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Note on the Text

Having been invited to deliver a series of monthly
seminars for junior psychiatrists at the Sainte-
Anne Hospital in Paris, Lacan chose the title 7be
Psychoanalysts Knowledge. Some of his pupils,
perhaps inspired by reading Bataille, had at the
time been waving the banner of ‘non-knowledge’.

While the first three of these entretiens, as
Lacan called them, corresponded roughly to
his initial idea, the next four revolved around
questions that were being discussed in his main
Seminar held in the Law Faculty on the place du
Panthéon under the title ... or Worse.

I have respected this caesura by inserting these
four sessions in their chronological position in

Book XIX of the Seminar, where they would
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KNOWLEDGE, IGNORANCE, TRUTH AND JOUISSANCE

that reigned back then in the on-call room at
Sainte-Anne was, let’s say, unmentionable.

It’s true that they were the people who had a
vocation for it, and at the time to have a vocation
for asylums was something fairly peculiar.

In thar same on-call room, four people rolled
up at the same time, whose names I cannot be
averse to uttering again, for | was one of them.
The other whom it will please me to conjure up
this evening was Henri Ey.

It may be said, with the time that has elapsed
since then, that Ey was the civilizer of this igno-
rance. | commend his work. As Freud noted,
civilization doesn’t remove discontent, quite the
contrary. But in the end, das Unbebagen, being ill
at ease, has a precious side to it.

If you believe that there is the faintest degree
of irony in what I’ve just told you, you are sorely
mistaken, but you cannot help but be mistaken
because you cannot imagine the level of ignorance

in the asylum setting before Ey got involved. It
was something quite spectacular,

History has since moved on, and I've just
received a memo conveying the alarm that is
being felt in one region of this setting with regard
to a movement that is promising to set sparks
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KNOWLEDGE, IGNORANCE, TRUTH AND JOUISSANCE

not about to lighten this load, nor to scale down
the place it occupies. This is the least one can say
about it, which leaves the questions of antipsy-
chiatry in a somewhat awkward situation.

This is an introductory intimation, but [ would
like to point out that as far as the on-call rooms
are concerned there is, even so, something quite
striking, and which to my mind forms a conti-
nuity berween the old and the most recent, and
this is the extent to which psychoanalysis has
improved nothing with regard to the channels
taken by different forms of knowledge.

The psychoanalyst — 1 raised this question in
the academic year of 1967-8, when I introduced
the notion of the psychoanalyst, preceded by a def-
inite article, a definite article the logical value of
which 1 was trying to inculcate in a fairly large
audience — the psychoanalyst doesn’t seem to
have changed anything with regard to a particular
seat of knowledge.

There’s nothing irregular about this. Changing
the seat of knowledge is not the kind of thing
that just happens overnight. The future belongs
o God, as they say, that is, 1o good luck, the
good luck of those who had the bright idea of

following me. Something will come of them, so
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things are welcome, because they’re all the rage.
In short, one gives oneself over to a whole lot of
mimicry. You go first, Lady Truth, the rrox, the
hole, is just down there, and that’s your place.

In the end, this non-knowledge is a #rou-vaille,
a find. There’s no better when it comes to intro-
ducing lasting confusion on a delicate subject,
the point in question in psychoanalysis, which
I've just called the palpable frontier between
truth and knowledge.

Ten years previously, another find was made,
which wasn’tbad either, in relation to what I really
do have to call my discourse. 1 started by saying
that the unconscious was structured like a language.
A wonderful thing was found — the two fellows
who were best suited for spinning that thread were
given quite a nice piece job t do, a Vocabulary
of Philosophy. What am I saying? A Vocabulary
of Psychoanalysis.> Did you catch my slip of the
tongue? Well, it’s on a par with the Lalande.

Someone in the audience — Lalangue?
No, not ... gue, it’s ... de. Lalingua, as I write it

now, in one word, is something else. You see how
cultivated they are!









KNOWLEDGE, IGNORANCE, TRUTH AND JOUISSANCE

Do you need reminding that when Freud was
trying to account for the difficulties of clearing
the path of psychoanalysis, he published an arti-
cle in Jmago, in 1917 if | remember rightly, which
was translated and published in the first issue of
the International Journal of Psychoanalysis under
the title A Difficulty in the Path of Psychoanalysis?
1t’s about the fact that the knowledge involved
does not come across easily. Freud explains it as
best he can, and this is even how he courts mis-
understanding,.

I€’s no accident. 1 believe I’ve managed, at least
in one particular region, to get them to stop harp-
ing on about the famous term resistance. But it’s
quite certain that there is another region where
the term still flourishes. For Freud, resistance is
clearly a constant apprehension. 1 daresay we all
have our slippages, and they are fostered above

all else by resistances. Given time, some will be
uncovered in what I have said ... well, that’s not
entirely sure.

Anyhow, Freud falls wide of the mark. He
thinks there is only one thing to be done to over-
come resistance, and that is revolution. And so
he masks over entirely what is at issue, namely
the very specific difficulty thac there is in making
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psychoanalysis as follows — what has been dealt
a blow is, strictly speaking, the consistency of
knowledge that means that when one knows
something, the least one can say about it is that
one knows that one knows it. That’s the core of
it.

Some heavy daubing shapes an ego around
that. Namely, the one who knows that he knows
is the ego. 1t’s clear that this reference to the
ego is secondary in relation to the fact that a
knowledge is known, and that the novelty that
psychoanalysis reveals is that this is a knowledge
that is unknown to itself. But I ask you, what is
new in all that, or even likely to give rise to resist-
ance, if this knowledge was in the very nature of
a whole world, an animal world, where no one
dreams of marvelling at how an animal knows,
by and large, what it needs? If it’s an earthbound
animal, it doesn’t go immersing itself in water
beyond a limited time. It knows that this holds
no value for it. If the unconscious is something
surprising it’s because this kind of knowledge
is something else. We've always had some idea
of this knowledge, but how poorly founded this
idea was, since people have evoked inspiration,
enthusiasm and so on. The unknown knowledge

16
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entail a new type of discourse, one that is not easy
to maintain and which, up to a certain point, has
yet to be begun.

1 said the unconscious is structured like a lan-
guage. Which language? And why did 1 say «
language?

We're starting to know a thing or two about
language. They speak about object-language in
logic, whether mathematical or otherwise. They
speak of metalanguage. They’ve even been speak-
ing for a while now about language at the level of
biology. They speak about language undiscern-
ingly.

To begin with, 1 shall say that if I speak about
language it’s because it’s a matter of common
features to be met in speech. Though this speech
is subject to very high variety, there are still con-
sistent patterns. As I took the time, the care,
the trouble and the patience to spell out, the
language at issue is the one in which one may
distinguish, amongst other things, between code
and message. Without this minimal distinction
there is no place for speech. This is why, when
I introduce these terms, 1 give them the title
Function and freld of speech — that’s the function,
and language — that’s the field.

18
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In the lines of thought that I've just empha-
sized, which range from this sophisticated
description of the pleasure principle to the open
acknowledgement of what is involved in funda-
mental jouissance, it is assuredly even stranger
to see Freud turning to what he designates as a
death instinct. Not that this is wrong, it’s just
thac stated in that way, in so learnéd a fashion,
this is precisely what the learnéd people he begat
under the name of psychoanalysts absolutely
could not swallow.

The international psychoanalytic institution is
characterized as a whole by lengthy cogitation,
lengthy rumination, on the death instinct, with
their interminable mazes, their way of being spli,
of dividing, of fluctuating between accepting it
and not accepting it. I'm scopping right here, |
won't follow him that far. Rather than employ a
term that sounds like it’s chosen to afford the
illusion that something has been discovered in
this field, something that one could say is analo-
gous to what in logic is called a paradox, it’s
astonishing that, given the field he had already
cleared, Freud didn’t think he needed to give
any indication of jouissance, pure and simple. In
the realm of erotology, jouissance is truly within
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anyone’s reach. IC’s true that ac that time the pub-
lications of the Marquis de Sade were less widely
circulated. This was why I thought I should indi-
cate, somewhere in my Ecrits, the relationship
of Kant with Sade. It was a matter of directing
attention to it.

Why did Freud go about it in this way? All the
same, | think there is an answer to this. It’s not
necessarily the case that he knew all he was saying
any more than any of us do. However, instead of
relaying trifles about the primeval death instinct,
coming from without or coming from within, or
turning back from the outside to the inside to
displace itself, somewhat belatedly, into aggres-
siveness and affray, one could perhaps have read
the following in Freud’s death instinct. One
could have read something that leads us perhaps
to say that, all in all, the sole ac, if indeed there
is one that would be a complete act, would be, if
it could be, suicide.

Understand that I'm speaking of an act that
would be complete in the same way that last
year | was speaking about a discourse that would
not be a discourse of semblance. Just as in the one
case there is no such discourse, in the other there
is no such act.
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Lec’s say that, here, we find ourselves faced
with the splintering apart of the notion of sexual-
ity. Without a doubt, sexuality lies at the centre
of everything that happens in the unconscious.
However, it lies at the centre in so far as it is a
lack. In other words, in the stead of anything
whatsoever of sexual relation that could be writ-
ten as such, impasses arise, impasses which are
generated by the function of sexual jouissance
in so far as it appears as the point of mirage that
Freud himself makes a note of somewhere as abso-
lute jouissance. And it’s at much closer quarters
in that, precisely, this jouissance is not absolute.

Jouissance is in no sense absolute because, first
of all, as such it is doomed to these different
forms of failure constituted by castration for male
jouissance and by division for female jouissance.
On the other hand, what jouissance leads to has
strictly nothing to do with copulation in so far as
the latter is, let’s say, the usual manner — this is
going to change — by which reproduction occurs
in the species of speaking beings.

In other words, there is a thesis — there is no
sexual relation. I'm speaking about the speaking
being. There is an antithesis, which is the repro-
duction of life. This is a well-known theme, and is
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the current banner of the Catholic Church, for
which we should salute its stamina. The Cacholic
Church asserts that there is a sexual relation, the
one that culminates in producing lictle children.
This is an assertion that is quite tenable, but it
cannot be demonstrated. No discourse can sus-
tain it, except religious discourse in so far as it
defines the strict separation that exists berween
truth and knowledge. Third, there is no synthe-
sis, unless you label as a synthesis the remark that
there is no jouissance but by dying.

These are the points of truth and knowledge, in
relacion to which it is important to stress what is
involved in the psychoanalyst’s knowledge, with
the proviso that there is nort a single psychoana-
lyst for whom this does not go unhceded. For the
synthesis, one can trust in them to support its
terms and to see them entirely elsewhcre than in
the death instinct. Chassez le naturel, as they say,
il revient au galop.

Even so, we need to give its true meaning to
this old proverbial formula.

Let’s speak about the natural. It is everything
that is clad in the livery of knowledge, and Lord
knows there is no dearth of it. The university
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11
On Incomprehension

and Other Themes



What I’'m doing with you this evening is clearly
not what I had planned to do this year, which
was to give the next step of my Seminar. It’s
going to be an entretien, like last time.!

Everyone knows -~ many ignore it — my
insistence, to those who solicit my counsel, on
preliminary ensretiens in analysis. Of course, it
has an essential function for analysis. There is no
possible way in to analysis without these prelimi-
nary consultations. But something of this comes
close 1o the relationship between these entreriens
and what I'm going to be saying to you this year,
except that it absolutely cannot be the same given
that, since I'm the one who is speaking, 'm the
one in the position of analysand.

I could have come at this from a good many
other angles, but at the end of the day it’s invari-
ably at the last minute that 1 know what I've
chosen to say. Today’s entretien strikes me as a
favourable opportunity in view of a question that
was put to me yesterday evening by someone from
my School, one of those people who take their
position to heart. I was asked, word for word, /s
the failure to comprebend Lacan a symptom?

To my mind, this question has the advantage
of leading me straight to the crux of the marter. It
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ON INCOMPREHENSION AND OTHER THEMES

who says it reckons that your conduct, your com-
ments, are a symptom. It’s become a banaliry.

I point out to you, even so, that at this level,
from this angle, symptom has the sense of truth
value. It is in this respect that whart has slipped
into public consciousness is more precise, alas,
than the idea many psychoanalysts manage to
form of it. Let’s say that too few of them know
about the equivalence between a symptom and a
truth value.

This has an historical guarantor, in that it
reveals that the meaning of the word symprom
was discovered and stated before psychoanalysis
came on the scene. As | have emphasized fairly
often, this equivalence is the essential step taken
by Marxist thought.

To translate the symptom into a truth value we
need to experience at first hand what is supposed
in terms of knowledge in the analyst by the fact
that he really ought to be interpreting knowingly.

To make a brief digression here, I shall indicate
that this knowledge is, as it were, presupposed of
the analyst. This is what | accentuated with regard
to the subject supposed to know as grounding the
phenomena of transference. I've always empha-
sized how, for the analysand-subject, this does
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good while over the system ... of philosophers, at
the very least.

It would be wrong to poke fun at this because,
though it held sway over the philosophers’ system,
they held sway over everyone else’s system. This
is what analysts denounce in what they label as
resistance. 1 fought this, during a phase of my
teaching the trace of which is preserved in my
Ecrits, in order to question them on what they
knew about what they were doing by bringing in
the Being of this damned entity they talk abour,
not altogether indiscriminately. Once in a while,
they call it mankind. However, for as long as I've
been among those who have voiced a few reserva-
tions about this term, people have been using it
less and less. This Being has no special tropism
towards truth. Let’s not say any more on that
score.

So, the symptom is a truth value. This is the
function that resulted from introducing, at a par-
ticular historical moment that I have dated well
enough, the notion of symprom.

A symptom is not cured in the same way in
Marxist dialectic and in psychoanalysis. In psy-
choanalysis, it has to do with something thart is
the translation of its truth value into speech. That
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for what the analysts did with resistance — that it
stems from something akin to dissatisfaction, to
disharmony, to something that is experienced in
the handling, precisely, of the truth value.

Subjects who are beset by mathematical
incomprehension expect more from truth than
the reduction to those values that are called, ac
least on the first steps of mathematics, deductive
values. Articulations that are said to be demonstra-
tive strike them as lacking something, precisely
at the level of a requirement of truth. The zrue
or false bivalence puts them to flight, and, let’s
say it, this is not without good reason. Up to a
certain point, one can say that there is a certain
distance between truth and what we may call a
cipher.’

The cipher is nothing else but a written form,
the written form of its value. Regardless of
whether the bivalence is expressed, depending on
the case, in rerms of 0 and 1 or T and F, the result
is the same, in view of something that appears to
be a requisite for some subjects.

You were able to hear earlier that I wasn’t
speaking about anything that is, in any sense
whatsoever, content. On what grounds would
one use such a term? Content doesn’t mean a
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the person who touches it and goes numb, is
plainly an encounter between two fields that have
no accord between them, though this wasn’c yet
known at the time the metaphor was wrought.
Field, here, is being taken in the proper sense of
mmagnetic field.

I would point out to you that everything we
have just touched on, and which culminares in
the word field, is constituted by what the other
day I called, via a slip of the tongue, lalingua.
Field is the word 1 used when I said Function
and field of speech and language. The ficld under
consideration here, turning incomprehension as
such into the key to it, is precisely what allows us
to exclude all psychology from it.

The fields at issue are constituted by the real,
which is just as real as the torpedo ray and the
innocent finger that has just touched ir. Just
because we make our approach to the matheme
along the paths of the symbolic, this doesn’t

mean that it’s not a2 matter of the real.

The truth in question in psychoanalysis is what,
by means of language — I mean through the func-
tion of speech — approaches something that is

real.
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obtaining, namely coupling. Psychoanalysis
makes us face up to the fact that everything
depends on this pivoral point that is called sexual
jouissance.

However, it turns out that sexual jouissance
may be articulated in a coupling of duration, or
even one that is momentary, solely if it involves
an encounter with castration, which possesses no
dimension except in lalingua. The only thing that
allows us to affirm this are the comments we
garner in the psychoanalytic experience.

The articulation of this opaque kernel called
sexual jouissance strikes me as being altogether
deserving of an effort to formulate the matheme
for it. I point out to you that the articulation to
be explored in this register, which is called cas-
tration, dates merely from the historically recent
emergence of the psychoanalytic discourse. The
effort in question is for something to be demon-
strated, differently from what is merely endured,
endured in a kind of shameful secret which, on
account of having been made public by psychoa-
nalysis, remains none the less shameful and bereft
of outcome. No one seems to have noticed that
the question lies at the level of the entire dimen-
sion of jouissance, namely, the speaking being’s
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to see where the real that this entire discourse
hinges on is assured.

In conformity with everything that is accepted
in analysis, the real I speak about is that nothing
is assured regarding what seems to be the finality
of sexual jouissance, of copulation, without these
steps that are glimpsed altogether confusedly, but
which are never isolated in a structure compara-
ble to the structure of a logic, and which is called
castration.

It is very precisely in this respect that the effort
of logic has to be a model for us, even a guide.
And don’t press me to speak about isomorphism.
The fact that there is a fearless lictle rascal from
academia who reckons my statements on rruth,
semblance, jouissance and surplus jouissance are
formalist, even hermeneutic ... why not? It’s
rather a matter of what in mathematics is known
as a generator operation. It’s a curious thing, and
i’s an encounter. This year, at a different location
from this one here, we are going to try prudently
to approach what is at issue, from afar, and step
by step. One shouldn’t expect too much from
the sparks that might fly, but it will come in due
course.

The object 2 I spoke to you about earlicr is not
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an object. It is what allows each of these four dis-
courses to be made into a tetrahedron in its own
way. Strangely enough, what the analysts can’t
see is that the object « is not a point that is local-
ized somewhere in the four others or the four that
they form together. It is the construction, it is the
tetrahedral matheme, of these discourses.

The question, therefore, concerns where each
achosique being, each embodied  that every one
of us is in some capacity, is most beset by incom-
prehension of my discourse. The question may
be asked. Whether or not this incomprehension
is a symptom is secondary. But what is altogether
certain is that, theoretically speaking, it's at the
level of the psychoanalyst that incomprehension
of my discourse must dominate, and precisely
because it is the analytic discourse.

Perhaps it’s not the privilege of the analytic
discourse. After all, the one who pushed furthest
the discourse of the master, before 1 brought my
object # into the world, and who clearly made
a mess of it because he wasn't acquainted with
the object @, was Hegel, to cite him by name.
He always said that if there was one person
who understood nothing of the discourse of the
master, then it was the master himself. Hegel
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interest can consist of. It needs absolutely to be
exhausted in all its facets.

I've just indicated what might be involved in
the status of the analyst ar the level of semblance.
It is no less important to articulate it in its rela-
tionship with truth. And what is most interesting
— this really is the term because it’s one of the
only meanings you can give to the word interest
— is the relation that this discourse has with jou-
issance, the jouissance that sustains, conditions
and accounts for this discourse.

I don’t want to end by giving you the idea thar
know what mankind is. There are surely people
out there who need me to toss them this litde
fish. After all, I can toss them this fish because
it doesn’t connote any kind of promise of pro-
gress, ... or worse. I can tell them that, very
probably, what specifies this animal species is an
altogether anomalous and strange relationship
with jouissance.

This may well have a few minor extensions
on the side of biology. Why not? But I observe
simply that analysts have not led to the slightest
progress being made in the biologizing reference
to analysis.
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I11
I’ve Been Talking
to Brick Walls



It's not known whether the serial is the principle
behind what is serious. Nevertheless, | find myself
faced with this question. The question has arisen
due 1o the fact that clearly I cannot continue
here what elsewhere is defined as my teaching,
as what is called my Seminar, if only because
not everyone has been informed that I've been
holding a short conversation here once a month.
And since there are people who sometimes take
the trouble from quite far afield to keep up with
what [ say elsewhere, under the Seminar tidle, it
wouldn’t be right to continue here.

It’s a matter of knowing what I’'m doing here.
It’s not altogether what T was expecting. I've
been led to change direction by this crowd, a
crowd that has ensured that those whom T actu-
ally invited to something that was initially called
The Psychoanalyst’s Knowledge are not necessarily
absent, but are a little swamped by it. For those
who are here, I don’t know whether in alluding
to my Seminar I'm speaking about something
they are familiar with.

They should also take account of the fact thar,
since last time, I have got this Seminar under
way. I've got it under way, and if one is a little
attentive and rigorous, one cannot say thac this
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can be done just once. Effectively, it’s done twice.
And this is why | can say that I've got it under
way, because were it not for the second time,
there wouldn’t be a first.

This holds interest when it comes to calling to
mind something I introduced a while ago regard-
ing whau is called reperirion.

Obviously, repetition can only begin with
the second time, which turns out to be the one
that inaugurates the repetition. If it weren’t for
the second, there would be no first time. This
is the story of 0 and 1. Only, with 1, there cannot
be any repetition, such that, for there to be rep-
etition — I don’t mean for it to be got under way
— there has to be a third.

This seems to have been noticed in relation
to God. He only begins with 3. It took people a
while to notice, or else they had always known as
much but it wasn’t noted because, after all, you
can’t swear to anything in this sense. However,
in the end, my dear friend Kojéve insisted a great
deal on the question of the Christian Triniry.

Be that as it may, from the standpoint that
is of interest to us — and whart interests us is
analytic — clearly chis second time is a world away
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possess an atheism that is sufficiently complete
for this question not to have any effect on them,
which is far more likely. I side with this second
solution.

[t cannot be said that this is what earlier 1
called a guarantee of seriousness because this
atheism might be nothing more than a somno-
lence, which is fairly commonplace. In other
words they don’t have the faintest idea of the
dimension of the environment in which one may
swim. They float on the surface, which is not
quite the same thing, and they do so given the
fact that they hold one another by the hand. This
ends up forming what is known as a network.
There is a poem by Paul Fort along those lines —
Ifall the lasses in the world were to join hands — this
is how it starts — they could make a ring around
the world. 1’s a barmy idea because in realiry the
lasses of the world have never dreamed of doing
that. On the other hand, the lads of the world,
whom the poem also speaks about, understand
one another on that score. They all join hands,
and all the more so given that if they didn’t, then
each lad would have to confront the lass all on his
own, and the lads don’t care for that. They have
to join hands.
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I’s a different matter for the lasses, though
they do get embroiled in it within the context of
certain social rites. Take a look at Danses et légen-
des de la Chine ancienne, i’s chic. IU’s even Shu
King — not shocking. This book was written by
a certain Granet, who possessed a kind of genius
that has absolutely nothing to do with either
ethnology or sinology, though he was incontest-
ably both an ethnologist and a sinologist. He put
forward the notion that in ancient China, lasses
and lads used to confront one another in equal
number, Why not believe him? In practice, from
what we know in our times, the lads always group
together in a certain number, over a dozen, for
the reason 1 set before you just now — because for
each Jack to be all on his own with his Jill carries
too many risks.

Ic’s something else for the lasses. Since we're
no longer in the time of the Sh« King, they group
together in twos. They're all buddy-buddy with
another lass until they snatch a lad away from
his regiment. That’s right, mister! Whatever you
might think, and however shallow these remarks
might seem to you, they are grounded on my
experience as an analyst. Once she has turned a
lad away from his regiment, naturally she drops
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action. It’s a bungled action that, therefore, runs
the risk of being successful at any moment, that
is, it could well be the case that I am indeed speak-
ing to someone. How is one to know to whom 1
am speaking? Especially when, at the end of the
day, you count for something in this business,
however hard [ try. You count at least inasmuch
as I’'m not speaking where I was counting on
speaking, because I was counting on speaking
in the Magnan lecture theatre and instead I'm
speaking in the chapel.

What a to-do! Did you hear that? Je parle a la
chapelle. This is the response. I'm speaking to the
chapel, that is, to the brick walls. This bungled
action is becoming increasingly successful. Now
I know to whom I've come to talk, to the very
same ['ve always talked to at Sainte-Anne — to
brick walls. It’s been an age. Every now and then,
I came back with a short lecture title on what
I’ve been teaching, for example. And then a few
others, which I'm not going to list. I've always
been talking to brick walls here.

Who is it who's got something to say?

Woman in the audience — We should all leave if
you re talking to the brick walls.
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other knick-knacks of which some of the crum-
bled walls still remain? It’s very hard to know.
What is certain is that we have absolutely no
first-hand accounts. We have the sense that,
throughout this entire period to which we tack
the modern label paganism, there were things
that went on during various festivals, the names
of which have been preserved because there are
annals that list the dates of such things — /r was
at the Great Panathenaea that Adeimantus and
Glaucon, and so on, you know the rest, ran into
a certain Cephalus.2 What used to go on in those
festivals? It’s quite unbelievable that we don't
have the faintest idea.

On the other hand, when it comes to the void,
we have a very firm idea about this because every-
thing that remains of what has come down to
us from a tradition that is termed philosophi-
cal accords a major place to the void. There is
even a certain Plato who made his entire idea of
the world revolve around that. /dea of the world
really is the right term, because he’s the one who
invented the cave. He transformed it into a dark-
room. There was something going on outside,
and, passing through a small aperture, shadows
were formed by all that. It may well be here that
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other things at Sainte-Anne, if only by way of
turning up each day and fulfilling my respon-
sibilitics. As far as my discourse is concerned,
everything starts off from this. If I've been ralk-
ing to brick walls, it’s because I got down to it
rather late. Long before I heard what these walls
were sending back to me, that is, my own voice
preaching in the desert — this is a reply to the
person who spoke about leaving — I heard things
that were utterly decisive, for me in any case. But
this is my own business. I mean that those whose
status confines them to these walls are quite capa-
ble of making themselves heard, provided the
appropriate lugs are within carshot.

To spell it right out, and to pay homage to
something in which, all told, she had no per-
sonal involvement, it was, as is widely known, in
connection with the patient to whom | tacked
the name Aimée, which of course wasn’t her real
name, that I was drawn in towards psychoanaly-
sis.

There wasn't only her, of course. There were
others before her, and then there were a fair
few to whom I gave the floor. This is what my
patient presentations consist in, which is a kind
of exercise that consists in listening to patients.
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Obviously this is not something that happens to
them on every street corner. It so happens that
in speaking afterwards with a few people who are
there to accompany me and to grasp from it what
they can, I learn something from it. Afterwards,
not scraightaway. Clearly one has to tune one’s
voice to the reverberation off the walls.

What I am going to try to call into question
at my Seminar this year will revolve around the
relationship berween psychoanalysis and logic,
which is something to which I accord great
importance.

I learnt very early on that logic is capable of
incurring the world’s odium. That was at a time
when I used to read a certain Abelard, attracted by
goodness knows what odour of a fly.* For my part,
I can’t say that logic made me absolutely odious
10 anyone, save a few psychoanalysts. Perhaps it’s
because I manage seriously to buffer its meaning.

I manage this with much greater ease because I
absolutely do not believe in common sense. There
is sens, meaning, but there is no common variety.
In all likelihood, not a single one of you hears
me in the same sense as another. Furthermore,
I endeavour to make it so that access to this
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meaning is not so easy, which entails you having
to put something of your own into it, which is a
salubrious secretion, and even a therapeutic one.
Secrete meaning with vigour and you will see
how much casier life becomes.

[t was precisely cthrough this that I came to
notice the cxistence of the object 4, the seedling
of which each of you poss  ;, waiting to sprout.
What constitutes its force, and by the  nesuroke
the force of every one of you in particular, is
that the object # is utterly foreign to the ques-
tion of meaning. Meaning is a little paint roughly
daubed on this object #, to which each of you
your own particular attachment.

It has nothing to do with either meaning or
reason. The question on the agenda is that many
tend to reduce reason to reson. Spell it r. e. 5. o.
n. Indulge me. This is how Francis Ponge puts
it.> Being a poet, and being the great poet he
is, we ought to make sure we don’t fail to take
into account what he tells us on this question.
He's not the only one. It’s a very grave question
that I've only seen formulated seriously, besides
this poet, by mathematicians, namely the ques-
tion as to what reason, which for the time being
we shall be content to grasp as emanating from
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reson they should turn to in order to reach what
is ar issue, namely the real.

Of course, 1 won't be able to broach it this
evening. What I can say is that it was from one
particular angle, that of a logic, thar 1 was able
— on a path that, starting off from my patient
Aimée, culminated, in the Seminar of the year
before last, in setting out the four discourses, to
which converges the scrutiny of certain items of
contemporary pertinence — to do whar? Well, at
least to spell out the reason for the walls.

Indeed, for anyone who dwells here within
these walls, the walls of the clinical asylum, it
would be as well to know that whar situates and
defines the psychiatrist as such is his sicuation in
relation to these walls, these walls whereby secu-
larism has created, on the inside, an exclusion of
madness and of what madness means. This can
only be broached along the path of an analysis of
discourse.

Truth be told, so littde analysis was practised
before me that it’s accurate to say chat there was
never on the part of the psychoanalysts the slight-
est disagreement with the psychiatrist’s position,
Yet one can find collected in my Ecrits something
that | was making heard way back, before 1950,
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reject? Well, castration. Any order, any discourse
that aligns itself with capitalism, sweeps to one
side what we may simply call, my fine friends,
matters of love. You see, it’s a mere nothing.

This was precisely why, two centuries after chis
slippage, which after all we may call a Calvinist
slippage, castration finally made its irruptive
entrance in the form of the analytic discourse.
Naturally, the analytic discourse still hasn’t
bloody got round to providing so much as a
slither of an articulation of this, but ultimately it
did propagate the metaphor of it and realize that
all metonymies stemmed from it.

There you have it. It was in the name of this,
carried along by a sort of hubbub that emerged
somewhere on the side of the psychoanalysts, that
I was led to introduce the evident factor in what
was novel about psychoanalysis, namely thar it
was a matter of language and thac it was a new
discourse.

As I have told you, the object @ in person is the
position ~ one cannot say that the psychoanalyst
brings himself to it — to which the psychoanalyst
is brought by his analysand. The question I ask
is, how is it that an analysand could ever yearn to
become a psychoanalyse? IU's imponderable. They
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Entre Phomme ¢t le monde,

Iy aun mur®

You see, | foresaw what 1 would be telling you
this evening — I've been talking to brick walls.
You're going to see that this has nothing to
do with the next chapter, bur | couldn’t resist.
Since I've been rtalking to brick walls here, I'm
not teaching a course, so I'm not going to tell
you what in Jakobson’s terms is enough to jus-
tify these six lines of doggerel being poetry none
the less, proverbial poetry. It drones along. Entre
Lhomane et la femme / Il y a l'amour. Why, of
course! There is but that. And, Entre [honme et
Lamour / Il y a un monde. When one says there
is @ world, it means, as for you, you'll never get
there. Even so, at the start it says, Entre [homme
et la femme / Il y a lamour. Between man and
woman, there is love. This means that it bonds.
A world, meanwhile, floats. Yet when it comes to
Il y a 1n mur, you will have understood that entre
means interposition, because it’s very ambiguous,
this entre. Elsewhere, at my Seminar, we will be
speaking about mesology. What holds the func-
tion of entre? But here we are in poetic ambiguity
and, it has to be said, it’s well worth it.
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pouet of Pouasie as dear Léon-Paul Fargue once
said — and love?” Am I going to have to go back
to the blackboard? You saw just now that this
was a somewhat unsteady exercise. Well, not at
all, because even so, on the left, he occupies the
entire space. Therefore, what there is between
him and love is precisely what's on the other side,
that is, in the right-hand portion of the diagram.
Between man and love, there is a world, which
means that this covers the territory initdally occu-
pied by woman, where I have written W, in the
right-hand portion. It is for this reason that the
one whom we shall call man on this occasion
imagines to himself chac he £nows, in the biblical
sense, the world. This knowing is quite simply
the sort of dream of knowledge thar comes to
the place of what has been labelled with the W of
woman in the diagram.

This enables us to see what is at issue topologi-
cally when we are told, next, Between man and
the world — this world that is substituted for the
volatilization of the sexual partner — there is a
wall. The wall is the site at which the turning
back occurs, which the other day I introduced as
the signifier of the junction between truth and
knowledge. I’'m not the one who said there was a

96



1 VE BEEN TALKING TO BRICK WALLS

cut. It was a poet from Papouasie who said there
was a wall. It’s not a wall. It’s simply the locus of
castration. This means that knowledge leaves the
field of truth intact, and vice versa.

Yet what you have to see is that this wall is
everywhere, because it is what defines the sur-
face. The circle, or the turning point — let’s say
the circle because I've represented it here as a
circle — is homogeneous across the entire sur-
face. This means that you would be wrong to
represent it in your minds as a surface that can
be represented intuitively. If I were to show you
right now the sort of cut that would be sufficient
instantancously to render this surface volatile,
in terms of something that would be specific
and topologically defined, you would see that
it's not a surface one can represent to oneself,
buc rather something that is defined by particu-
lar coordinates — call them vector coordinates if
you like — such that the turn is always there in
each of the points across the surface. As for the
relacion berween man and woman, and every-
thing that results from it with regard to either
partner, namely his or her position as well as his
or her knowledge, this means that castration is
everywhere.
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The four discourses that I mentioned earlier
are essential when it comes to ascertaining what
it is that you are the subjects of, always, regardless
of what you are doing. And you are always sub-
jects who are supposed relative to what occurs by
dint of a signifier that is clearly the master of the
game. In regard to something that is other, not to
say the Other, you are merely what is supposed by
it. You don’t give it any meaning. You don’t have
enough of it yourselves for that. But you do flesh
out this signifier that represents you, the master
signifier.

Well, what you are in all of this, shadowy
shades that you are, don’t imagine that the sub-
stance that is attributed to you in this eternal
dreaming is anything other than the jouissance
from which you are cut off. How can one fail to
see what is akin here to the substantial invocation
and the unbelievable myth of sexual jouissance,
which Freud himself deigned to echo? This sexual
jouissance is an object that goes speeding along,
like in the hunt-the-ring parlour game, but the
status of which no one is capable of stating, if
not to say that it is precisely the supreme status.
It is the supreme of a curve, to which it gives its
meaning, and also, very precisely, the supreme
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30 June 1838, namely someone who is dangerous to
himself and to others.

This is very curious, this introduction of danger
into the discourse through which social order is
established. What is this danger? Dangerous to
themselves, well, this is the very lifeblood of soci-
ety, and dangerous to others, Lord knows that
every liberty is left to each individual in this
sense.

In our age, I've been seeing protests against the
use that is made — to call a spade a spade and to
hurry up a bit, because it’s getting late — of asy-
lums in the USSR, or of something that has to go
by a more pretentious name, so as to shield away
objectors, let’s say. It’s quite obvious that they are
dangerous for the social order into which they are
integrated.

What is it that separates, what distance is
there, berween the way of opening the doors
of psychiatric hospitals in a place where the
capirtalist discourse is perfectly coherent with
itself, and a place like ours, where it is still in
its infancy? The first thing that psychiatrists, if
there are a few of them here, could get — I won't
say from my speech, which has nothing to do
with this business — but from the reflection of
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my voice off these brick walls, is to know first
and foremost what it is that specifies them as
psychiatrists.

This does not stop them, within the limits of
these walls, from hearing something other than
my voice. The voice, for example, of those who
are interned here, because, after all, it can lead
somewhere, to the point of forming an accurate
idea of what is involved in the object a.

I have shared a few reflections with you this even-
ing, and of course these are reflections to which
my person as such is no stranger. This is what |
most loathe in others, because after all, among
the people who hearken to me once in a while,
and who for that are called, Lord knows why,
my pupils, it cannot be said that they dispense
with reflecting. The mur can always function as
a muroir.

It is doubtless because of this that I have come
back here to spill some stuff at Sainte-Anne. It
was not, strictly speaking, out of delusion, but
even so, something of these walls was still weigh-
ing on my heart.

If1 can, with time, manage to succeed in build-
ing the reson d'étre, however you write it, with my
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barred S, my S, my S, and the object #, perhaps
after all you will not take the reflection of my
voice off these walls for a mere personal reflec-
tion.

6 January 1972
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In the fourth talk (3 February 1972), Lacan
announces that he intends to clarify remarks he had
made during the Seminar ... or Worse, bur the
opening picks up where the third talk left off The
relevant extract is reproduced hereunder. — JAM.

Last time [ told you | had been talking ro brick
walls. | gave a commentary on this remark, which
was articulated in harmony with what surrounds
us. A particular litcle diagram, the one that draws
on the Klein bottle, was used to reassure those
who might have felc excluded by the wording. As [
explained at lengch, what is addressed to the walls
has the property of reverberating. That I should
have been speaking in that way, indirectly, was
certainly not designed to offend anyone, because,
after all, it can’t be said that this is a special privi-
lege of my discourse.

Regarding this wall, which is on no account
a metaphor, I would like today to clarify what I
have been saying elsewhere, at my Seminar. Since
it’s not a matter of just any knowledge, bur rather
the psychoanalyst’s knowledge, this will justify
my not doing it at my Seminar.

To give something of an introduction, to sug-
gest a dimension to some of you, I will say that
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destination. Luckily they arrive too late, besides
how uncommon they are. It can also happen that
they arrive on time. These are the rare cases when
appointments are not missed. There are not many
cases in history when rhings arrive, as happened
to this nondescript Nebuchadnezzar.

As an opener, I’'m not going to push this any
further, even if it means taking it up later, because
in the way | have presented it to you, this amur
has nothing especially amusing about it. Yet for
my part | can support myself only by amusing,
whether it be a serious or comical amusement.
What | explained last time was that the serious
amusement would be going on clsewhere, in a
place where I'm being accommodated, and that I
was rescrving the comical amusements for here. 1
don’t know whether I shall be altogether up to it
this evening, perhaps due to this opening on the
lettre d'amur. Nevertheless, [ will try.

(...]
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NOTES TO PAGES §5—6I

The term is reminiscent of the mythéme that Claude
Lévi-Strauss introduced in Thbe Structural Study of Myth
(1955), there defined as a ‘gross constituent unit’ of
mythological constructions, and which itself came in
echo of the linguistic ‘phonemc’ (first conceptualized
by Jan Baudouin de Courtenay). It should be noted
that wherecas recent commentators have  retrojected
‘matheme’ to cover Lacan’s earlier algebraic notations
and diagrammatic schemata, Lacan himself restricts the
term to articulated “algorithmic’ structures in which ‘the
mathematizable is formulated in impasses’ ('L'étourdic’,
July 1972). Thus, each of the four ‘tetrahedral’ discourses
is a matheme, while, according to Lacan’s remark at
the 1976 EFP Study Days, the discrete notation S(K) is
not (Lettres de U'Ecole freudienne de Paris, issue 11, 1977,
p- s07).

The phrasing of @ partir de létre parlant could be under-
stood either as ‘on the basis of (the) speaking being’ or ‘on
the basis of (their) being speaking’.

There is a pun here on the near homophony berween
[%émoi and le mois, alluding to the civil unrest in France in
the month of May 1968. Faire l'émoi is ‘to cause turmoil’
or ‘to make a commotion’. Sec also Lacan’s etymologi-
cal enquiry, drawing on the Block and von Wartburg
entries for émeute and émonwvoir, in Book X of the Seminar
(Cambridge: Polity, 2014, pp. 12-13).

The latter speliing, /Achose, features in the written
text ‘Lituraterre’, penned in May 1971 and first pub-
lished in the third issue of the magazine Listérarure
in October 1971. The English-language translation of
this text offers ‘th’Athing’ (Hurly-Burly, 2013, 9: 34).
The prefixed ‘A’ functions as both a privative and as
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And Christopher Goldsack, thus:
Poet’s Air
In the country of Papua
I caressed the Papuanc ...
The fortune that I wish you
Is not to be Papuan.

Appendix

1 Daniel (5:25-9) is interpreting the written nouns as verbs.
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