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The Instance of the Letter in the Unconscious 413

bhe connivance of their common background, a literary back-
ich my title pays homage.

The Instance of the Letter in the Up

or Reason Since Freud

could we forget that Freud constantly, and right until the end,
such a background was the prime requisite in the training of

E that he designated the age-old universitas litterarum as the ideal
] s eritution?!

“Of Children Who Are Wrapped in Swaddling js reference t0 the real-life context of my lecture, by showing whom
O cities of the sea, I behold in you your citizens, women' for. also marked those to whom it is not addressed.

tightly bound with stout bonds around their arms and legs
have no understanding of [y]our speech; and you will en
vent to your griefs and sense of loss of liberty by making
and sighs, and lamentation one to another; for those who bind
have understanding of your speech nor will you understand th among them as just one more diversion, whose refined

—Leonardo Da Vinci hopes will not escape the notice of subtler minds.

e of those who, for whatever reason in psychoanalysis, allow
to take advantage of some false identity.
vice of habit and its effect on the mind is such that its true iden-

t we observe with curiosity the beginnings of a new tack con-
polization and language in the /nternational Journal of Psycho-
it many wetted fingers leafing through works by Sapir and
e exercises are still green around the edges, but it is above all
missing. A certain seriousness always raises a smile when it
While the theme of the third volume of La Psychana:
contribution by me, I owe this deference to what will
introducing it in situating it between writing and speechs

lin of veracity.
gould a contemporary psychoanalyst not sense, in coming upon
i€ had reached this domain, when it is from speech that analytic
between the two. 1 €S its instrument, its frame, its material, and even the back-
Writing is in fact distinguished by a prevalence of \ B certaintics?
we will see this factor of discourse take on here—wl
of tightening up that must, to my taste, leave the readernt
the way in, which I prefer to be difficult. This, then, w
my sense of the term.
The fact that I contribute something wholly newa
inar has heretofore prevented me from providing s
class, which has nothing particularly outstanding abouti
and is only worth referring to for an idea of its overall
For the urgency that | am now taking as a pretext forl
merely covers over the problem that, in maintaining nage.
must present my teachings here, it might stray to0 faEs Hnition assumes that language is not to be confused with the
very different measures are essential to the training I's i seatand somatic functions that serve it in the speaking subject.
This is why I took the opportunity presented to me: 2 £€ason for this is that language, with its structure, exists prior
tation to meet with the philosophy group of the Féd E0try into it at a certain moment in his mental development.
lettres® to make an appropriate adjustment to my eXpOsEEs 4t although the deficits of aphasia are caused by purely
erality matching the extraordinary character of theirintexe S in the cerebral systems that provide the mental center for

1. The Meaning of the Letter

v Bys the fact that, beyond this speech, it is the whole structure of
eac yehoanalytic experience discovers in the unconscious. This is
' i€ed minds from the outset that the idea that the unconscious is
€at of the instincts may have to be reconsidered.

We to take the letter here? Quite simply, literally [a /a lestre].

Signate the material medium [suppore] that concrete discourse
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424 Ecrits i

these functions, they prove, on the whole, to be distributed

follows: signifier over signified, “over” corresponding to the bar
aspects of the signifying effect of what I am calling here “the s ‘

WO levels.
ation of signification.? This point will become clearer iy - ;mitten in this way should be attributed to Ferdinand de Saussure,

And the subject, while he may appear to be the slaye g !
more the slave of a discourse in the universal movement:
already inscribed at his birth, if only in the form of his py

Reference to the experience of the community as the
course resolves nothing. For this experience takes on its

not reduced to this exact form in any of the numerous schemas
sars in the printed version of the various lectures from the three
ein 19067, 19089, and 191011, which a group of his devoted
cted under the title, Cours de linguistique générale—a publica-
meim portance for the transmission of a teaching worthy of the name,
the tradition established by this discourse. This tradition, lo we can stop only on its own movement.

of history is inscribed in it, grounds the elementary stry it is legitimate for us to credit him for the formalization
cterizes the modern stage of linguistics, despite the diversity
s of linguistics.

or theme of this science is thus based, in effect, on the primordial

these very structures display an ordering of exchanges
scious, is inconceivable apart from the permutations au

With the result that the ethnographic duality of natu
ing way to a ternary conception of the human condition—

the signifier and the signified as distinct orders initially separated
culture—the last term of which may well be reduced to ing signification.
what essentially distinguishes human society from natur makes possible an exact study of the connections characteris-
But I shall neither take sides here nor take this as a po

ing to their own obscurity the original relations berween

ifier, and of the magnitude of their function in generating the

To settle accounts with the general function of praxis: rfimordial distinction goes well beyond the debate over the arbi-

by way of a quip, I will confine myself to mentioning tha sign, such as it has been elaborated since the reflections of
wished to restore the hierarchy responsible for the rels
tion and ideological superstructures to its rightful poli
the privilege of the producers, has nevertheless failed
Esperanto whose relations to socialist reality [rée/] would
the start any possibility of literary formalism.*

For my part, I will put my faith in only those pren
already been proven, in that they have allowed lang

d even beyond the impasse, already sensed at that time, which
ie-to-one correspondence between word and thing, even in the
despite the appearances suggested by the role imputed to the
Nting to an object as an infant learns its mother tongue, or in
lled concrete academic methods in the study of foreign lan-

€ things no further along this path than to demonstrate that no
" be sustained except by reference to another signification.®
leads us to the remark that there is no existing language [langue]
. cover the field of the signified can be called into question, one
1S existence asalanguage [langue] being that it fulfills all needs
have made me term this domain, in the theme of this voli " 1Oty to grasp the constitution of the object in language, we
“the sciences of man”—despite the confusion that may" : at this constitution is found only at the level of the concept—
To pinpoint the emergence of the discipline of linguis! L entfrom any nominative—and that the thing [chose], when
f teduced to the noun, splits into the double, divergent ray of
Which the thing has taken shelter in French, and of the nothing
i 'ﬂ'fing has abandoned its Latin dress (rem).
: “ations, as existent as they may be to philosophers, divert us
Hence language questions us about its very nature. And we

experience of a scientific object.

This is what permits linguistics” to present itself in'
domain, around which a reclassification of the sciences
ally the case, a revolution in knowledge; only the neces

as in the case of every science in the modern sense,
tive moment of an algorithm that grounds it. This alg

S

&

The Instance of the Letter in the Unconscious 45

498




499

500

4 16 ECI’iIS

will fail to sustain this question as long as we have not je
that the signifier serves [répond ] the function of rep
or better, that the signifier has to justify [répondre de] its ex
any signification whatsoever.
For even if it is reduced to this latter formulation, the
the heresy that leads logical positivism in search of the
ing,”* as its objective is called in the language [langue] ir
snort. It can be seen here how this sort of analysis can red
highly charged with meaning to insignificant trifles. Only
rithms resist this process; they are considered to be devo
should be.’
The fact remains that if we were able to subtrae
of the parallelism of its upper and lower terms from
each term only being taken globally, it would remain the
total mystery. Which, of course, is not the case.
In order to grasp its function, I will begin by reproducin
tration by which its usage is classically introduced:

TREE

We can see here how it lends itself to the kind of dire
erroneous.

In my lecture, I replaced this illustration with anoth
sidered more correct only because it exaggerates in th
sion psychoanalysts have not yet altogether given up, bec
sense that their conformism derives its value from it alon€

,.:l

illustration:

GENTLEMEN LADIES

O =

4 o

Here we see that, without greatly extending the $
involved in the experiment—that is, by simply dou

through the mere juxtaposition of two terms whose
inos would seem to have to reinforce each other—Suf

4§ o
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eation of an unexpected meaning: the image of two twin doors that

& with the private stall offered Western man for the satisfaction of

I needs when away from home, the imperative he seems to share
ast majority of primitive communities that subjects his public life

b of urinary segregation.

is not merely to silence the nominalist debate with a low blow,

ow how the signifier in fact enters the signified—namely, in a form
jce it is not immaterial, raises the question of its place in reality. For
ito move closer to the little enamel plaques that bear it, the squint-
pfa nearsighted person might be justified in wondering whether it

gere that we must see the signifier, whose signified would in this
s last respects by the solemn procession in two lines from the

trived example can be as telling as what is encountered in the
nce of truth. Thus I have no reason to be unhappy I invented

gsince it awoke in the person the most worthy of my trust a child-

ory which, having come serendipitously to my attention, is best

frives at a station. A little boy and a little girl, brother and sister, are
85 from each other in a compartment next to the outside window
a view of the station platform buildings going by as the train
Op. “Look,” says the brother, “we’re at Ladies!” “Imbecile!”
t, “Don’t you see we ’re at Gentlemen.”

m the fact that the rails in this story materialize the bar in the Saus-
fim in a form designed to suggest that its resistance may be other
#€al, one would have to be half-blind to be confused as to the respec-
BEthe signifier and the signified here, and not to follow from what
€r the signifier reflects its light into the darkness of incomplete
fier will raise Dissension that is merely animal in kind, and
Ratural fog of forgetfulness, to the immeasurable power of ide-
®, Which is merciless to families and a torment to the gods. To
Gentlemen and Ladies will henceforth be two homelands
,;;Ch of their souls will take flight on divergent wings, and regard-
E f:,_-?fhi;}:e?:: ::f;szil?lﬁ for the:"n to reach an agreement
. » heither can give ground regarding the
—sed excellence without detracting from the other’s glory.
there. It sounds like the history of France. Which it is more
N here, and rightly so, than that of England, destined to flip
8610 the Small End of Dean Swifts egg.
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It remains to be grasped up what steps and down whag L onifier, by its very nature, always anticipates meaning by deploy-

signifier, visible here in the plurals [hommes and dames] by “sion in some sense before it. As is seen at the level of the sentence
welcome beyond the train window, must pass to impress risinterrupted before the significant term: “Ill never. ..,” “The
ducts by which—like hot air and cold air—indignation a _..” “Still perhaps . . .” Such sentences nevertheless make sense,
side. i s all the more oppressive in that it is content to make us wait

One thing is certain: this access must not, in any case, §
tion with it if the algorithm, —E— ,with its bar is appropriate

the algorithm itself is but a pure function of the signifie

henomenon is no different, which—making her appear, with the
: ent of a “but,” as comely as the Shulamite, as honest as a vir-
signifying structure in this transfer. ' adorns and readies the Negress for the wedding and the poor

Now the structure of the signifier is, as is commonly: ‘the auction block.
it is articulated. e we can say that itisin the chain of the signifier that meaning insists,
This means that its units—no matter where one begin ine of the chain’s elements consists in the signification it can provide
reciprocal encroachments and expanding inclusions y moment.
twofold condition of being reduced to ultimate diffes Hion of an incessant sliding of the signified under the signifier thus
combining the latter according to the laws of a closed :

These elements, the decisive discovery of linguisties,

not look for any phonetic constancy in the modulatory s

fore—which Ferdinand de Saussure illustrates with an image
wavy lines of the upper and lower Waters in miniatures from
§ of Genesis. It is a twofold flood in which the landmarks—fine
ain traced by vertical dotted lines that supposedly delimit corre-
egments—seem insubstantial.

term applies, but rather for the synchronic system of
that are necessary to discern vocables in a given languag
us to see that an essential element in speech itself was
moveable type which, in Didots or Garamonds sque
renders validly present what I call the “letter”—namely, :
ized structure of the signifier. i hat dialogue can effect in the subject.

The second property of the signifier, that of coml '
laws of a closed order, affirms the necessity of the top
which the term [ ordinarily use, “signifying chain,” giv
links by which a necklace firmly hooks onto a link of:
of links.

Such are the structural conditions that define I'.hﬁ 0!
constitutive encroachments up to the unit immediately
grammar, and the order of the signifier’s constituti
verbal locution as the lexicon.

In the limits within which these two approaches to
tic usage are confined, it is easy to see that only mgnlﬁ
tions provide the standard for any and every search fc
indicated by the notion of “usage” of a taxeme or S€m
contexts just one degree above that of the units in qus

But it is not because grammatical and lexical appr
acertain point that we must think that signif'icatic’:vn1'951I :
it. That would be a mistake. :

erience runs counter to this, which made me speak at one point
garon the psychoses of the “button ties”  points de capiton] required
ma to account for the dominance of the letter in the dramatic trans-

the linearity that Saussure considers to be constitutive of the chain
€=1n accordance with its emission by a single voice and with the
along which it is situated in our writing—is in fact necessary,
ient. It applies to the chain of discourse only in the direction in
Ented in time, even being taken up therein as a signifying factor
[langues] in which the time of “Peter hits Paul” is reversed
S are inverted.
€5 to listen to poetry, which Saussure was certainl y in the habit
a POlyphony to be heard and for it to become clear that all dis-
dalong the several staves of a musical score.
, 18 10 signifying chain that does not sustain—as if attached to
iy Of each of its units—all attested contexts that are, so to speak,
fiked to that point.
take up the word arbre (tree) again, this time not in its nominal
the endpoint of one of these punctuations, we see that it is not
the word farre (bar) is its anagram that it crosses the bar of the

D1
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For broken down into the double specter of its vow, cisely insofar as I share its language [langue] with other subjects,

calls up—with the robur-oak [roére] and the plane tree ¢ as this language [/angue] exists—to use it to signify something
fications of strength and majesty that it takes on in our f] " ifrent from what it says. This is a function of speech that is more
symbolic contexts in which it is used in the Hebrew of th kL gpoinled out than that of disguising the subject’s thought (which
a barren hill the shadow of the cross. Next it reduces to a
dichotomy—which, without the illustration that histo

owe nothing to the tree, however genealogical it claims

definable)—namely, the function of indicating the place of this
e search for truth.

tplant my tree in a locution, grimper a l’arbre, or even project onto
arbor vitae of the cerebellum, lead tree or silver amal, Jight that a descriptive context gives the word, arborer, to not let
crystals precipitated into a tree that conducts lightning, is

that traces our destiny for us in the fire-scorched tort

prisoned in some sort of communiqué of the facts, however offi-
be. and if [ know the truth, convey it, despite all the censors, berween-
g nothing but the signifier that can be constituted by my
hrough the branches of the tree. These acrobatics may be provoca-

that brings forth from an infinite night that slow cha
Iévra of language:

t of burlesque or perceptible only to the trained eye, depend-
No! says the Tree, it says No! in the set
Of its superb head

¢ [ wish to be understood by the many or the few.

erly signifying function thus depicted in language has aname. We
ime in our childhood grammar book on the last page, where the
verses that I consider to be as legitimately heard in the ha jintilian, relegated to some phantom chapter to convey final con-

as their reverse: style, seemed suddenly to hasten its voice due to the threat of

Which the storm treats universally
As it does a blade of grass.

the figures of style, or tropes—from which the verb “to find”
mes to us—that this name is, in fact, found. This name is

4l

For this modern verse is organized according to
lelism of the signifier, whose concert governs both
poetry and the most refined Chinese poetry.

This can be seen in the common mode of beings [£¢
tree and the blade of grass are chosen, so that the signs €
ing “Nol” and “treat as”—can come into being here, a
categorical contrast between the particularity of “su
sally” of its reduction, the indiscernible scintillating of
be accomplished in the condensation of zéze (head)

But all this signifier can only operate, it may be 0B
the subject. I answer this objection by assuming that he has
of the signified.

For what is important is not whether the subject
it. (If GENTLEMEN and LADIES were written in a langua
the little boy and girl were unfamiliar, their quan‘ﬂ! !
exclusively a quarrel over words, but it would be no 1
nification for all that.)

What this structure of the signifying chain ¢

only to the example of it given there: “thirty sails.” For the
P the fact that the word “ship” [Adteau] that was hiding therein
PHtits presence there in two by having been able to borrow its fig-
Se from the very rehashing of this example, veiled [voilait] not
lustrious sails [voiles] as the definition they were supposed

for the whole—1I said to myself, if the thing is supposed to
E ty [réel}—leaves us with hardly any idea what we are to con-
e size of the fleet these thirty sails are nevertheless supposed to
SAIp to have but one sail is very rare indeed.

Fhat the connection between ship and sail is nowhere other than
: >and that metonymy is based on the word-to-word nature of this

| A€ as metonymy the first aspect of the actual field the signi-
% 50 that meaning may assume a place there.

PeCt is metaphor. Let me illustrate it immediately; Quillet’s
€d appropriate to me to provide a sample that would not be
deliberately selected, and I didn’t pursue the farce any far-
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ther than Victor Hugo’s well-known verse, “His sheafn - ature, knows neither our reserve nor our rejections, and even in
A | 114
" with which I presented metaphor, wh

it, in my seminar on the psychoses.

nor hateful . . .’ sion remains prodigal by our standards.
5 this profusion, the giver disappears with the gift, it is only to

Let us say that modern poetry and the Surrealist school wh at surrounds the figure of speech in which he was annihilated.
major step forward here by showing that any conjunetis iance of fecundity—which announces the surprise the poem
could just as easily constitute a metaphor, if an additional’ ely, the promise of acceding to paternity that the old man
cred context.

the greatest disparity of the images signified—weren’t reqy
; stween a man’s proper name qua signifier and the signifier

duction of the poetic spark, in other words, for metaph

Of course, this radical position is based on the so-call jorically abolishes it that the poetic spark is produced, and it is
ing” experiment, which would not have been attempted w effective here in bringing about the signification of paternity in
its pioneers drew from Freud’s discovery. But it remains the mythical event through which Freud reconstructed the
because the doctrine behind it is false. the mystery of paternity advances in the unconscious of

Metaphor’s creative spark does not spring forth from
two images, that is, of two equally actualized signifiers.] ¢ of modern metaphor is no different. Hence the jaculation,
signifiers, one of which has replaced the other by takir ble laughing in the sun,” recreates love in a dimension that I
the signifying chain, the occulted signifier remaining preses kes me as tenable, as opposed to its ever imminent slippage into
(metonymic) connection to the rest of the chain. . isome narcissistic altruism.

One word for another: this is the formula for metaphor, a iat metaphor is situated at the precise point at which meaning is
nmeaning—that is, at the passage which, as Freud discovered,

you will make it into a game and produce a continuous s
theopposite direction, gives rise to the word that is “the word”

weave of metaphors. You will, moreover, obtain thein
Tardieu’s dialogue that goes by this title, due solely
provides of the radical superfluousness of all significati
vincing representation of bourgeois comedy.

In Hugo's verse, it is obvious that not the slightest
assertion that a sheaf is neither miserly nor hateful, b
sheaf has no more the merit than the demerit of thesea
liness and hatred, along with the sheaf, are properties
them when he uses the sheaf as he sees fit, without ma

excellence in French, the word that has no other patronage there
fi€r espric *—and at which it becomes palpable that, in deriding
defies his very destiny.

o metonymy now, what does man find in it, if it must be more
080 skirt the obstacles of social censure? Doesn’t this form, which
th its field, manifest a certain servitude that is inherent in

g the time to read a book in which Leo Strauss, from the
tionally offered asylum to those who have chosen freedom.,
tions between the art of writing and persecution.'® By hon-
a of connaturality that ties this art to this condition, he allows
(SOmething that imposes its form here, in the effect of truth on

to it.
If “his sheaf ” refers back to Booz, as is clearly the ea
because it replaces him in the signifying chain—at the
him, because it had been raised up a step by the clearin
and hatred. But the sheaf has thus cleared this place of
is into the outer darkness where miserliness and hatred |
low of their negation.
But once Ais sheaf has thus usurped his place, Bo
the slender thread of the little “his” that attaches him
obstacle thereto, because it binds this return with a titlf-'
detain him in the heart of miserliness and hatred. I
thus reduced to less than nothing by the munificence

3 :l:een feeling for a while now that, in following the paths of
e Freudian truth, we are getting hot, its flames spreading

$itis said, the letter kills while the spirit gives life. T don’t dis-
10 pay homage somewhere here to a noble victim of the
i!}-tl:e letter, but I also ask how the spirit could live without

§ pretensions would nevertheless remain indisputable if

508
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the letter hadn’t proven that it produces all its truth @ i alysts who have no training in linguistics don’t need the cur-
P P ects panaly :

spirit having to intervene at all. ion regarding the term “ideogram” to believe in a symbolism deriv-

This revelation came to Freud, and he called his discoyerus rural analogy, or even from instinct’s coaptational image. This is

A apart from the French school, which attends to this, it is with a
I1. The Letter in the Unconscious “reading coffee grounds is not the same as reading hiero-
] must recall to its own principles a technique whose pathways

In Freud’s complete works, one out of three pages presens) ified unless they aim at the unconscious.

ical references, one out of two pages with logical inferen
we see a dialectical apprehension of experience, linguist

aid that this is admitted only reluctantly, and that the mental vice
ave enjoys such favor that the contemporary psychoanalyst can
fto say that he decodes before resolving to take the journey with
pat the statue of Champollion, says the guide) that is necessary for
' d that he deciphers—the latter differing in that a cryptogram

still more prevalent the more directly the unconscious is i

Thus what is at stake on every page in The Interpretat A
I call the letter of discourse, in its texture, uses, and imm
in question. For this book inaugurates both Freud’s w
to the unconscious. And we are informed of this by Fr
in letters to Fliess that have since been made public, 1
book toward us in the early days of this century,'® me;
continued to proclaim to the end: that the whole of his dis

ts full dimensions when it is in a lost language [/angue].

i journey simply amounts to going further in the Zraumdeutung.
g, translated as “transposition”—which Freud shows to be the
dition for the functioning of the dream—is what I designated
ssure, as the sliding of the signified under the signifier, which

no-holds-barred expression of his message. ing (unconsciously, let us note) in discourse.

The first clause, articulated already in the introduct
exposition cannot be postponed, is that the dream is a rebi
ulates that it must be understood quite literally [a /a /e
This is related to the instance in the dream of the same
words, phonemic) structure in which the signifier is arti
in discourse. Like the unnatural figures of the boat on
with a comma for a head, which are expressly mentios
images are to be taken up only on the basis of their val
only insofar as they allow us to spell out the “proverb™
rebus. The linguistic structure that enables us to read dr
the “signifierness of dreams,” at the crux of the 7ra

Freud shows us in every possible way that the imag
has nothing to do with its signification, giving as an €x:
glyphics in which it would be ridiculous to deduce fr
text of a vulture (which is an aleph) or a chick (whi
form of the verb “to be” and plurals, that the text bz
to do with these ornithological specimens. Freud takes h
tain uses of the signifier in this writing that are efface
use of determinatives, where a categorical figure is 2
the literal figuration of a verbal term; but this is only t
fact that we are dealing with writing where even the
a letter.

aspects of the signifier’s impact on the signified are also found

condensation,” is the superimposed structure of signifiers in
finds its field; its name, condensing in itself the word Dick-
mechanism’s connaturality with poetry, to the extent that it
$ 0wn properly traditional function.

Or “displacement”—this transfer of signification that
Ays is closer to the German termy; it is presented, right from
Cein Freud’s work, as the unconscious’ best means by which

shes these two mechanisms, which play a privileged role in
_ 7 raumarbeit, from their homologous function in discourse?
condition imposed upon the signifying material, called Riick-
Parkeit, which must be translated as “consideration of the
(the translation by “role of the possibility of representa-
‘ ?Pproximate here). But this condition constitutes a limita-
_ ’ ! the system of writing, rather than dissolving the system

: ',[e“.‘mlﬂgy in which it would intersect the phenomena of nat-
8 would probably allow us to shed light on problems with
*tography, which we are not justified in regarding as evo-
SImply becayse they were abandoned in writing as imperfect.

]

4t dreams are like the parlor game in which each person, in
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turn, is supposed to get the spectators to guess some wel
variant of it solely by silent gestures. The fact that dreams

rated to those who attend my seminar that the apparent changes
- or rather changes in tack along the way—that Freud, in his pri-
disposal makes no difference since, for the unconscious, s to ensure the survival of his discovery along with the basic revi-
ing element among others. It is precisely when gamesand sosed upon our knowledge, felt it necessary to apply to his
against the lack of taxemic material by which to represent! s vere due to the need to counteract the ever-accelerating effects of
such as causality, contradiction, hypothesis, and so on th
have to do with writing, not mime. The subtle proceduresd epeat, given the situation he found himself in, where he had noth-
to represent these logical connections—in amuch less artifj bonding to the object of his discovery that was at the same level of
usually employ—are taken up specifically in Freud’s rity, he at least never failed to maintain this object at the level
cal dignity.

s the work of the gods and took such a course that analysis today

again confirmed that the dream-work proceeds in aceo
of the signifier. G

The rest of the dream revision is termed “secondary . gs in the imaginary forms I have just shown to be sketched out
its value from what is at stake: they are fantasies or daydr
use the term Freud prefers to use to situate them in their wis
tion (Wunscherfiillung). Given that these fantasies may rém
their distinctive feature is clearly their signification. Na
their role in dreams is either to serve as signifying ele
of the unconscious thought (7raumgedanke), or to be 1

se printing on the text they mutilate. It is to them that the ana-
adapts, confusing them, in the interpretation of dreams, with
liberation of the hieroglyphic aviary, and seeking more gener-
he exhaustion of the analysis in a sort of “scanning™!” of these
they appear—with the idea that they bear witness both to the
bf the regressions and to the remodeling of “the object-relation”
revision that occurs—that is, in a function not to be d to typify the subject.'

que that is based on such positions can give rise to many varied
are quite difficult to criticize behind their therapeutic aegis. But
tique can emerge from the flagrant discordance between the mode
M by which the technique legitimates itself—namely, the funda-
psychoanalysis, all the instruments of which, starting with “free
derive their justification from its inventor’s conception of the
- nd the complete ignorance reigning there of this very con-
seunconscious. The most trenchant supporters of this technique
Off the hook here with a mere flourish: the fundamental rule
be observed all the more religiously since it is only the fruit of
«In other words, Freud never really knew what he was doing.
_FIEUd's texts shows, on the contrary, the absolute coherence

_mque and his discovery, and this coherence allows us to sit-
ures at their proper level.

from our waking thought (von unserem wachen Denken
No better idea of this function’s effects can be given th
patches of colorwash which, when applied here and the
stick figures—which are rather unprepossessing in them
hieroglyphics look more like a painting of people.

1 apologize for seeming to spell out Freud’s text mys
show how much is to be gained by not lopping off pat
to situate what has happened in psychoanalysis in tern
ence points, which are fundamental and have never b

Right from the outset, people failed to recognize:
the signifier in the status Freud immediately assigned
the most precise and explicit ways.

The reason for this was twofold, the least perceived
this formalization was not sufficient by itself to bring’
instance of the signifier, because when the Traumde
way ahead of the formalizations of linguistics for whic
show that it paved the way by the sheer weight of its

The second reason is merely the flip side of the fir
were fascinated exclusively by the significations
scious, it was because these significations derived th
from the dialectic that seemed to be immanent in them-

ANy rectification of psychoanalysis requires a return to the truth
» Which is impossible to obscure in its original moment.

| ¥sis of dreams, Freud intends to give us nothing other than
@conscious in their broadest extension. One of the reasons
| : .the most propitious here is, Freud tells us, that they reveal
% In normal subjects than in neurotics.

_ 'Wever, does the efficacy of the unconscious cease upon awak-
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ening. Psychoanalytic experience consists in nothing oth, o
that the unconscious leaves none of our actions outside jts E
of the unconscious in the psychological order—in othe <7

vidual’s relational functions—nevertheless deserves: ta f (?)S =S5(4)s
defined. It is not coextensive with that order, for we kno
scious motivation manifests itself just as much in consei L structure, indicating that it is in the substitution of signifier for
as in unconscious ones, conversely it is elementary to ne
ber of psychical effects that are legitimately designated

sense of excluding the characteristic of consciousness,

asignification effectis produced thatis poetic or creative, in other

rings the signification in question into existence.?’ The + sign in

ere the crossing of the bar, —, and the constitutive value of this

relation whatsoever, by their nature, to the unconscious the emergence of signification
. . @ .o " . . .

It is thus only due to an incorrect use of the term that “p g expresses the condition for the passage of the signifier into

ity .
scious” in this sense are confused, and that people thus whose moment I pointed out above by provisionally conflating
= of the subject.

ction of the subject, thus introduced, on which we must now

actually an effect of the unconscious on the soma, for ex
The point is, therefore, to define the topography of tk
that it is the very topography defined by the algorithm: = es at the crux of our problem.
i ing, therefore I am” (cogito ergo sum) is not simply the formu-

the link between the transparency of the transcendental sub-

S

y : s ; WLE
‘ stential affirmation is constituted, at the historical apex of

” ] e conditions of science.
What it has permitted me to elaborate concerning th

: s i s . am only object and mechanism (and so nothing more than phe-
fier on the signified allows for its transformation into: -

Btassuredly, insofar as I think so, lam—absolutely. Philosophers
nportant corrections here—namely, that in that which is think-
tam never doing anything but constituting myself as an object
€ fact remains that through this extreme purification of the tran-
€Ct, my existential link to its project seems irrefutable, at least
actuality, and that “cogito ergo sum” ubi cogito, ibi sum, over-

on.

f&~-

It is on the basis of the copresence in the signified not
the horizontal signifying chain but also of its vertical de
demonstrated the effects, distributed in accordance

limits me to being there in my being only insofar as I think
structures, in metonymy and metaphor. We can sym!

‘thoughr; to what extent | really think this concerns me alone
Nterests no one.2!

f(S...8)S=S()s i the pretext of its philosophical semblances is simply to
'S inhibition. For the notion of the subject is indispensable
Ings of a science such as strategy in the modern sense, whose
€ all “subjectivism.”

4 lt_)neself access to what might be called the Freudian uni-
A0 which we speak of the Copernican universe. Indeed,
“Mpared his discovery to the so-called Copernican revolution;

‘_hat Was at stake was once again the place man assigns him-
- d Universe,

that is, metonymic structure, indicating thatitis thes
nection that allows for the elision by which the sign i
[le manque de Iétre] in the object-relation, using sig
voi] value to invest it with the desire aiming at the
— sign placed in () manifests here the maintenance
the first algorithm, denotes the irreducible nature ot
cation as constituted in the relations between signifi
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Is the place that I occupy as subject of the signifier cone e same plane, and man was deluding himself in believing he was

tric in relation to the place I occupy as subject of the g b their common axis, which is nowhere.

question. & ntil Freud made this discovery. For if what Freud discovered isn’t

The point is not to know whether I speak of myself in a wa har. it is nothing.
to what I am, but rather to know whether, when [ speak i
same as the self of whom I speak. And there is no o1 s of the unconscious, in their deceptive ambiguity, supply us no
term “thought” here. For Freud uses the term to desi subject more consistent than the immediate; it is from truth that
stake in the unconscious, that is, in the signifying mech
to there.

Itis nonetheless true that the philosophical cogizois atth

g their virtue in the dimension of being: Kern unseres Wesen is Freud’s
S101.

pr's two-stage mechanism is the very mechanism by which symp-
that renders modern man so sure of being himself in alytic sense, are determined. Between the enigmatic signifier
himself, and even in the distrust he has long since learne guma and the term it comes to replace in a current signifying chain,
ing the pitfalls of pride. at fixes in a symptom—a metaphor in which flesh or function

Now if, turning the weapon of metonymy against the
I stop myself from seeking any meaning beyond tautol

of “war is war” and “a penny’s a penny,” I resolve to

ignifying element—the signification, that is inaccessible to the
, by which the symptom may be dissolved.

enigmas that desire—with its frenzy mimicking the gulf of the infi-
can | escape here from the obvious fact that I am in th #secret collusion whereby it envelops the pleasure of knowing and
And how—in going to the other, metaphoric, pole o

and dedicating myself to becoming what I am, to con

g in jouissance—poses for any sort of “natural philosophy” are
her derangement of instinct than the fact that it is caught in the
ny, eternally extending toward the desire for something else.
verse” fixation at the very point of suspension of the signify-

doubt that, even if I were to lose myself there, [ am th

Now itis on these very points, where the obviousiss
ical, that the trick of the Freudian conversion lies.

This signifying game of metonymy and metaphor
its active tip [ pointe] that “cotter-pins” my desire to a
or to a lack of being, and links my fate to the questic
game is played, in its inexorable subtlety, until the mat
not because I cannot situate myself there. "

That is, it wasn’t going very far to say the words witht
ily dumbfounded my audience: I am thinking where | am
where I am not thinking. These words render palpable
what elusive ambiguity the ring of meaning flees f
verbal string. 3

What we must say is: | am not, where I am the plaything
think about what I am where I do not think I am think

This two-sided mystery can be seen to intersect the
only in that dimension of ruse whereby all “realism
virtue from metonymy, as well as this other fact t
granted only to the double elbow of metaphor, when ®
one and only key: namely, the fact that the S and sofd

hich the screen-memory isimmobilized and the fascinating image
becomes frozen.

0 other way to conceive of the indestructibility of unconscious
. that there is no need which, when its satiation is prohibited,
' in extreme cases through the very wasting away of the organ-
15in a kind of memory, comparable to what goes by that name in
g-machines (which are based on an electronic realization
FOMposition), that the chain is found which insises by reproduc-
l’l\"lll.sfervs:nce, and which is the chain of a dead desire.

B0f what this desire has been in his history that the subject cries
SYmptom, as Christ said that stones themselves would have
children of Israel not lent them their voices.

7 why psychoanalysis alone allows us to differentiate in mem-
‘_'fl'emembering. The latter, rooted in the signifier, resolves
g of reminiscence through the ascendancy of history in man.
t¥€ad Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality—which is cov-
N?SSES by so many pseudo-biological glosses—to note that
SS10N 1o the object derive from a dialectic of return.
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Having thus begun with Holderlin’s véotog, Freud arr;
years later at Kierkegaard s repetition; that s, his thoughg,
outset to the humble but inflexible consequences of the t
never able to let go of the living servitudes that, starting
ciple of the Logos, led him to rethink the deadly Empedog]

And how, if not on the “other scene” Freud speaks of
dream, are we to understand his recourse as a man of scig

L in other words, being raises the question in that place with the
| one raises a problem with a pen and as antiquity’s man thought

_oht the ego into his doctrine in this way, defining it by the resist-
1 _iﬁc to it.”? T have tried to get people to understand that these
re imaginary in nature, like the coaptational lures that ethology
s display or combat in animal behavior, these lures being reduced
machina that is less derisory in that here it is revealed to the he narcissistic relation introduced by Freud and elaborated by me
machine directs the director himself? How can we fa .-‘-_;, Stage.” While Freud—Dby situating in this ego the synthesis
entist of the nineteenth century valued more highly' centual functions in which the sensorimotor selections are inte-
to agree with the tradition that delegates to the ego the task of
reality, this reality is simply all the more included in the sus-
ego.

distinguished first for the imaginary inertias it concentrates

his Totemn and Taboo—with its obscene, ferocious fisn
father, who is inexhaustibly redeemed in the eternal
before which contemporary ethnologists bow as befor
an authentic myth, unless we realize that he had to bow e
that went beyond his prejudices?

Similarly, the imperious proliferation of particular
such as what are called the sexual theories of children—
the smallest details of the neurotic’s compulsions, an

message of the unconscious, operates only by covering over the
it the subject is with a resistance that is essential to discourse as

an exhaustion of the defense mechanisms, as palpable as 521
sities as do myths. itin his Problems of Psychoanalytic Technique because he is a
This is why, to bring you to the precise point of the
work I am developing in my seminar, little Hans, left
five by the failings of his symbolic entourage, and £
actualized enigma to him of his sex and his existence
direction of Freud and his father, who is Freud’s disciple
mutations of a limited number of signifiers in the form (Quintilian’s figurae sententiarum), just as catachresis, litotes,
hand hypotyposis are the tropes, whose names strike me as the
tones with which to label these mechanisms. Can one see here
'—D_f speaking, when it is the figures themselves that are at work
of the discourse the analysand actually utters?

Mate ly characterizing resistance as having an emotional perma-

reas his whole theoretical reduction of the neuroses and psy-
c anomalies in libidinal development is pure platitude), turns
other side of unconscious mechanisms, without Fenichel

LOr even realizing it. Periphrasis, hyperbaton, ellipsis, suspen-
tion, retraction, negation, digression, and irony, these are the fig-

signifying crystal of his phobia.
520 We see here that, even at the individual level, n
the impossible by exhausting all possible forms of
encountered when the solution is put into the form of
This is a striking demonstration that illuminates thel
which thus far has been used only as a scrap heap. It
the nature of neurosis is revealed in the fact that a symp
coextensive with its elimination in the treatment: ¥

Y making it foreign to discourse, contemporary psychoanalysts
tthey have succumbed to one of the fundamental truths Freud
ough psychoanalysis. Which is that we cannot confine our-
54 new truth its rightful place, for the point is to take up our
truth requires us to go out of our way. We cannot do so by
“ﬂed 10 it. We get used to reality [rée/]. The truth we repress.
ally necessary to the scholar, the sage, and even the quack,

: W"ho knows. The idea that deep within the simplest of souls—
€, in the sickest—there is something ready to blossom is one
1€Te may be someone who seems to know as much as them

or obsessive, neurosis is a question that being raises fort
he was before the subject came into the world” (thi
very expression Freud uses in explaining the Oedip

At stake here is the being that appears in a split
the verb “to be” and, as I said, this being raises its ¢
What does that mean? It does not raise it before th
cannot come to the place where being raises it, but
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about what we ought to make of it . . . come to our resepas The soul’s Platonic steed, now blessed and enlightened, goes

primitive, pre-logical, and archaic thought—nay, of mag;

cen.
able scandal when Freudian sexuality was not yet holy was that

b llectual.” Tt was in this respect that it showed itself to be the wor-

venient to attribute to others! It is not fitting that these counts
keep us breathless by posing enigmas to us that prove oy .

To interpret the unconscious as Freud did, one woy £all those terrorists whose plots were going to ruin society.

chen Psychoanalysts are busy refashioning a right-thinking psy-
b whose crowning achievement is the sociological poem of the

was, an encyclopedia of the arts and muses, as well as an 3
the Fliegende Bldtter. And the task would become no
ourselves at the mercy of a thread spun of allusions and
equivocations. Must we make a career out of “antidoted

» [ would like to say, to those who are listening to me, how
ize bad psychoanalysts: by the word they use to deprecate all
ique and theory that furthers the Freudian experience in its
on. That word is “intellectualization”—execrable to all those
fear of putting themselves to the test by drinking the wine of
en’s bread, even though their spittle can never again have any

Indeed, we must resolve to do so. The unconscious
dial nor the instinctual, and what it knows of the elem
the elements of the signifier. :

The three books that one might call canonical with re;
scious—the Traumdeutung, The Psychopathology of E
(Wit ) and their Relation to the Unconscious—are butay
development is inscribed in formulas for connection and

: at of leavening.

II1. The Letter, being, and the other
multiplied tenfold by their particular complexity, diagra

being provided by Freud outside the main body of the &
mulas I give for the signifier in its transference function.
tung it is in terms of such a function that the term Ub

my place, then, another ego? Does Freud'’s discovery represent
n, at the level of psychological experience, of Manichaeism?*

in fact, be no confusion on this point: what Freud’s research

which later gave its name to the mainspring of the inter: o was not some more or less curious cases of dual personality.

analysand and analyst, is introduced. oic era | have been describing—when, like animals in the age

i . . . * L . . .
Such diagrams are not solely constitutive in neurosi ality spoke—the diabolical atmosphere that such an orien-

toms, but they alone allow us to encompass the themati € given rise to never materialized.?
olution—as the major case histories provided by Freud de

To fall back on a more limited fact, but one that is
provides a final seal with which to close these remarks, [ %

cle on fetishism and the case Freud reports there of a;

d’s discovery proposes to man was defined by Freud at the

ghtin these moving terms: Wo Eswar, soll Ich werden. Where
ome into being.

one of reintegration and harmony, I might even say of recon-

ung].

nore the self s radical eccentricity with respect to itself that man

satisfaction required a certain shine on the nose (Gla
analysis showed that he owed it to the fact that his eas
years had displaced the burning curiosity that attach in other words, the very truth Freud discovered—we will

phallus—that is, to that eminent want-to-be, whose p i the order and pathways of psychoanalytic mediation; we will
revealed—into a “glance at the nose,”* rather thana"
the forgotten language [/angue] of his childhood. -
It was the abyss, open to the thought that a thoughtmi
in the abyss, that gave rise to resistance to psychoana
not the emphasis on man’s sexuality, as is commonl
object that has clearly predominated in literature th
the evolution of psychoanalysis has succeeded by a-

in turning it into a moral instance, the cradle and *

“$0Mpromise operation that it has, in effect, become—precisely
tand letter of Freud’s work most repudiate. For, since he
S out that compromise is behind all the miseries his analysis
I say that resorting to compromise, whether explicit or
s all psychoanalytic action and plunges it into darkness.

€5 it suffice to rub shoulders with the moralistic tartufferies
10 be forever spouting forth about the “total personality” in
ything articulate about the possibility of mediation.
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The radical heteronomy that Freud’s discovery show gister of a game’s strategy, where it is on the basis of a rule

-1
can no longer be covered over without whatever tries e my adversary; but here my success is assessed as connoting
mentally dishonest. ' s, itis assessed in the relationship to the Other who is the guar-

od Faith.

sblems are of an order whose heteronomy is simply ignored if

Which other is this, then, to whom I am more attae
[mot], since, at the most assented to heart of my identity

the strings? o some “awareness of others,” or whatever people choose to call

His presence can only be understood in an alterity raj xistence of the other” having, not long ago, reached the ears of
power, which already situates him in a mediating positic oanalyst, through the partition that separates him from the

own splitting from myself, as if from a semblable, * confabs, the news is now being whispered through the
If T have said that the unconscious is the Other’s dis
0), it is in order to indicate the beyond in which the re

tied to the desire for recognition.

g5, King Midas, is the other of his patient. He himself said so.”
bof breakthrough is that? The other—which other?

her was the young André Gide aiming at when he defied the land-
e care his mother had placed him, to treat him as a responsible
ki o right in front of her—with a key that was fake only inso-
ed all locks of the same kind—the lock that she herself consid-
iworthy signifier of her educational intentions? Was it she who
ene and to whom the child would laughingly say: “Do you
padlock can ensure my obedience?” Butby simply remain-
and waiting until that evening before lecturing the kid, after

In other words, this other is the Other that even my
antor of the truth in which my lie subsists. 1

Here we see that the dimension of truth emerges with |
language. _

Prior to this point, we have to admit the existence-
relation, which can be precisely isolated in the obse

ior—of subjects, not because of some projective mi
bly cold reception upon his return home, it was not simply

hose angry face she showed him, but another André Gide,
00 longer really sure, either then or even later when he thought
fhat he had wanted to do—who had been changed right down to
hiby the doubt cast on his good faith.

chologist’s vacuous watchword to hack this phantom
of the manifested presence of intersubjectivity. In th
lookout, in the well-laid trap, in the straggler ruse by
rated from the flock throws a raptor off the scent, son
than in the fascinating erection of display or combat. ¥
that transcends the function of a lure in the service of
a presence in that beyond-the-veil where the whole o
tioned about its design.
For the question to even arise (and we know thatitan
the Pleasure Principle), there must be language.
For I can lure my adversary with a movement
battle plan, and yet this movement has its deceptive
actually make it for my adversary. .
But in the proposals by which I initiate peace neg
my negotiations propose is situated in a third locus whi

wWould be worth dwelling on this realm of confusion—which is
hich the whole human opera buffa is played out—to under-
ys by which analysis proceeds, not only to restore order here
jiate the conditions for the possibility of its restoration.

188 Wesen, “the core of our being”—it is not so much that Freud
farget this, as so many others before him have done with the
OW thyself,” as that he asks us to reconsider the pathways that

p el n = .. . .
e this” which he proposes we attain is not a this which can
howledge, but a this—doesn’t he say as much?—which con-

nor my interlocutor. and to which, as he teaches us, I bear witness as much and

This locus is nothing but the locus of signifying
the comedy of the distressed complaint of the Jew
telling me you are going to Cracow so I'll believe you at
when you really are going to Cracow?”

Of course the aforementioned flock-movement €

saberrations, phobias, and fetishes, than in my more or less

4T no longer the object of the ambiguous praise with which
r ‘the impregnable burrow of his fear. And if he is, after all,
“onced there, it is because the supreme agent at work since
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time immemorial, digging its tunnels and maze, is

Logos he serves.

Then how do you explain the fact that a scholar like Ez
talent for the “commitments” that solicited him in his

could hold such an eminent place in the revolution b
mation in which man has as much of a stake in each

It is by touching, however lightly, on man’s relatia

this case, by changing the procedures of exegesis

course of his history by modifying the moorings of his

It is precisely in this respect that anyone capable o
we have lived through in our own lives can see that Fr
misunderstood it has been and however nebulous its co
constitutes an intangible but radical revolution. There
ing witnesses to the fact:* everything that concerns no
ences, but the destiny of man, politics, metaphysics,

advertising, propaganda—and thus, no doubt, econg
by it.

But is this anything more than the dissonant effec
where Freud has traced a pure path? It must be said he

takes advantage of the psychological categorization
following this path, as is the case of contemporary ps
a return to the Freudian discovery.

Thus the vulgarity of the concepts by which its pe

the embroidery of Freudery [ fofreudisme] whichisn
what must be called the discredit in which it prosp
to the fundamental repudiation of that discovery.

Through his discovery, Freud brought the bore
being that seemed to mark the limits of science within

This is the symptom of and prelude to a reexami
in the midst of beings [dans [’étant], as all the pos

heretofore assumed it to be—but please don’t be conte
that I am saying so as a case of Heideggerianism, €V
that adds nothing to the trashy style by which itise
any reflection with the quip, “Separate that out forme

When I speak of Heidegger, or rather when [ tran

serve the sovereign signifierness of the speech he pro

If I speak of the letter and being;, if I distinguish the
it is because Freud suggests them to me as the terms |
transference effects refer—effects against which T h
battle in the twenty years that I have been engaged in th

iF

jainst his intentions.

[1]

2o, 145. 1. a., trans. Louise
i Gallimard), vol. 11, 400,
Was “Psychoanalysis and the
na
place on May 9, 1957, in the
MEheater at the Sorbonne, and
filinved afrerward over drinks.
Ee .del']-aienanalyse," GWXIV,

|8

O useful in overturning the
Hological function,” which
g related to the matter—
8 day in the purely linguistic
Omajor forms of aphasia clas-
the leaders of modern linguis-
on. See the most accessible
thored by Morris Halle),
guage (s Gravenhage and

7
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Bor Freud, call impossible: that of psychoanalysis. Itis also because
8 bers avoid losing their way there.

nt the field they have inherited from falling fallow, and to that
that if the symptom is a metaphor, it is not a metaphor to say
b than it is to say that man’s desire is a metonymy. For the symp-
etaphor, whether one likes to admit it or not, just as desire is a
Bven if man scoffs at the idea.

to rouse you to indignation over the fact that, after so many
eligious hypocrisy and philosophical posturing, no one has yet
jeulated what links metaphor to the question of being and
%o its lack, something of the object of this indignation must still be
] g that, as both instigator and victim, corresponds to it:
dman of humanism and the irremediably contested debt he has

T.tyem.up.t
May 14-26, 1957

article is a presentation I made on April 23, 1960, to the Philo-
ty regarding the paper Mr. Perelman gave there on his theory
a8 a rhetorical function—found in his Traité de l'argumentation.
ntation is included as an appendix (Appendix II) in this volume

Notes

New York: Mouton, 1956), part II, chapters 1
to 4; see too the collection of translations into
French of his works that we owe to Nicolas
Ruwet, Essais de linguistique générale (Paris:
Minuit, 1963).

6. Recall that discussion about the need for
anew language in communist society really did
take place, and that Stalin, much to the relief of
those who lent credence to his philosophy, put
an end to it as follows: language is not a super-
structure,

7. By “linguistics” I mean the study of
existing languages [langues] as regards their
structure and the laws they reveal; this does
not include the theory of abstract codes
(incorrectly placed under the heading of com-
munication theory), so-called information
theory (originating in physics), or any more
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or less hypothetically generalized semiology.

8. Cf. St. Augustine’s De Magistro; I ana-
lyzed the chapter “De significatione locutionis™
in my seminar on June 23, 1954.

9. Thus L. A. Richards, author of a book
about procedures appropriate for reaching this
objective, shows us their application in another
book. He selects for his purposes a page from
Meng Tzu (Mencius, to the Jesuits) and calls the
piece Mencius on the Mind, given its object. The
guarantees provided of the purity of the exper-
imentare nothing compared to the luxury of the
approaches employed. And the man of letters,
an expert on the traditional Canon that contains
the text, is met right on the spot in Peking where
our demonstration-model wringer has been
transported, regardless of the cost.

But we will be no less transported, though
less expensively, upon witnessing the transfor-
mation of a bronze, which gives off bell-tones
at the slightest contact with thought, into a rag
with which to wipe clean the slate of the most
depressing British psychologism. And not, alas,
without quickly identifying it with the author’s
own brain—all that remains of his object or of
him after he has exhausted the meaning [sens]
of the one and the common sense of the other.

10. It is in this respect that verbal hallucina-
tion, when it takes this form, sometimes opens
a door that communicates with the Freudian
structure of psychosis—a door which was hith-
erto missed since it went unnoticed (see my
Seminar from 1955-1956).

11. I did so on June 6, 1956, taking as an
example the first scene of Athaliak, incited, I
confess, by an allusion—made in passing by a
highbrow* critic in The New Statesman and
Nation—to the “supreme bitchery” of Racine s
heroines, designed to dissuade us from making
reference to Shakespeare's savage tragedies,
which has become compulsory in analytic cir-
cles where such references serve to whitewash
the vulgarity of Philistinism.

12. (Added in 1966:) The publication by
Jean Starobinski, in Le Mercure de France (Feb-
ruary 1964), of the notes left by Saussure on
anagrams and their hypogrammatical use, from
the Saturnine verses to the writings of Cicero,
provide the corroboration 1 didn’t have at the
time.
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designates congruence.

0

Internarional Ps ignates, in this context, the

(We shou pes the signifying effect (or sig-
sage from see that the term is latent
Auftreten, patent in metaphor.

re altogether different if—in
ilike “Why are there philoso-

Biegen, dies |
Schmeicheln, ¢

Schwiinzein, ¢ more candid than usual,
diese rechtl { ot only a question that
Unfihigleit, en asking themselves since
MenscialP also the one in which they
ten ihrer wi interested.

wenn man mber 1968:) This and the
bloss in Gesell:

Gesellschaft.

Let us be gi
author of
Speech in Psy
XXXVIL 6 [1956]
to point out that |
work by him that da
doubt explains wh
of the work p
is nevertheless
publisher (sic.

14. Esprit is
German Wiy with
of his third
scious. The far
equivalent in E
weighed down b
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next paragraph were rewritten solely to achieve
greater clarity of expression.

23, “Fetischismus,” G XIV, 311.

24. One of my colleagues went as far as this
thought in wondering if the id (£5) of Freud’s
last doctrine wasn't in fact the “bad ego.”
(Added in 1966:) You see the kind of people I
had to work with.

25. Note, nevertheless, the tone with which
people spoke in that period of the impish pranks
of the unconscious: Der Zufall und die Kobold-
streiche des Unbewussten (“Chance and the Imp-
ish Pranks of the Unconscious™), one of
Silberer’s titles, which would be absolutely
anachronistic in the present context of soul-
managers.

26. T'll highlight the most recent in what
flowed quite smoothly from Frangois Mau-
riac’s pen, in the Figaro littéraire on May 25, by
way of an apology for refusing “to tell us his
life story.” If one can no longer undertake to
do this with the old enthusiasm, the reason, he
tells us, is that, “for half a century, Freud,
whatever we may think of him,” has left his
mark there. And after briefly yielding to the
received idea that it would be to submit to the
“history of our body,” Mauriac quickly returns
to what his writer’s sensibility could not help
but let slip out: our discourse, in endeavoring
to be complete, would publish the deepest con-
fessions of the souls of all our loved ones.
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