as limited.

What I called the other day an indication, which will remain
still only an indication of the identity of this false coherence
of the "A is A" with what I called a theological era, will allow
me, I believe, to take a step in what is at stake concerning the
problem of identification, in so far as analysis requires that it
(7) should be posed, with respect to a certain accession to the
identical, as the transcendent A [1'Autre?].

This fecundity, this sort of determination which is suspended
from this signified of "A is A" could not repose on its truth,
because this affirmation is not true. What it is a question of
reaching in what I am striving to formulate before you, is that
this fecundity reposes precisely on the objective fact - I employ
objective there in the sense that it has for example in
Descartes' text: "when one goes a little further, one sees the
distinction arising as regards the ideas between their actual
reality and their objective reality", and naturally professors
produce very learned volumes for us such as a Scholastico-
Cartesian index in order to tell us something that seems here for
the rest of us, since God knows we are very smart, a little
confused, that this is a legacy of Scholasticism by means of
which it is believed that everything is explained. I mean that
one has spared oneself what is really involved, namely: why
Descartes the anti-Scholastic, was led for his part to make use
again of these o0ld props. It seems that it does not come so
easily to the mind of even the better historians that the only
interesting thing is what made it necessary for him to wheel them
out again. It is quite clear that it is not in order to remake
anew the argument of St Anselm that he drags all of this out
again into the forefront of the stage. The objective fact that
"A" cannot be "A", this is what I would first of all like to
highlight for you; precisely in order to make you understand that
it is with something which has a relationship with this objective
fact that we are dealing and this up to the false signified-

(8) effect which is only a shadow here and, as a consequence,
which leaves us attached to this spontaneity that there is in the
"A is A".

That the signifier has a fecundity because it is never in any
case identical to itself, understand clearly here what I mean: it
is quite clear that I am not in the process, even though it would
be worth the trouble in passing to distinguish it from it, of
pointing out to you that there is no tautology in the fact of
saying that "war is war". Everyone knows that: when one says
"war is war", one is saying something, one does not know exactly
what moreover, but one can seek it, one can find it and one finds
it very easily within hand's reach; that means: that which begins
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at a certain moment: we are in a state of war. This involves
conditions of things which are a little bit different, this is
what Peguy called that "the little pegs no longer fitted into the
little holes". It is a Peguy-type definition, namely that it is
not at all certain: one could even sustain the contrary, namely
that it is precisely in order to put the little pegs back in
their real little holes that war begins, or on the contrary it is
to make new little holes for the old little pegs, and so on.
Moreover this has strictly no interest for us, except that this
pursuit whatever it may be is accomplished with a remarkable
efficacity by means of the most profound imbecility, something
which ought equally make us reflect on the function of the
subject with respect to the effects of the signifier.

(9) But let us take something simple, and let us finish with it
quickly. If I say "my grandfather is my grandfather" you should
all the same fully grasp here that there is no tautology: that my
grandfather, the first term is an index usage of the term "my
grandfather", which is not tangibly different from his proper
name, for example Emile Lacan, nor of the "C"' either of the
"C'est" when I point him out when he enters a room: "C'est mon
grand'pere". This does not mean that his proper name is the same
thing as this "C"!, of this is my grandfather. One is stupefied
that a logician like Russell was able to say that the proper name
belongs to the same category, to the same signifying class as the
this, that or it, under the pretext that they are susceptible to
the same functional usage in certain cases. This is a
parenthesis, but like all my parentheses, a parenthesis designed
to be rediscovered further on in connection with the status of
the proper name of which we will not speak today.

In any case, what is in question in "my grandfather is my
grandfather" means that the execrable petit bourgeois that this
gentleman was, this horrible personage thanks to whom I acceded
at an early age to this function of cursing God, this personage
is exactly the same as the one who is posted on the civil
register as being demonstrated by the bonds of marriage to be the
father of my father, in as much as it is precisely the birth of
the latter that is at stake in the act in question. You see
therefore the degree to which "my grandfather is my grandfather"”
is not at all a tautology. This applies to all tautologies and
this does not at all give their univocal formula, because here it
is a question of a relationship of the real to the symbolic; in
(10) other cases there will be a relationship of the imaginary to
the symbolic, and you would have to go through the whole sequence
of permutations in order to see which are valid. I cannot engage
myself along this path because if I talk to you about this which
is in a way a method of excluding false tautologies which are
simply the permanent current usage of the language, it is in
order to tell you that this is not what I mean. If I pose that
there is no tautology possible, it is not in so far as the first
A and the second A mean different things that I say that there is
no tautology, it is in the very status of A that there is
inscribed that A cannot be A, and it was on this that I ended my
discourse the last time by designating for you in Saussure the
point where it is said that A as signifier cannot in any way be
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defined except by not being what the other signifiers are.

From this fact, that it cannot be defined except precisely by not
being all the other signifiers, on this there depends this
dimension that it is equally true that it cannot be itself. It
is not enough to put it forward in this way in this opaque
fashion precisely because it surprises, it upsets, this belief
suspended on the fact that this is the real support of identity:
you must be got to sense it.

What then is a signifier?

If everybody, and not alone the logicians speak about A when it

is a question of "A is A", it is not after all by chance. It is
because in order to support what one desires, a letter is
necessary. You will grant me this, I think, but moreover I do

(11) not hold this leap to be decisive except for the fact that
my discourse cross-checks with it, demonstrates it in a
sufficiently superabundant fashion for you to be convinced of it;
and you will be all the more convinced because I am going to try
to show you in the letter precisely this essence of the signifier
through which it is distinguished from the sign.

I did something for you last Saturday in my house in the country
where I have hanging on the wall what is called a Chinese
calligraph. If it were not Chinese, I would not have hung it on
my wall for the reason that it is only in China that the
calligraph has taken on a value as an object d'art: it is the
same thing as having a painting, it has the same price. There
are the same differences and perhaps even more between one
writing and another in our culture as in Chinese culture, but we
do not attach the same price to it. On the other hand, I will
have occasion to show you what can mask from us the value of the
letter which, because of the particular status of the Chinese
character, is particularly well highlighted in this character.
What I am going to show you only takes on its full and most exact
position from a certain reflection about what the Chinese
character is: I already all the same made allusion enough on
occasions to the Chinese character and to its status for you to
know that to call it ideographic is not at all sufficient. I
will show it to you perhaps in greater detail, this moreover is
what it has in common with everything that is called ideographic,
there is properly speaking nothing which merits this term in the
sense in which one imagines it habitually, I would say almost
specifically in the sense that de Saussure's little schema, with
arbor and the tree drawn underneath, still sustains it through a
(12) kind of imprudence which is what misunderstandings and
confusions attach themselves to.

What I want to show you here, I made two examples of. I was
brought at the same time a new little instrument that certain
painters make a lot of, which is a sort of thick brush where the
ink comes from inside which allows the traits to be traced out
with a worthwhile thickness and consistency. The result is that
I copied much more easily than I would normally have done the
form that the characters on my calligraph have: in the left hand
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column here is the calligraphy of this sentence which means "the
shadow of my hat dances and trembles on the flowers of Hai Tang";
on the other side, you see the same sentence written in the usual
characters, those which are the most legitimate, those that the
stumbling student makes when he makes his characters correctly:
these two series are perfectly identifiable and at the same time
they do not resemble one another at all. Notice that it is in
the clearest fashion in so far as they do not resemble one
another at all that there are quite obviously from top to bottom
on the right and on the left, the same seven characters, even for
someone who has no idea not alone about Chinese characters, but
no idea up to now that there were things which were called
Chinese characters. If someone discovers that for the first time
drawn somewhere in a desert, he will see that on the right and on
the left it is the same characters that are in question and the
same series of characters on the right and on the left.

(13) This to introduce you to what constitutes the essence of the
signifier and which it is not for nothing that I will illustrate
best in its simplest form which is what we have been designating
for some time as the einziger Zug. The einziger Zug which is
what gives to this function its value, its act and its
mainspring, this is what makes it necessary, in order to
dissipate the confusion that may remain here, for me to introduce
in order to express it in the best and closest possible way this
term which is not at all an neologism, which is used in what is
called set theory: the word unary (unaire) instead of the word
single (unique). At the very least it is useful for me to make
use of it today in order to make you properly sense this core
that is in question in the distinction of the status of the
signifier. This unary trait, therefore, whether it is vertical
like here - we call that drawing strokes - or whether it is, as
the Chinese do it, horizontal, it might seem that its exemplary
function is linked to the extreme reduction, precisely with
regard to it, of all the opportunités for qualitative difference.
I mean that from the moment when I must simply make a trait,
there are not, it seems, many varieties nor many variations.

This is what gives it its privileged value for us, disabuse
yourselves: just as it was not a matter earlier in order to
discover what was in question in the formula: "there is no
tautology" of pursuing tautology there precisely where it did not
exist, so now it is not a matter here of discerning what I called
the perfectly graspable character of the status of the signifier
whatever it may be, A or another one, in the fact that something
in its structure might eliminate these differences. I call them
qualitative because it is this term that the logicians use when
(14) it is a question of defining identity by the elimination of
qualitative differences by reducing them as one might say to a
simplified schema: this is supposed to be the mainspring of this
recognition characteristic of our apprehension of what is the
support of the signifier, the letter.

That is not it at all, this is not what is in question. Because
if T make a line of strokes, it is quite clear that, however well
I may apply myself, there will not be a single one like any

another and I would say more: they are all the more convincing as
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a line of strokes in that precisely I have not applied myself so
much to make them rigorously alike.

Since I have been trying to formulate for you what I am in the
process of formulating at the moment, I have questioned myself
with the means at my disposal, namely those which are given to
everyone, about something which after all is not immediately
obvious: at what moment does one see appearing a line of strokes?
I was in a really extraordinary place whose emptiness perhaps
after all through my remarks I am going to draw people to
animate, I mean that some of you are going to rush over there, I
mean the museum of Saint-Germain. It is fascinating, it is
exciting and it will be all the more so if you try all the same
to find someone who was already there before you because there is
no catalogue, no plan and it is completely impossible to know
where and who and what, and to find out where one is in this
series of rooms. There is a room which is called La Salle
Piette, from the name of the justice of the peace who was a

(15) genius and who made the most fantastic discoveries about
pre-history, I mean from some tiny objects, in general of a very
small size, which are the most fascinating things that you could
see. And to hold in one's hand the little head of a woman which
is certainly about 30,000 years old has all the same its value,
besides the fact that this head is full of questions. But you
can see in a glass case - it is very easy to see, because thanks
to the testamentary dispositions of this remarkable man they are
absolutely obliged to leave everything in the greatest possible
disorder with completely out-of-date showcards on the objects,
they have succeeded all the same in putting on a piece of plastic
something which allows to be distinguished the value of certain
of these objects. How can I tell you the emotion that I felt
when bending over one of these glass cases I saw on a thin
rib-bone, obviously the rib of a mammal - I do not really know
which one, and I do not know whether anyone would know better
than I, a type of Cervide deer - a series of little strokes:
first two, then a little interval and afterwards five, and then
it recommences. There, I said to myself addressing myself by my
secret or my public name, this is why in short Jacques Lacan your
daughter is not mute, this is why your daughter is your daughter,
because if we were mute she would not be your daughter.
Obviously, there is some advantage in this, even living in a
world very like that of a universal asylum of madmen, a no less
certain consequence of the existence of signifiers, as you are
going to see.

These strokes which only appear much later, several thousand

(16) years after men knew how to make objects of a realistic
exactitude, when at the Aurignacian epoch bisons were made which
are beyond anything from the point of view of the art of the
painter that we have yet been able to achieve! But what is more,
at the same epoch people made in bone on a very small scale, a
reproduction of something that it might not seem one should have
taken so much trouble over because it is a reproduction of
something else in bone but which is much bigger: a horse's skull.
Why redo in bone on a small scale, when really one imagines that
at that epoch they had other things to be doing, this matchless
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reproduction? I mean that, in le Cuvier which I have at my
country house, I have extremely remarkable engravings of
fossilized skeletons which are made by consummate artists, these
are no better than this small reduction of a horse's skull
sculptured in bone which is of such an anatomical exactitude that
not only is it convincing: it is rigorous.

Well then it is only much later that we find the trace of
something which belongs unambiguously to the signifier.

And this signifier is all alone, because I do not intend giving,
for want of information, a special meaning to this little
increased gap that there is some place in this line of strokes;
it is possible, but I can say nothing about it. What I mean, on
the contrary, is that here we see arising something which I am
not saying is the first appearance, but in any case a certain
(17) appearance of something which you see is altogether
distinguished from what can be designated as a qualitative
difference: each one of these traits is not at all identical to
its neighbour, but it is not because they are different that they
function as different, but because the signifying difference is
distinct from anything that refers to qualitative difference, as
I have just shown you with the little things that I have just
circulated before you.

Qualitative difference can even on occasion underline the
signifying sameness. This sameness is constituted precisely by
the fact that the signifier as such serves to connote difference
in the pure state, and the proof is that at its first appearance
the one manifestly designates multiplicity as such. In other
words, I am a hunter because now we have been carried to the
level of Magdalenian 4. God knows that catching an animal was
not any more simple at that epoch than it is in our own day for
those who are called Bushmen, and it was quite an adventure! It
seems indeed that after having wounded the beast it was necessary
to track it for a long time in order to see it succumb to what
was the effect of the poison. I kill one of them, it is an
adventure, I kill another of them, it is a second adventure which
I can distinguish by certain traits from the first, but which
resembles it essentially by being marked with the same general
line. At the fourth, there may be some confusion: what
distinguishes it from the second, for example. At the twentieth,
how will I know where I am, or will I even know that I have had
twenty of them?

(18) The Marquis de Sade at the Rue Paradis in Marseille, locked
up with his little valet, proceeded in the same way for the
ejaculations (coups), even though varied in different ways, that
he got off in the company of this partner, even with some
confederates who themselves were varied in different ways. This
exemplary man, whose relationships to desire must surely have
been marked by some unusual ardour, whatever one might think,
marked on the head of his bed, it is said, by little traits each
one of the ejaculations - to give them their name - that he
managed to achieve in this sort of singular probationary retreat.
Undoubtedly one must oneself be well engaged in the adventure of
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desire, at least according to everything that ordinary things
teach us about the most ordinary experience of people, in order
to have such a need to locate oneself in the sequence of one's
sexual accomplishments: it is nevertheless not unthinkable that
at certain favourable epochs of life something can become hazy
about the exact point that one is at in terms of decimal
enumeration.

What is in question in the notch, in the notched trait, is
something of which we cannot help seeing that here there arises
something new with respect to what one could call the immanence
of any essential action whatsoever. This being whom we can
imagine to be still lacking this method of location, what will he
do, after a time which is rather short and limited by intuition,
in order not to sense himself simply solidary with a present
which is always easily renewable where nothing allows him any
longer to discern what exists as difference in the real. It is
not at all sufficient to say - this is already quite obvious -
(19) that this difference is in the living experience of the
subject just as it is not at all sufficient to say: "But all the
same such and such a person is not me". It is not simply because
Laplanche has hair like that and that I have hair like this and
that his eyes are a certain way and that he has not got quite the
same smile as me, that he is different.

You will say: "Laplanche is Laplanche and Lacan is Lacan". But
it is precisely there that the whole question lies, since
precisely in analysis the question is posed whether Laplanche is
not the thought of Lacan and if Lacan is not the being of
Laplanche or inversely. The question is not sufficiently
resolved in the real. It is the signifier which settles it, it
is it that introduces difference as such into the real, and
precisely in the measure in that what is involved are not at all
qualitative differences.

But then if the signifier, in its function of difference, is
something which presents itself thus in the mode of the paradox
of being precisely different because of this difference which
would be based or not on similarity, of being something other
which is distinct and as regards which - I repeat - we can very
well suppose, because we have them within our reach, that there
are beings who are alive and tolerate Very well completely
ignoring this sort of difference which certainly, for example, is
not at all accessible to my dog, and I will not show you
immediately - because I will show it to you in greater detail and
in a more articulated fashion - that it is indeed for that reason
that apparently the only thing that she does not know, is that
she herself is. And that she herself is, we ought to search for
the mode under which this is appended to this sort of distinction
which is particularly manifest in the unary trait in so far as
(20) what distinguishes it is not at all an identity of
resemblance, it is something else.

What is this other thing-?

It is this: it is that the signifier is not at all a sign. A
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sign, we are told, is to represent something for someone: the
someone is there as a support for the sign. The first definition
that one can give of a someone is: someone who is accessible to a
sign. It is the most elementary form, if one can express oneself
in that way of subjectivity; there is no object at all here yet,
there is something different: the sign, which represents this
something for someone. A signifier is distinguished from a sign
first of all in this which is what I tried to get you to sense:
the fact is that signifiers only manifest at first the presence

of difference as such and nothing else. The first thing
therefore that it implies is that the relationship of the sign to
the thing should be effaced:

something S these ones of the Magdalenian bone, it would be a
very clever man who could tell you
sign what they were the sign of. And
someone we, thank God, are advanced
enough since Magdalenian 4 for you
to perceive the following - which for you has the same sort no
doubt of naive obviousness, allow me to tell you that "A is A",
namely that, as you were taught in school, you cannot add up
oranges and apples, pears with carrots and so on, is a complete
error; this only begins to be true when one starts from a
(21) definition of addition which supposes, I assure you, a
number of axioms which would be enough to cover this whole
section of the blackboard.

At the level at which things are taken in our own day in
mathematical reflection, specifically to call it by its name in
set theory, it is not possible in the most fundamental
operations, such as, for example, a union or an intersection,
there would be no question of posing such exorbitant conditions
for the validity of operations. You can very well add up what
you want at the level of a certain register for the simple reason
that what is involved in a set, is, as was well expressed by one
of the theoreticians speculating on one of these so-called
paradoxes: it is not a matter of objects, or of things, it is a
question of 1 very exactly in what one calls the element of sets.
This is not sufficiently remarked on in the text to which I
allude for a celebrated reason: it is because precisely this
reflection on what a 1 is is not well elaborated even by those
who in the most modern mathematical theory nevertheless make of
it the clearest, the most manifest usage.

This 1 as such, in so far as it marks pure difference, it is to
it that we are going to refer to put to the test, at our next
meeting the relationship of the subject to the signifier. It
will first of all be necessary for us to distinguish the
signifier from the sign and for us to show in what sense the step
taken is that of the effaced thing: the different "effacons" if
you will allow me to use this formula, in which the signifier
(22) comes to birth, will give us precisely the major modes of
the manifestation of the subject. Already, to indicate to you,
to remind you of the formulae under which I noted for you for
example the function of metonymy, the big S function in so far as

"

it is in a chain which is continued by S',S* ',S* , etc... this

11
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is what ought to give us the effect that:

f s s sl''s etc

£ (S, S', s''...) = S(-) s

I called that of the peu-de-sens, in so far as the minus sign
designates, connotes a certain mode of appearance of the
signified as it results from the putting into function of S the
signifier in a signifying chain. S(-) s

We will put it to the test of a substitution for these S and S*
of 1 in so far as precisely this operation is quite legitimate,
and you know it better than anybody, you for whom repetition is
the basis of your experience: what constitutes the core of
repetition, of the automatism of repetition for your experience
is not that it is always the same thing which is interesting,

it is why there is repeated something of which precisely the
subject from the point of view of his biological comfort has not
- as you know - really any strict need as regards the repetitions
that we have to deal with, namely the stickiest, the most
annoying, the most symptomogenic repetitions. This is where your
(23) attention should be directed in order to uncover in it as
such the incidence of the function of the signifier.

How can it happen, this typical relationship to the subject
constituted by the existence of the signifier as such, the only
possible support of what is for us originally the experience of
repetition?

Will I stop there or will I already indicate to you how the
formula of the sign must be modified in order to grasp, to
understand what is in question in the advent of the signifier.
The signifier, as opposed to the sign, is not what represents
something for someone, it is what represents precisely the
subject for another signifier; my dog is on the lookout for signs
and then she speaks, in the way you know, why is her speech not a
language; because precisely I am for her something which can give
her signs, but who cannot give her any signifier.

The distinction between speech (la parole), as it can exist at
the preverbal level and language consists precisely in this
emergence of the function of the signifier.
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Seminar 5: Wednesday 13 December 1961

Monas esti kathen hekaston ton outon
Arithmos de to ek monadon synkeimenon plethos
Euclid - Elements 4 VII.

This sentence is a sentence borrowed from the beginning of the
seventh book of Euclid's Elements and appeared to me, taking
everything into consideration, the best one I found to express,
on the mathematical plane, this function to which I wished to
draw your attention the last time, of the 1 in our problem. It
is not that I had to search for it, that I had trouble finding
among the mathematicians something which referred to it: the
mathematicians, at least some of them, those who at every epoch
have been in the forefront of the exploitation of their field,
have concerned themselves a lot with the status of the unit
(1'unite), but they are far from all having arrived at equally
satisfying formulae; it even seems that, for some of them, in
their definitions it went right in the opposite direction to the
appropriate one.

In any case, I am not unhappy to think that someone like Euclid
who all the same in the matter of mathematics cannot be
considered otherwise than as from the right stock, should give
this formula, which is precisely all the more remarkable because
it is articulated by a geometer, that what the unit is - because
(2) this is the meaning of the word monas: it is the unit in the
precise sense in which I tried to designate it for you the last
time under the designation of what I called, I will come back
again on the reason why I called it that: the unary trait; the
unary trait in so far as it is the support as such of
difference, this indeed is the meaning that monas has here. It
cannot have a different one, as the rest of the text is going to
show you.

Monas, namely this unit in the sense of the unary trait which I
indicate here to you as cross-checking with, as highlighting in
its function what we managed last year in the field of our
experience to locate in the very text of Freud as the einziger
Zug, that through which every being is said to be a One, with the
ambiguity that is brought by this en, the neuter of eis which
means One in Greek, being precisely what can be employed in Greek
as in French to designate the function of unity in so far as it
is this factor of consistency through which something is
distinguished from what surrounds it, makes a whole, a One in the
unitary sense of the function; therefore it is through the
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mediation of unity that each one of these beings comes to be
called One. The advent, in the statement, of this unity as
characteristic of each of the beings is here designated: it comes
from the usage of the monas which is nothing other than the
unary trait.

It was worthwhile picking up this thing precisely from the pen of
a geometer namely of someone who situates himself in mathematics
in such a fashion apparently that for him at least, we must say
that intuition conserves all its original value. It is true that
he is not just any old geometer, because in short we can

(3) single him out in the history of geometry as the one who was
the first to introduce, as having absolutely to dominate it, the
exigency for proof over what could be called experience, the
familiarity with space.

I will finish the translation of the quotation: "that number for
its part is nothing other than this sort of multiplicity which
arises precisely from the introduction of units", monads in the
sense that this is understood in Euclid's text.

If I identify this function of the unary trait, if I make of it
the unveiled face of this einziger Zug of identification, to
which we were led by our path last year, let us highlight here,
before going any further and so that you may know that contact is
never lost with what is the most direct field of our technical
and theoretical reference to Freud, let us highlight that it is a
question here of the second kind of identification, p.117, volume
13 of the Gesammelte Werke of Freud. It is indeed as a
conclusion to the definition of the second kind of identification
which he calls regressive, in so far as it linked to a certain
abandoning of the object that he defines as the beloved object.
This beloved object goes from women to rare books.

It is always in some measure linked to the abandoning or the loss
of this object that there is produced, Freud tells us, this sort
of regressive state from which there arises this identification
which he underlines (with something which is for us a source of
admiration, as each time the discoverer designates a trait
derived from his experience which it might seem at first approach
is not required by anything, that it has a contingent character,
(4) moreover he does not justify it, except by his experience)
that in this sort of identification where the ego sometimes
copies the situation of the unloved object, sometimes that of the
beloved object, but that in both cases this identification is
partial: "hochst beschrankt" extremely limited - but which is
accentuated in the sense of narrowness, of restrictedness by the
fact that it is "nur ein einziger Zug", only a single trait of
the objectified person, which is like the place borrowed from the
German word.

It may therefore seem to you that to approach identification
through this second type, is also to "beschrSnken" myself, limit
myself, restrict the import of my approach; because there is the
other, the identification of the first kind, the singularly
ambivalent one which is constructed on the basis of the image of
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assimilating devouring; and what relationship has it with the
third, the one which begins immediately after this point which I
am designating for you in Freud's paragraph: the identification
to the other through the instrumentality of desire, the
identification that we know well, which is hysterical, but
precisely which I taught you cannot be properly distinguished - I
think you ought to be sufficiently aware of it - except when
there has been structured - and I do not see anyone who has done
it anywhere other than here and before it was done here - desire
as presupposing in its underlay exactly as a minimum the whole
articulation that we have given of the relationships of the
subject specifically to the signifying chain, in so far as this
relationship profoundly modifies the structure of every
relationship of the subject with each one of his needs.

(5) This partiality of the approach, this way in, as I might say,
into a corner of the problem, I have the feeling that at the same
time as I designate it for you, I should legitimate it today, and
I hope to do it quickly enough to allow myself to be understood
without too many detours by recalling to you something that is a
methodological principle for us: that, given our place, our
function, what we have to do as we break new ground, we should
be mistrustful, let us say - and take this as far as you wish -
of genus and even of class.

It may appear strange to you that someone who accentuates for you
the pregnancy, in our articulation of the phenomena with which we
have to deal, of the function of language, marks himself off here
from a mode of relationship which is really fundamental in the
field of logic. How can one indicate, speak, about a logic which
ought, at the very moment it begins, to mark the completely
original distrust that I intend to pose about the notion of
class? It is indeed precisely what makes original, distinguishes
the field that we are trying to articulate here, it is not any
prejudice in principle which leads me here; it is the very
necessity of our own object which pushes us so that there is
developed in the course of the years, segment by segment, a
logical articulation which does more than suggest, which gets
closer and closer, specifically this year, I hope, to disengaging
the algorithms which allow me to describe as logical this chapter
which we will have to add on to the functions exercised by
language in a certain field of the real, the one of which we, as
speaking beings, are the conductors.

(6) Let us distrust therefore in the most extreme way any
"Koinonia" to use a Platonic term, everything that marks a
community in any genus (genre) and especially in those which are
most original for us. The three identifications probably do not
form a class, even though they may nevertheless bear the same
name which brings a shadow of the concept to it; it will be also
no doubt up to us to account for it; if we work correctly, this
does not seem to be beyond our strength. In fact, we know
already that it is at the level of the particular that there
always arises what is for us a universal function, and we have no
reason to be too astonished by this in the field in which we move
about because, as regards the function of identification, we know
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already - we have worked enough together to know it - the meaning
of this formula: what happens, happens essentially at the level
of structure; and structure, do I need to remind you, and
precisely I believe that today, before taking another step I must
recall it - is what we have introduced specifically as a
specification in the register of the symbolic. If we distinguish
this register of the symbolic from the imaginary and the real - I
believe I should also highlight all the hesitations that there
may have arisen from this neglect of something that I have never
seen anyone worry himself about openly, another reason for
dissipating any ambiguity on it - it is not a matter of an
ontological definition, it is not fields of being that I am
separating out here. If from a certain moment on, and precisely
that of the birth of these seminars, I believed I had to bring
into play this triad of the symbolic, the imaginary and the real
(7) it is in so far as this third element which was not at all up
to then sufficiently discerned as such in our experience, is
exactly to my eyes what is exactly constituted by this fact of
the revelation of a field of experience. And, to remove any
ambiguity from this term, it is a matter of the Freudian
experience, I would say of a field of experimentation. I mean
that we are not dealing with Erlebnis, we are dealing with a
field constituted in a certain fashion up to a certain degree by
some artifice, the one inaugurated by the analytic technique as
such, the complementary aspect of the Freudian discovery,
complementary as the front is to the back, really stuck together.

What is first of all revealed in this field, as you of course
know is the function of the symbol and at the same time of the
symbolic. From the beginning these terms had the fascinating,
seductive, captivating effect which you know about, in the whole
field of culture, this shock effect from which as you know
scarcely any thinker, and even the most hostile, could stand
aside from. It must also be said that it is a fact of experience
that we have lost from this time of revelation, and of its
correlation with the function of the symbol, we have lost its
freshness, as one might say, this freshness which is correlative
to what I called the effect of shock, of surprise, properly
defined by Freud himself as characteristic of this emergence of
the relationships of the unconscious, these sorts of flashes
lighting up the image which were characteristic of this epoch by
means of which, as one might say, there appeared to us to be
included in a new way, imaginary beings, by means of which
suddenly something guided their meaning properly speaking, became
clear by means of a grasp which we cannot better qualify than by
(8) designating them by the term Begriff, a clinging grasp, where
planes stick together, the function of fixation, of some Haftung
or other which is so characteristic of our relationship in this
imaginary field, at the same time evoking a dimension of genesis
where things are drawn out rather than evolving: a certain
ambiguity which allowed the evolutionary schema to be left
present, naturally implicated I would say in the field of our
discoveries.

How in all this can we say that when all is said and done what
characterises this dead time, highlighted by all sorts of
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theoreticians and practitioners in the evolution of the doctrine
under different headings and titles, could have happened? How
did there come about this kind of slow burn which imposes on us,
what is properly speaking our object here, the one in which I am
attempting to guide you, of taking up again our whole dialectic
on surer principles? It would be well for us to be able to
designate somewhere the source of the going astray which means
that in short we can say that after a certain time these glimpses
only remain alive for us if we refer back to the time of their
emergence, and this all the more so on the plane of the
efficacity of our technique, in the effect of our
interpretations, in what makes them efficacious. Why have the
imagos discovered by us been in a way banalized?

Is it only through a sort of effect of familiarity? We have
learned to live with these ghosts, we are shoulder to shoulder
with the vampire, the octopus, we live and breathe in the space
of the maternal womb at least metaphorically. The comics for
(9) their part also with a certain style, the funny drawing, make
these images live for us in a way that was never seen in other
ages, carrying with them even the most primordial images of
analytic revelation and making of them a day-to-day object of
amusement: on the horizon the spineless display and the function
of the Great Masturbator preserved in the images of Dali.

Is it because of that alone that our mastery seems to weaken in
the instrumental use of these images as revelatory? It is surely
not that alone, for projected - as I might say - here into the
creations of art, they still preserve what I would call not only
their striking but their critical force, they preserve something
of their character of derision or alarm but this is not what is
in question in our relationship to the person who designates them
for us in the actuality of the treatment.

Here the only plan of action that remains to us is the duty of
doing good, making people laugh being a very occasional and
limited way of using it. And here what we have seen happening,
is nothing other than an effect of what one could call a collapse
or a degradation, the fact is that we have seen these images
returning quite simply to what has been designated very well as a
type of archetype, namely old rope from the store of accessories
in use. It is a tradition which is very well known under the
name of alchemy or of gnosis, but which was linked precisely to a
very ancient confusion and which was the one that the field of
human thought remained entangled in for centuries.

(10) It might seem that I am marking myself off from or that I am
putting you on your guard against a mode of understanding our
reference points which is that of Gestalt. Its not quite that.
I am far from underestimating what was contributed, at a moment
in the history of thought, by the function of the Gestalt; but in
order to express myself quickly and because here I am carrying
out this kind of clearance of our horizon that I have to carry
out again from time to time in order to avoid precisely the same
confusions always re-emerging, I would introduce in order to make
myself understood this distinction: what constitutes the core of
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some of the productions of this mode of exploring the field of
the Gestalt, what I would call crystallographic Gestalt, the one
which puts the stress on these points of junction, of kinship,
between natural formations and structural organisations, in so
far as they arise and are definable only from the signifying
combinatory, is what gives the subjective force, the efficacy of
this point which, for its part, is ontological in which there is
delivered to us something of which we in effect have a real need
which is to know whether there is a relationship which justifies
this introduction as a sort of ploughshare of the effect of the
signifier in the real.

But this does not concern us. Because it is not the field that
we have to deal with; we are not here to judge the degree of
naturalness in modern physics, even though it may interest us -
this is what I do from time to time before you sometimes - to
show that historically it is precisely in the measure that it
completely neglected the naturalness of things that physics began
to enter into the real.

(11) The Gestalt against which I put you on your guard, is a
Gestalt which, you will observe, in opposition to what the
initiators of the Gestalt theory were attached to, gives a purely
confusing reference to the function of the Gestalt which is the
one that I am calling the anthropomorphic Gestalt, the one which
in any way whatsoever confuses what our experience contributes
with the old analogical reference of the macrocosm and the
microcosm, of the universal man, rather abbreviated registers
when all is said and done and which analysis in so far as it
believed it could be at home in them only shows once again its

relative infecundity. That does not mean that the images, which
I humorously evoked above, do not carry a certain weight, nor
that they are not there for us still to make use of them. For

ourselves the fashion in which for some time we have preferred to
leave them hidden, in the shade, ought to be indicative; they are
scarcely spoken about any more, except from a certain distance;
they are there, to use a Freudian metaphor like one of these
shades which are ready to rise up from hell. We have not really
known how to reanimate them, we have no doubt not given them
enough blood to drink. But after all so much the better, we are
not necromancers.

It is precisely here that there is inserted this reminder which
is characteristic of what I am teaching you, which is there to
completely change the appearance of things, namely to show that
the living core of what the Freudian discovery contributed did
not consist in this return of old ghosts, but in another

(12) relationship. Suddenly this morning, I rediscovered, from
the year 1946, one of these little "Propos sur la causalite
psychique" with which I made my re-entry into the psychiatric
circle immediately after the war and there appears in this little
text here (a text which appeared in connection with the Bonneval
conversations), as a sort of apposition or incidence at the
beginning of the same concluding paragraph, five lines before
finishing what I had to say about the imago: "More inaccessible
to our eyes made for the signs of the changer" which leads to
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what follows: "than that of which the hunter in the desert", I
say - which I only evoke because we came across him the last
time, if I remember correctly - "knows how to see the
imperceptible trace: the footprint of the gazelle on the rock,
one day the aspects of the imago will be revealed".

The accent is to be put for the moment on the beginning of the
paragraph "more inaccessible to our eyes..." What are these
signs of the changer? What signs and what change or what
changer?

These signs, are precisely what I have summoned you to articulate
as signifiers, namely these signs in so far as they operate
properly in virtue of their associativeness in the chain, of
their commutativity, of the function of permutation taken as
such. And here is where the function of the changer is: the
introduction into the real of a change which is not at all one of
movement nor of birth nor of corruption and of all the categories
of change which a tradition which we call Aristotelian sketches
out, that of knowledge as such, but of another dimension where
the change that is in question is defined as such in the
topological combinatory which it allows us to define as the

(13) emergence of this fact, of the fact of structure, as
degradation on occasion, namely the collapse in this field of the
structure and the return to the capture of the natural image.

In short, there is sketched out as such something which is only
after all the functional framework of thinking, you are going to
say. And why not? Let us not forget that this word thinking is
present, accentuated from the beginning by Freud, as no doubt not
being able to be other than it is, to designate what is happening
in the unconscious. Because it was certainly not the need to
preserve the privilege of thinking as such, of some primacy or
other of the spirit which could have guided Freud here. Far from
it: if he had been able to avoid this term, he would have done
it. And what does that mean at this level? And why is it that
this year I thought I should start, not even from Plato without
mentioning the others, but moreover not from Kant, not from
Hegel, but from Descartes? It is precisely to designate what is
in question, where the problem of the unconscious is for us, it
is about the autonomy of the subject in so far as it is not alone
preserved, as it is accentuated as it never was in our field and
precisely about this paradox that these pathways that we discover
in it are in no way conceivable if properly speaking it is not
the subject who is their guide and that in a fashion which is all
the more sure because it is without knowing it, without being an
accomplice to it, as I might say: "conscius", because he cannot
progress towards anything nor in any way except only by locating
it retrospectively, because there is nothing that is not
engendered by him except precisely in the measure that he fails
to recognise it at first.

(14) This is what distinguishes the field of the unconscious, as
it is revealed to us by Freud. It is itself impossible to

formalise, to formulate if we do not see that at every instant it
is only conceivable by seeing in it, and in the most obvious and
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tangible fashion, this autonomy of the subject preserved, I mean
that by which the subject cannot in any circumstances be reduced
to a dream of the world. I show you the reference and not the
presence of this permanence of the subject. Because this
presence cannot be circumscribed except in function of this
reference: I demonstrated, designated it for you the last time in
this unary trait, in this function of the stroke as figure of

the one in so far as it is only the distinctive trait, the trait
precisely all the more distinctive in so far as there is effaced
from it almost everything which distinguishes it, except the fact
of being a trait by accentuating this fact that the more alike it
is, the more it functions, I am not saying as a sign, but as a
support for difference, and this only being an introduction to
the throwing into relief of this dimension that I am trying to

punctuate before you. Because in truth there is no longer any
folds ("plis"): there is no ideal of similitude, of the ideal of
the effacing of traits. This effacing of qualitative

distinctions is only there to allow us to grasp the paradox of
radical otherness designated by the trait, and it is after all of
little importance that each of these traits resembles one
another. It is elsewhere that there resides what I called just
now this function of otherness. In ending my discourse the last
time I highlighted what its function was, the one which assures
to repetition precisely the following that by this function, by
it alone, this repetition escapes from the identity of its
eternal return under the figure of the hunter notching the number
(15) of what? Of traits that he wounded his prey, or of the
divine Marquis who shows us, that even at the summit of his
desire, he takes good care to count these ejaculations, and that
this is an essential dimension, in so far as it never abandons
the necessity that it implies in almost any of our functions.

In counting these events, the trait which counts, what is it?
Are you still following me properly here?

Grasp carefully what I intend to designate, it is the following
whose source is easily forgotten: it is that what we are dealing
with in the automatism of repetition is the following: a cycle in
however amputated, deformed, abraded way we may define it: once
it is a cycle and once it involves a return to a terminal point,
we can conceive of it on the model of need, of satisfaction.

This cycle is repeated; it does not matter whether it is
altogether the same or whether it presents tiny differences,
these tiny differences will manifestly only be constructed in
order to conserve it in its function of cycle as referring to
something definable as a certain type through which precisely all
the cycles which preceded it are identified in the very instant
as being, in so far as they are reproduced, properly speaking the
same. Let us take to depict what I am in the process of telling
you the cycle of digestion: every time we go through one, we
repeat digestion. Is this what we are referring to when we
speak, in analysis, of the automatism of repetition? Is it in
virtue of an automatism of repetition that we go through

(16) digestions which are tangibly always the same digestion?

I will not leave you the opening of saying that up to this it is
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a sophism. There can be naturally incidents in this digestion
which are due to the reminders of old digestions which were
disturbed: effects of disgust, of nausea, linked to one another
contingent linking of such a food with such a circumstance.

This will not for all that help us to make a step further in the
distance to be covered between this return of the cycle and the
function of the automatism of repetition. Because what the
automatism of repetition means in so far as we have to deal with
it, is the following: the fact is that if a determined cycle
which was only that very one - it is here that there is outlined
the shadow of the "trauma" which I am putting here only in
inverted commas, because it is not its traumatic effect that I
hold onto but only its uniquity - this one therefore which is
designated by a certain signifier which can only be supported by
what we will subsequently learn to define as a letter, the agency
of the letter in the unconscious this big A, the initial A in so
far as it is numberable, that this cycle here, and not another is
equivalent to a certain signifier, it is in this sense that the
behaviour repeats itself in order to make re-emerge this
signifier that it is as such, this number that it grounds.

If for us symptomatic repetition has a meaning towards which I
am redirecting you, reflect on the import of your own thinking.
When you speak about repetitive incidence in symptomatic
formation, it is in so far as that which is repeated is there,
not even just to fulfil the natural function of the sign which is
(17) to represent something which is supposed to be actualised
here, but to presentify as such the signifier that this action
has become.

I am saying that it is in so far as what is repressed is a
signifier that this cycle of real behaviour is presented in its
place. It is here, since I have imposed on myself to give a
precise and convenient time limit for a certain number of you to
what I should present before you, that I will stop. As for the
confirmation and the commentaries that all of this requires, you
can count on me to give them to you in what follows in the most
appropriately articulated fashion, however astonishing their
abruptness may have appeared to you, when I exposed them to you
just now.
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Seminar 6: Wednesday 20 December 1961

The last time I left you on a remark designed to give you the
sense that my discourse is not losing its moorings, namely that
the importance, for us, of this research this year depends on the
fact that the paradox of the automatism of repetition is that you
see arising a cycle of behaviour inscribable as such in terms of
a resolution of tension, therefore of the need-satisfaction
couple, and that nevertheless whatever may be the function
involved in this cycle, however carnal you may suppose it to be,
it nevertheless remains that what it means qua automatism of
repetition is that it is there in order to make emerge, to
recall, to make insist something which is nothing other in its
essence than a signifier which can be designated by its function,
and especially under this aspect that it introduces into the
cycle of its repetitions - always the same in their essence and
therefore concerning something which is always the same thing -
difference, distinctiveness, unicity, and that it is because
something happened at the origin which is the whole system of the
trauma, namely that at one time there was produced something
which took on from that time the form A, that in the repetition
the behaviour however complex, engaged you may suppose it to be
in the animal individuality, is only there in order to make

(2) re-emerge this sign A. Let us say that the behaviour from
then on is expressible as behaviour number such and such; it is
this behaviour number such and such, let us say it, the
hysterical access for example: one of the forms in the case of a
particular subject are his hysterical accesses, and it is this
which emerges as behaviour number such and such. Only the number
is lost for the subject. It is precisely in so far as the number
is lost that there emerges this behaviour masked in this function
of giving rise to the number behind what will be called the
psychology of his access, behind the apparent motivations; and
you know that in this regard no one will find it difficult to
find an apparent reason for it: it is proper to psychology always
to make a shadow of motivation appear.

It is therefore with this structural sticking together of
something radically inserted into this wvital individuality with
this signifying function, that we are in analytic experience
(Vorstellungsrepr'asentanz): this is what is repressed, it is the
lost number of behaviour such and such.

Where is the subject in all of that?
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It is in the radical, real individuality, in the pure sufferer of
this capture, in the organism which henceforward is sucked in by
the effects of the "it speaks" (9a parle) by the fact that one
living being among the others was summoned to become what Mr
Heidegger calls the shepherd of being, having been caught up in
the mechanisms of the signifier. Is it at the other extreme
identifiable to the very operation of the signifier? And is not
the subject only the subject of discourse who is in some way torn
away from his vital immanence, condemned to fly on high, to live
(3) in this sort of mirage which flows from this redoubling which
ensures that he not only speaks everything he lives, but that he
experiences living being by speaking it and that already what he
is living is inscribed in an epos, a Saga woven right throughout
his very act.

Our effort this year if it has a meaning, is precisely to show
how the function of the subject is articulated elsewhere than in
one or other of these poles, that it operates between the two.

It is after all - I for my part imagine - what your cogitation -
at least I like to think so - after these few years of seminars
may give you, even if only implicitly, as a reference point at
every instant. Is it enough to know that the function of the
subject is in the between-the-two, between the idealising effects
of the signifying function and this vital immanence which you may
too readily confuse, I still think, despite all my warnings, with
the function of the drive? It is precisely what we are engaged
in and what we are trying to push further, and the reason why
also I thought I should begin with the Cartesian cogito in order
to make tangible the field in which we are going to try to give
more precise articulations about identification.

I spoke to you, a few years ago, about little Hans; there is in
the story of little Hans - I think that you have kept the memory
of it somewhere - the story of the dream which one can pinpoint
with title of the crumpled (verwurzelte) giraffe. This verb
verwurzeln which has been translated by to crumple, is not a very
(4) common verb in the usual German lexicon. Though wurzeln is
found there, verwurzeln is not. Verwurzeln means: to make a
ball. It is indicated in the text of the dream of the crumpled
giraffe that it is a giraffe which is there next to the big
living giraffe, a paper giraffe and that as such one can make a
ball of it. You know the whole symbolism which is unfolded right
through this observation, of the relationship between the big
giraffe and the little giraffe, the crumpled giraffe under one of
its aspects, conceivable under the other as the reduced giraffe,
as the second giraffe, as the giraffe which can symbolise many
things. If the big giraffe symbolises the mother, the other
giraffe symbolises the daughter; and the relationship of little
Hans to the giraffe, at the point that we are at at that moment
of his analysis, will tend to be incarnated rather readily in the
living interplay of family rivalries.

I remember the astonishment - it would no longer be appropiate
today - that I provoked at that time by designating at that very
moment in the case of little Hans as such, the dimension of the
symbolic in act in the psychical productions of the young subject
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in connection with this crumpled giraffe. What could be more
indicative of the radical difference of the symbolic as such,
than to see appearing in the production, certainly not suggested
on this point - because there is no trace at that moment of any
such articulation concerning the indirect function of the symbol
- than to see in the observation something which really
incarnates for us and images the advent of the symbolic as such
in the psychical dialectic. "Really, where did you find it" one
of you kindly said to me after that session?

(5) The surprising thing is not that I saw it because it would be
difficult to have it indicated more crudely in the material
itself, it is that at that place one could say that Freud himself
does not dwell on it, I mean does not give at all the stress that
would be appropriate to this phenomenon, to what materialises it,
as one might say, to our eyes. This indeed is what proves the
essential character of these structural delineations, it is by
not making them, by not highlighting them, by not articulating
them with all the energy of which we are capable, it is a certain
aspect, a certain dimension of the phenomena themselves that we
condemn ourselves in a way to overlook.

I am not going to go over again for you on this occasion the
articulation of what was involved, of what was at stake in the
case of little Hans. These things have been published enough and
well enough for you to be able to refer to them. But the
function as such at this critical moment - the one determined by
his radical suspension on the desire of the mother, in a fashion
which, as one might say, has nothing to off-set it, is
irretrievable, inescapable - is the function of artifice which I
showed you to be that of the phobia in so far as it introduces a
key signifying mainspring which allows the subject to preserve
what is in question for him, namely the minimal anchoring,
centering of his being, which allows him not to sense himself as
a being who is completely adrift at the whim of his mother. This
is what is at stake, but what I want to highlight at this level
is the following: it is that in a production which can scarcely
be considered unreliable on this occasion - I say it all the more
because everything towards which little Hans had previously been
directed (because God knows he was directed as I showed you -

(6) nothing of all of this is of a nature to put him into the
field of this type of elaboration; little Hans shows us here in a
figure which is certainly obscure, but exemplary, the leap, the
passage, the tension between what I defined first of all as the
two extremes of the subject: the animal subject which represents
the mother, but also with its long neck, no one has any doubt
about it, the mother in so far as she is this immense phallus of
desire ending again in the browsing mouth of this wvoracious
animal, and then on the other something on a paper surface. We
will return to this dimension of surface, something which is not
without a subjective accent; because one sees well the whole
import of what is involved: the big giraffe, when she sees him
playing with the small crumpled one, cries out very loudly until
finally she grows weary, her cries are exhausted, and little
Hans, sanctioning in a way the taking possession, the Besitzung
of what is involved, the mysterious import of the affair, by
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sitting on top of it (darauf gesetzt).

This lovely mechanism ought to make us sense what is involved,
since indeed it concerns his fundamental identification, the
defence of himself against this original capture within the world
of the mother, as no one of course doubts, at the point that we
are at in elucidating phobia. Here already we see exemplified
this function of signifier. It is indeed here that I want to
pause again today on the point of departure of what we have to
say about identification. The function of the signifier in so
far as it is the mooring point of something from which the
subject constitutes himself, here is something which is going to
(7) make me dwell for a moment today on something which, it seems
to me, should come quite naturally to mind, not just for reasons
of general logic, but also because of something that you should
touch on in your experience: I mean the function of the name
(nom) , not the noun (nom), the noun defined grammatically, what
we call the substantive in our schools, but the name in the way
that in English - and what is more, in German - the two functions
are distinguished. I would like to say a little more about it
here, but you well understand the difference: the name, is the
proper name. You know as analysts, the importance that the
proper name of the subject has in every analysis. You should
always pay attention to what your patient is called. It is never
indifferent. And if you ask for names in analysis, it is indeed
something much more important than the excuse that you may give
for it to the patient, namely that all sorts of things may hide
themselves behind this sort of dissimulation or effacing of a
name, concerning the relations that it may bring into play with
some other subject.

It goes much further than that; you should sense it even if you
do not know it.

What is a proper name?

Here we should have a lot to say. The fact is that in effect we
could bring a lot of material to the name. This material, we
analysts, even in supervision, we would have a thousand
opportunities to illustrate its importance. I do not believe
(8) that we could here precisely give it all its import - this is
a further occasion to put your finger on a methodological
necessity - without referring to what the linguist has to say in
this respect, not necessarily to submit ourselves to it, but
because as regards the function, the definition of this signifier
which has its own originality, we should at least find in it a
control, if not a complement to what we can say.

In fact, this indeed is what is going to happen. In 1954 there
appeared a little factum by Sir Allan H. Gardiner. There are all
sorts of works by him and in particular a very good Egyptian
grammar - I mean one of antique Egypt - he is therefore an
Egyptologist, but he is also and above all a linguist. Gardiner
produced - it was at that time that I acquired it during a

short trip to London - a very small little book called The theory
of proper names. He produced it in a rather contingent fashion.
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He calls it himself a "controversial essay", un essai
controversiel. One could even say that this is a litotes: a
polemical essay. He wrote it because of the extreme exasperation
he had felt at a certain number of enunciatings of a philosopher
whom I am not indicating to you for the first time: Bertrand
Russell whose enormous role in the elaboration of what one could
call in our days mathematicised logic or logicised mathematics
you know about. In the Principia mathematica with Whitehead, he
gave us a general symbolism of logical and mathematical
operations which one cannot fail to take into account, once one
enters into this field. Russell then, in one of his works, gives
(9) a certain definition which is quite paradoxical - the paradox
moreover is a dimension in which he is far from reluctant to move
about in, on the contrary: he makes use of it more often than it
deserves - Mr Russell put forward then certain remarks about the
proper name which literally put Mr Gardiner beside himself. The
quarrel is in itself significant enough for me to think that
today I should introduce you to it and in this connection hook
onto it remarks that I think are important.

What end are we going to start with, with Gardiner or with
Russell?

Let us begin with Russell.

Russell finds himself in the position of the logician; the
logician has a position which does not date from yesterday. He
brings into operation a certain apparatus to which he gives
different titles: reasoning, thinking. He discovers in it a
certain number of implicit laws. In a first phase he separates
out these laws: they are the ones without which nothing which
belongs to the order of reason would be possible. It is in the
course of this quite original research into the thinking which
governs us, by reflection, that we grasp for example the
importance of the principle of contradiction. This principle of
contradiction having been discovered, it is around the principle
of contradiction that something unfolds and is organised, which
undoubtedly shows that if contradiction and its principle were
not something tautological, tautology would be singularly
fruitful; because Aristotelian logic cannot be unfolded in a few
(10) pages.

With time, nevertheless, the historical fact is that even though
the development of logic is directed towards an ontology, a
radical reference to being which is supposed to be aimed at in
these most general laws of the mode of understanding necessary
for truth, it orients itself towards a formalism, namely that
that to which the leader of a school of thought as important, as
decisive in the orientation that it has given to a whole mode of
thinking in our epoch as Bertrand Russell, should have managed to
put everything that concerns the critique of the operations
brought into play in the field of logic and of mathematics, into
a general formalisation that is as strict, as economical as
possible.

In short, the correlative effort of Russell, the thrust of
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Russell's effort in the same direction, in mathematics,
culminates at the formation of what is called set theory, whose
general import one can characterise in the fact that an effort is
made in it to reduce the whole field of mathematical experience
accumulated throughout centuries of development, and I believe
that a better definition of it cannot be given than to reduce it
to an interplay of letters (jeu de lettres). We should take this
into account then as a given in the progress of thinking; let us
say, at our epoch, this epoch being defined as a certain moment
of the discourse of science.

What is it then that Bertrand Russell finds himself led to give
in these conditions, when he comes to interest himself in it, as
a definition of a proper name?

(11) It is something which in itself is worthwhile dwelling on,
because it is what is going to allow us to grasp - it could be
grasped elsewhere, and you will see that I will show you that it
is grasped elsewhere - let us say the degree of miscognition
(méconnaissance) implied in a certain position which is found to
be effectively the corner into which there is pushed the whole
age-old effort of the elaboration of logic. This miscognition is
properly speaking something which no doubt I put before you in a
way from the beginning of what I have to pose here because of the
requirements of my exposition: this is precisely the miscognition
of the thinking subject's most radical relationship to the
letter. Bertrand Russell sees everything, except this: the
function of the letter. This is what I hope to be able to make
you sense and to show you. Have confidence and follow me. You
are going to see now how we are going to advance. What does he
give as a definition of the proper name? A proper name is, he
says, "word for particular" a word to designate particular things
as such. Now, in every description there are two ways of
approaching things: to describe them by their quality, their
reference-points, their co-ordinates from the point of view of
the mathematician, I mean to de