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takes upon himself the task of propping up the subject-supposed-
to-know. I also told you, and in plenty of different ways, that the
problem in our times, in the current situation of psychoanalysis,
should merely be understood as one of the symptoms of the fact
that it is clear this subject-supposed-to-know doesn’t exist. Indeed,
nothing indicates that the Other — this unique locus where knowl-
edge supposedly comes together — constitutes a One, that the Other
isn’t, just like the subject, signifiable only on the basis of the signifier
of a specific topology that can be summed up in terms of object a.

The psychoanalyst thus invites the subject, the neurotic in this
case, to follow a path that leads him to encounter a subject-
supposed-to-know, because this incitement to know should lead
him to truth. At the end of this operation, object a, insofar as it
represents the gap in truth, is evacuated; and it is the analyst himself
who represents this evacuated object on the basis of his en-soi [in-
himself], so to speak. In other words, the analyst falls away, he
himself becoming the rejected fiction.

This is what led me to highlight the enigma and paradox of psy-
choanalytic action. If it is true that the psychoanalyst knows what
an analysis is and what it leads to, how can he execute this action?

I mentioned the word “fiction” here. I proposed that truth has a
fictional structure a long time ago already [see, for example, Ecrits,
pp. 11, 375-6, 625, and 684]. Should object a be taken simply as
pointing to the subject of truth, who presents himself as divided,
or must we, as it seems, accord it more substance? Don’t you sense
that we are faced here with a nasty knot, which already accounts in
Aristotle’s logic for the ambiguity between substance and subject,
between ousia and hypokeimenon, that persists throughout his work,
even if the two functions are distinguished, but as in a braid.

Hypokeimenon is clearly isolated by him insofar as, logically, it
is nothing other than what mathematical logic was able to isolate
later in the function of the variable — in other words, the function of
something that can only be designated by a predicative proposition.
As for the word ousia, honestly, it would be far better translated by
étre [being) or by érance, by Heidegger’s Wesen, than by substantia,
substance, a word that merely perpetuates the said ambiguity. It is
there that we find ourselves when we try to articulate the function
of object a.

An enigma or question remains regarding an act which — owing to
the very person who inaugurates it, namely the psychoanalyst — can
only be initiated by veiling what it will entail for him, not only at the
terminus of the process, but, strictly speaking, its end [or: goal, fin],
inasmuch as the terminus retroactively determines the meaning of
the whole process, inasmuch as the terminus is truly the final cause.
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The use of this term deserves no derision here, for nothing in the
field of structure is conceivable without a final cause. What alone
deserves to be derided in so-called finalism is the notion that the end
has the slightest utility whatsoever.

Does the analyst know what he is doing when he acts? That is
the precise point at which I broke off my Seminar last year, owing
to the events I mentioned earlier today, on the horizon of a knot
that was so seriously and rigorously investigated by calling psy-
choanalytic action into question. The interruption freed me from
assuredly embarrassing resonances, which are nevertheless those
around which both psychoanalytic theory and institutions can be
questioned.

I will perhaps say a bit more about it in what will now follow.

3

Let us begin by recalling to mind what results from this way of
positing, between knowledge and truth, the true field of produc-
tion, where we see that it is, in short, the psychoanalyst himself who
incarnates production.

It is in such terms that we must situate transference, for example.

Given that what we call transference is interpreted in psycho-
analysis in terms of repetition, why could analysts — except those
who are absolutely lost in this network such as I articulate it —
possibly need to call into question its objective status and claim
that it is the refusal to face something else, to face what is really at
stake in the analysis? For indeed, analysis is a situation based solely
on the structure within which nothing of the analyst’s discourse
can be enunciated that does not conform to the fact that structure
rules [commande]. We can thus grasp nothing therein except what
involves repetition.

I am not asking whether repetition is predominant in the [patient’s]
history. In a situation that is designed to investigate what presents
itself on the basis of structure, no history is organized except by rep-
etition. Let me repeat that what is at stake is what can be said at the
level of putting the effects of knowledge in the analysis to the test.
It is not correct to say that transference is itself defined by repetitive
effects. Transference is defined by the relationship to the subject-
supposed-to-know, insofar as it is structural and linked to the locus
of the Other qua locus in which knowledge is illusorily articulated
as One. To investigate in this way the functioning of he who seeks
to know, everything that is articulated must be articulated in terms
of repetition.
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To whom do we owe such an experience? It is clear that it would
never have been instated were there no neurotics. Who needs to
know the truth? Only he who is bothered by knowledge. That is the
very definition of the neurotic.

We are going to zero in on this more closely, but before leaving
the topic — about which I have not come full circle, and for good
reason — I still want to point out, in what might seem to be a tangent
with regard to what I am tracing out today, a final landmark with
which I am trying to correctly delineate this field.

If we operate in this field, as I just said we do, in a way that we
admit to be incomplete [partiale], we must admit that repetition is
the only thing in analysis that is interpretable, and that this is what
we take transference to be. And the end [fir] that I designate as the
taking up [prise] of the analyst in himself in the excavating of a [or:
drilling for a, forage d’a] is very precisely what constitutes what is
not interpretable. In short, what is uninterpretable in psychoanaly-
sis is the analyst’s presence. Which explains why, when people try
to interpret his presence — as they do, and ink has even been spilled
about it — they open the door to “acting out”*: they invite it to
occupy that place [i.e., the place of the analyst’s presence].

In order to designate the precise places of the analyst and the
subject in psychoanalysis, I reminded you, in last year’s Seminar,
of the distinction we must make, regarding the Oedipal myth,
between the heroic staging that serves analytic practice as a mythi-
cal reference point and what is articulated behind that: the knot
of jouissance at the origin of all knowledge. The subject’s division
forms and modulates like the division between the spectator and
the chorus in Greek tragedy. As for the analyst, he is in the place
of what was played out onstage: he merely occupies the place of the
actor, inasmuch as one single actor suffices to occupy that stage.
This is what gives psychoanalytic action its meaning. The other
striking paradox of psychoanalytic action is, as I reminded you last
year, the actor who effaces himself by evacuating object a. That con-
nects back up with what I said earlier.

This is what shows us that, if the fundamental rule of psycho-
analysis demands that he who enters into analysis avoid a passage a
l'acte [desperate action], it is precisely in order to privilege the place
of “acting out”* for which the analyst alone takes and maintains
responsibility.

“Say nothing, see nothing, hear nothing” — who can forget that
these are the terms with which a certain wisdom tradition, not ours,
indicates the path that should be followed by those who seek the
truth? Isn’t there something strange — assuming we recognize the
meaning those commandments thus take on — about the fact that we
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see something analogous in the analyst’s position? Yet the analytic
context makes it bear singular fruits. By saying nothing, the voice is
detached [or: isolated], as the core of what constitutes words on the
basis of saying [or: as the core of what, on the basis of what is said
(or, on the basis of the act of saying), constitutes speech, noyau de ce
qui, du dire, fait parole]. The gaze is detached [or: isolated] by seeing
nothing, which is all too often true of analysts; the gaze is the tight
knot around the sack that contains everything, at least everything
that is seen. Lastly, by hearing nothing of the two demands in which
desire has slipped and which summon it, we enfetter it in the func-
tion of the breast or excrement.

What reality could prompt the analyst to serve this function?
What desire or satisfaction can he encounter there? I don’t intend
to designate it immediately, even if I must say more about it before
leaving you today.

We should emphasize a certain dimension here, that of the
“scapegoat” — it was one of Frazer’s favorite themes — and high-
light it properly. We know that its origin is Semitic. The scapegoat
is the analyst who takes object a upon himself and who acts in such
a way that he can forever be a reprieve [or: suspended sentence,
sursis)] for the subject, such that the fruit of a completed [terminée]
analysis — as I called it last year — is a truth of which the subject
can no longer be cured, precisely because one of its terms has been
evacuated. Doesn’t this explain the singular position occupied by
the community of psychoanalysts in the social world, a community
that takes the form of an International Association for the protec-
tion of scapegoats? Scapegoats save themselves by forming a group
and, even more so, by creating ranks. It is true that it is difficult to
imagine a society of scapegoats. So one creates head scapegoats and
scapegoats who are next in line to become head scapegoats. It is
truly odd.

Poking fun like that wouldn’t be justified if, in the documents that
I just received regarding an upcoming Congress that people have
the gall to hold in Rome, there weren’t [published] texts that make
it clear that even if people ignore Lacan’s discourse, they find them-
selves faced with the very same difficulties I just articulated.

They knock themselves out, for example, by attempting to define
what is non-transferential in the analytic situation, and they come
up with statements that are, strictly speaking, tantamount to an
admission that they haven’t the foggiest. They haven’t the foggiest
because they don’t hold the key, and they don’t hold the key because
they don’t want to look [at the texts] where I have formulated it.
Similarly, they invent a term, the “self” — and it would be quite
worthwhile if someone was curious enough to investigate how it
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can be explained and resolved in a discourse like the one I have just
pronounced today. If I have time in the meetings to come, I may say
more about it. The error, or rather the ineptitude, of what is said
on the topic of the analytic treatment of psychosis — the complete
failure they evince to situate psychosis in a psychopathology that is
analytic in nature — has the same mainspring.

I indicated that I could have articulated something more
regarding analytic action, from which I was fortunately dispensed,
as I said. It is in relation to masochism that this articulation
should be provided. It would be instructive to compare psycho-
analytic action and masochistic practices, assuredly not in order
to conflate them. This was already indicated, and, in some sense,
introduced, by what I said about the conjunction of the perverse
subject with object @, which is literally displayed in masochistic
practices.

One might, in a certain way, say that the masochist is the true
master, as much as he wishes to be. He is the master of the real
game. He can, of course, founder. It is even highly likely that he will,
because he requires no less than the Other with a capital O. When
the eternal Father is no longer there to play the role, there is no one
to do so. If you address a woman, of course, if you address Wanda
[the protagonist of Leopold von Sacher-Masoch’s Venus in Furs),
there is no chance — the poor girl hasn’t the foggiest. But even if the
masochist founders, he gets off on it anyway, such that one can say
that he is the master of the real game.

I, naturally, wouldn’t dream even for a second of imputing such
success to the psychoanalyst. That would require me to trust in his
ability to seek out his jouissance that [ am far from granting. And
it wouldn’t, moreover, be very fitting. Let us say that the psycho-
analyst plays the part of the master [fait le maitre], in both senses
of the word faire [creates and plays the part of]. I will return to this
formulation, regarding — and there should be nothing surprising
about this — obsessives.

Try to pay attention for another five minutes, because what I am
saying is very condensed and subtle.

As I told you earlier, the question that arises regarding psy-
choanalytic action is that of the decisive act which, owing to
the analysand, leads to the emergence and establishment of the
psychoanalyst. Whereas the psychoanalyst is conflated with the
production of the analysand’s doing [faire] or work, we can say
that the analysand creates [fait] the psychoanalyst, in the strongest
sense of the term. But we can also say that at the precise moment at
which the said psychoanalyst emerges, if it is so hard to grasp what
can motivate him to do so, it is because his action.comes down to

352



353

354

306 Jouissance: Its Logic

faire the psychoanalyst in the sense of simulation [or: posturing,
simagrée], to playing the part of he who guarantees the subject-
supposed-to-know. Who hasn’t told the person who was willing to
help him out early on in his career [i.e., his supervisor] that he has
the impression he is acting a part, that of the analyst? Why devalue
this testimony? Lastly, and taking up anew this time the two func-
tions of the word faire, isn’t leading someone to the terminus of
his psychoanalysis — to the end of his incurable truth, to the point
at which he knows that, although there truly is action, there is
no sexual relationship — to somehow faire true mastery, even if it
doesn’t often happen?

Still, if the psychoanalyst can also be said to be involved in the
game, he is certainly not the master [maitre] thereof, unlike the
masochist. And yet he props up and incarnates its trump card [or:
strong suit, atout-maitre], because he is the one who plays the role of
object a — a weighty role, if ever there was one.

I have never before taken my discourse on psychoanalytic action
this far. What is the status of the point at which this discourse itself
can be situated — namely, the point from which I enunciate it? Is it
the point where the subject-supposed-to-know is located? In speak-
ing about analytic action, can I be its savant? Certainly not. Nothing
is final about the investigation of this action that I am undertak-
ing. Why wouldn’t I be its logician, something that is confirmed by
the fact that this logic makes me odious to so many? This logic is
articulated on the basis of the very coordinates of our practice, and
of the points from which it derives its motivation. Isn’t knowledge
— insofar as it is produced by truth — what a certain version of the
relations between knowledge and jouissance imagines?

For the neurotic, knowledge is the subject-supposed-to-know’s
jouissance. It is in this respect that the neurotic is incapable of
sublimation. Sublimation is characteristic of he who knows how to
revolve around [faire le tour de] what the subject-supposed-to-know
is reduced to [i.e., object a]. Every artistic creation involves closing
in on [cernement] what remains irreducible in knowledge insofar as
it is distinguished from jouissance. Something nevertheless comes to
mark this enterprise, insofar as it forever designates that the subject
is unfit to fully realize it.

Don’t we find, at the threshold of knowledge, something analo-
gous to the imputation that the work done by those who are
exploited is presumed to contribute to the exploiter’s jouissance?
For the means knowledge creates make of those who possess those
means the ones who take advantage of those who earn this knowl
edge by the sweat of their truth. The analogy would undoubtedly
fall flat when used in such distinct contexts, if knowledge hadn’t
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shown itself for some time already to be thoroughly implicated in
the field of what is known as the capitalist mode of exploitation.

It just so happens that excess exploitation displeases people. I
say “displeases people” because there is nothing further to be said
about it. The principle of revolutionary revolt is none other than
the fact that there is a point at which things displease people. I hope
you recall that, last year, I indicated that the analyst’s position —
assuming it has to rigorously coincide with his action — is such that,
in the field of creation [faire] that he inaugurates with the help of
this action, there is no room for anything that displeases him or
even for what pleases him. If he makes room for that, he abandons
his position.

Still, this doesn’t mean he has nothing to say to those who, in the
field of knowledge, have risen up against a certain deviating of this
knowledge, both as regards what can limit them and divert them,
and as regards the proper way to articulate knowledge, the only one
that can allow knowledge to once again leave behind the field where
it exploits people.

On that note, I will end today.

Next time I promise I will discuss in detail what is involved in the
respective positions of the hysteric and the obsessive with regard to
the Other with a capital O.

June 4, 1969
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HOW TO GENERATE
SURPLUS JOUISSANCE
LOGICALLY

On the empty set
On the one in the Other
Hegel with Pascal
The slave’s jouissance
The body purified of jouissance

This little weekly festival not being fated to continue for all eternity,
today I am going to try to give you an idea of the way in which, if
we were in a more favorable, better structured context, we could
endeavor to make the theory a bit more rigorous.

When I selected “From an Other to the other” as the title of my
Seminar this year, one of the people who, I must say, stands out
here owing to his fine ear — but who, like Saint Paul on the road
to Damascus, was floored along the way by something that hap-
pened to us last year (you are all aware of it, for its memory lingers
on) and found himself thrown off his theorizing horse by a Maoist
illumination — this person heard my title and said to me, “Well . . .
it sounds banal.”

I would nevertheless like to point out, if you don’t already suspect
as much, that the title means something that necessitates my very
explicit choice of these words, which are written as I dare to hope
you see them in your mind’s eye: “From an Other to the other.”
On several occasions this year, I have written capital 4 on sheets of
paper on which I remind you from time to time of the existence of
certain graphs, and “the other” involves what I write with a lower-
case a.

One might have thought that these terms no longer resonated in
the flabbergasted ear by any other sound than that of a little melody
by which to stroll, like “from one to the other” — “From one to the
other, taking a stroll.”



How to Generate Surplus Jouissance Logically 309

1

Yet, “to say from one to the other” isn’t insignificant. It stresses a
displacement from here to there. Those of us who are not itching
at every moment to take action can wonder why talking about two
ones might be of interest. If the other is still a one, why one more
than the other?

There is a certain prepositional use of the terms “one” and
“other,” which are inserted between a “from” and a “to,” the effect
of which is to establish between them what I called, at another
time — you perhaps recall, at least I imagine you do — a “metonymic
relationship.” That is what I just designated by raising the question
of what interest it can be if the other is still a “one.” It nevertheless
becomes interesting if you write it as follows, where the metonymic
relationship is between two elements, each of which is 1.

from the one to the other
1 1

It is important to write it in that way. Written as 1, “one” is a
privileged signified effect generally known as a number. This “one”
is characterized by what is called numerical identity. Nothing is
designated by these terms here — we are not at the level of some sort
of unary identification, for example, that of a “one” that would be
inscribed on the palm of your hand as a sort of tattoo with which
to identify you in a certain context, as has happened. In each case
here we are talking about a line [¢rait] that marks nothing. We are at
the level of what is known as strict numerical identity, which marks
pure difference insofar as nothing specifies [or: differentiates] it. The
other is other in no respect, and this is precisely why it is the other.

We might wonder why there are these things lying around in
“from the one to the other,” things known in French as definite
articles. This cannot be seen very clearly at the outset in the first
case. Why “the one”? We would be tempted to qualify the “the”
['] as euphonious if we hadn’t been sufficiently warned by prior
experience to mistrust such explanations. Let us see if it is any better
justified in the second case.

The definite article in French differs from its use in English, for
example, where its demonstrative accent is so strongly stressed. A
main feature of the definite article in French is to highlight notoriety
[le notoire], as it is known. In the phrase “from the one to the other”
with which we began, are we talking about “the other among all”
[or: “the other among many,” l'autre entre tous]? Are we going to
gently take it in that direction? Since we say “among all,” does that
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mean there are others? Yet it is worth realizing here, worth “recall-
ing,” as it were, that, when I wrote “the Other” with a capital O, I
also formulated that “there is no Other of the Other.” As this is truly
essential to my entire discourse, I am going to have to seek some
other form of notoriety for the definite article. If there is no Other of
the Other, does that mean there is only one of them? But that, too, is
impossible, because otherwise it would not be the Other.

All of this may strike you as a bit rhetorical. It is. People specu-
lated a great deal in Ancient times about these topics, which were
spelled out a bit differently back then. People spoke about the Other
and the Same, and Lord knows where that led a whole lineage
known as Platonic. To speak, as I do, of “the one” and “the Other”
is not the same thing. The Platonic lineage naturally could not do
otherwise than end up raising the question of the One, but it did so
in a way that we are going to investigate, in the end, in the sense of
calling it into question. The “one” — as we take it up here at the level
of numerical identity — is of a different order than the One elabo-
rated by Platonism.

It is clear, to those of you who have listened attentively this year,
that the relationship “of the one to the Other™ is tantamount to con-
veying the function of the ordered pair. You observed, in passing,
the major role played by this function in the introduction of what
is bizarrely called “the theory of sets” [la théorie des ensembles].
Everyone seems to adapt quite easily to “sets” in the plural, whereas
it is a burning question, which has yet to be completely resolved,
to know whether to make it a plural or not. The question at least
remains open whether we may say that an element can belong to two
different sets while remaining the same.

This little aside is designed to remind you of the powerful logical
innovation constituted by everything related to what I will call
“ensemblissement” [a play on ensemble, set, and établissement,
establishment). I like this term better than ensemblement [at the same
time] for its consonance, even though from time to time it happens
that set theory gets bogged down [or: stuck in the sand, s'ensable].
Yet it reassembles itself [se réensemblit] quite easily. In referring to
set theory, I would like to highlight, in passing, the radical innova-
tion constituted by the fact that it introduces, and literally right
from its very inception, the notion that we must not conflate any
specific element with the set that has it as its only element. They are
not at all the same thing.

This step in logical innovation can serve us as a fitting introduc-
tion to our problematic Other, about which I just questioned why
we would grant it the notorious value of calling it the Other, using
the definite article. The Other, in the sense in which I am introducing
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it, provided with a capital O, takes on notoriety, not because it is the
Other among all, nor because it is the only one, but because there
might not be an Other at all, and simply an empty set in its stead.
That is what designates it as ¢the Other.

This may remind you of the schema I have written on white sheets
of paper several times this year, in order to designate the relation-
ship between the S, and an S,, the latter being the other signifier of
the subject in the sense that the S, represents the subject to another
signifier.

A A
S S» Ss

Figure 23.1: §,, §,, §,. ..

The §, is placed here outside of a circle, A, which precisely des-
ignates the limit of the field of the Other qua empty set. The S, is
written in the field of the Other. This is what designates the relation-
ship between the S, and the S,.

I also emphasized that the limit of A, which is, let me repeat, the
empty set, is renewed with S, and as many other signifiers that may
come afterward, serving as a kind of relay.

We are going to explore this relay today. I have provided this
reminder for those of you who might not see what I am going to
designate, because you were absent when I wrote these formulas in
this way.

Note that there is nothing arbitrary about identifying the limit
traced out by the line here with the same repeated letter A, for it is
hardly the strangest facet of set theory that, when you investigate a
set, you can at any moment bring out the empty set as a subset, as
they say, of it. Regardless of the level at which it is produced, it is
the same empty set.

You are immediately going to be able to picture this very simply.
Let us posit a set constituted by the element “one” and by the set
whose only element is the element “one.” This gives us a set with two
distinct elements, since we cannot in any way confuse an element
with the set that contains only that element.

{I{1}}

The play of so-called subsets is quite interesting in set theory,
and perhaps, indeed, constitutes its main interest. I'm sorry to have
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to provide the following reminder, but the ever-larger number of
people attending here obliges me to do so.

Let us make x, y, z, and n, representing different entities, the ele-
ments of set E:

{x,y,z,n}

Included in set E is another set, known as a subset, which is the
following:

{x, y, 2z}

There are other subsets as well, and the number of them grows
quite quickly. There is the subset whose elements are {x, y, n}, the
subset {y, z, n}, and so on and so forth. I need not, I think, stress this
any further for it to be quite obvious to you.

At first glance, the subsets might seem to be parts [or: members]
of the initial set. Yet they are nothing of the kind. It is clear that the
number of subsets of the set E, from which we began in order to
articulate them, is absolutely not equal to the number of elements in
that set, namely 4, but goes well beyond it. It is even easy to imagine
the exponential formula that gives the number of a set’s construct-
ible subsets as the number of elements in the set grows.

It is very important to remember this in order to shake up
our belief in a supposedly natural geometry, and especially in a
postulate — which, if I recall correctly, a guy by the name of Eudoxus
[of Cnidus] made a great deal of — discussed somewhere in Euclid’s
Book X (I hope I am not mistaken). We will immediately see in
passing how important this point is to us, too, by enumerating the
subsets of our Other.

The Other is reduced here to its simplest function, that of being a
set bearing the “one,” the signifier that is necessary since it is the one
to which the “one” of the subject [or: the subject as “one,” 'un du
sujet] will be represented, from the one to the Other. Later we will
see within what limits it is legitimate to reduce these two Ss, S, and
S,, to the same “one.” That is the purport of my remarks today.

1{1}

It is clear that by investigating the “one” inscribed in the field
defined as the Other, as an actual set, its subsets will be the “one”
and the following, which is the way in which we write the empty set:

{1, 0}
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This is the simplest illustration of the fact that the subsets of a set
constitute a collection that is numerically greater than the number
of elements in the set.

Need I stress this further?

{1, {}}

The double parenthesis you see here is clearly the same line as the
one that designates A, exactly identical to the A qua empty set, in
the two places on the schema we saw earlier [Figure 23.1].

This reminds us that, as soon as we conceptualize that something
as simple as the unary trait is inscribed in the field of the Other, the
function of ordered pairs arises owing to the nature of sets. Indeed,
two “ones” can be inscribed here, which are distinguished owing to
their different membership. The one on the left is the sole element
of the initial set, which is empty prior to this inscription, whereas
the one on the right fills the second empty set, if I may put it thusly,
since, as an empty set, it is the same:

{1, {1}}

Herein lies the unheralded nature of the deceptively simple “from
the one to the other” with which we began earlier, which served to
remind us what is specific in the relation that inspired my title this
year, “From an Other to the other.” For everything that constitutes
our experience can merely turn, return, and forever revolve around
the question of the subject’s subsistence — the never-to-be-lost-
sight-of axis and indispensable axiomatic with which we have to
deal concretely in the most effective manner possible.

If we don’t, if this axis or axiom is not maintained, we fall into
confusion — the kind of confusion we have been seeing all around
us recently in everything that has been enunciated in the realm of
psychoanalytic experience, especially when it includes, and in an
ever more invasive way, the so-called function of “the self,” which
is especially present in current articulations of Anglo-American
psychoanalysis.

2

The difference between [1] the signifier that represents the subject
and [2] the signifier in relation to which it [i/] will be inscribed in the
field of the Other so that the subject of this very representation can
emerge, is based, as you see, on a dissymmetry. What initial steps
does that allow us to take?
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This fundamental dissymmetry allows us to raise a question:
What is the status of the Other? Does he know?

I am not asking you to respond with one voice. But why, after
all, wouldn’t you tell me the following? “No, he does not know.
Everyone knows that. The subject-supposed-to-know - bang, bang,
he’s dead!”

If I had before me two rows of students of a certain type, who I
fortunately don’t have to consider to be typical, but that I can still
call “amusing,” they would say just that. For there are still plenty
of people who believe it, and even teach it in places that are unex-
pected, even if they only came into being recently. But that is not at
all what I said.

I didn’t say that the Other does not know — those who say so
don’t know much about it in spite of all my efforts to teach them.
I said that the Other knows — this is obvious since it is the place of
the unconscious. Yet, the Other is not a subject. The negation in
the formulation “there is no subject-supposed-to-know,” assum-
ing I ever said it in that negative form, bears on the subject, not
on the knowledge. It is, moreover, easy to grasp if you’ve had a bit
of experience with the unconscious, for it is characterized by the
fact that we don’t know who it is in there that knows [qui ¢’est qui
saif].

That can be written in at least two different ways in French:

qui c’est qui sait [who it is that knows]
qui sait qui c¢’est [who knows who it is]

French is a beautiful language, especially when you, know how to
use it. As in every other language, double entendres aren’t produced
in it at random.

In my symbolism, the status of the Other is written S(A), which
designates the signifier of the Other, of the Other which I character-
ized today as the empty set. I am specifying this, because I would
not like it if - owing to the no-holds-barred style with which I earlier
assumed you would reply (I am obviously obliged to imagine ques-
tions and answers here) that the Other does not know — you got it
into your head that I am in the process of explaining to you what
is found in the upper-left-hand corner of my graph, namely S(4),
which is something else: the signifier of the barred Other. As we will
have two more classes this year, I will have time to explain the differ-
ence to you. S(A) is what I just enunciated here regarding the status
of the Other qua empty set. That means that the Other is in no wise
One. It is not because there is no other [or: there aren’t any other
Others] that the Other is One.
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I will assume, for the time being, that there is no confusion regard-
ing a certain number of my notations. I am very slowly concluding
that this is the case, but it is important to mention for reasons I will
perhaps give you a glimpse of at the end of our meeting today. Did
I really have to return to it yet again, when I have been speaking
about nothing but that since the beginning? Still, I haven’t yet seen
proof that I have no need to return to it.

In order for the subject to come from the outside and get himself
represented in the Other, he must thus find one other [or: another,
un autre] signifier. He can only find it there [i.e., in the Other].

The source of the confusion is the painful necessity that makes it
such that he must start from elsewhere, not for no reason of course.
I cannot retrace his history for you every time — namely, how this
animal with a fire lit under it [literally: with flames at its backside,
feu au derriére] ends up needing to establish itself as a subject in the
Other. It is quite clear that it is the fire lit under it that incites it to
do so [laughter in the audience]. The fire lit under it is the only thing
that interests you. Yet, I must be able to speak to you from time
to time about what happens, leaving aside the fire, which is never-
theless, of course, the only thing that can incite he who I called an
animal to get himself represented in this way.

In this perspective we must thus begin, not from the Other, but
from this “one Other,” the “one” of the signifier [or: the signifier
as the “one,” /'un du signifiant] inscribed in the Other, which is a
necessary condition for the subject to be connected to it, and a fine
occasion as well not to recall the (pre)condition of this “one” — in
other words, the Other.

Well. I'm not sure you saw it coming, but if I spoke to you about
Pascal and his wager at the beginning of the year, it was not merely
to demonstrate an erudition — that I, moreover, hid altogether, as
usual - concerning my Jansenist affinities and other such journalistic
idiocies. That is not exactly what is at stake. It is, rather, to study
what happens on the basis of what I just wrote on the board, and
regarding which you should be at least three-quarters of an hour
ahead of me.

What happens is that something must announce the subject prior
to it becoming connected to the “one Other.” This something is
there in the simplest form, that of the same unary “one” to which, in
the strictest of terms, we reduce what it can connect up with in the
field of the Other.

I wrote the simplest mode of this on the board today, the mode
of the subject himself counting himself as “one” [se compter un
lui-méme). 1 must admit that it is tempting. It is even so tempting
that there isn’t a single one of you who doesn’t do it. Despite all
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the psychoanalysis that has been dumped on your heads, there’s
nothing to be done about it. You will believe yourselves to be “one”
for a long time. And it must be admitted that you have very strong
reasons for doing so.

The mention of this “one” would instead make me vacillate and
perhaps fall — even though I am not talking right now about men-
tality, cultural context, or other such trash — into the lamentable
weakness of mentioning a fact that, in any case, you are incapable
of understanding, because I am too: there are places in the world
where the goal of religion is to avoid this “one Other.” And yet, that
involves such a different way of behaving toward the divinity that
we cannot even say, like Pascal did, that we don’t know what God is
or even if He is. We cannot say so for, according to a Buddhist, that
would already be saying too much about the divinity. It presupposes
a discipline that is obviously required, based on the consequences
that result therefrom, as you nevertheless suspect, in the relations
between truth and jouissance. They spray some kind of DDT on the
field of the Other, which obviously allows them to do certain things
that we cannot allow ourselves to do.

The logic that arose among them at a certain moment in history,
parallel to what Aristotle cooked up for us, must nevertheless bear
some relation to what I am telling you here, and it would be amusing
to see that relation. The preparation of the dish takes on a different
form. Their logic is not so bad. It is full of things that have yet to
be put to use. And instead of there simply being a major premise,
a minor premise, and a conclusion, there are at least five terms.
Still, in order to grasp it, you have to begin by doing a number of
exercises that allow you to establish a different relationship between
truth and jouissance than the one we usually find in a civilization
that revolves to so great an extent around its neurotics.

Owing to that, the following is at stake: it is insofar as he is
initially inscribed qua unary signifier that the subject announces
himself to this “one Other” who is there, in the Other, and with
respect to which he must posit himself as “one.” There is a sort of
double or nothing here for the subject. You thus see the import of
my take on Pascal’s wager which also involves just one gambler,
since the Other, as I emphasized, is not a gambler but rather the
empty set. The Other knows things, but since he is not a subject he
cannot gamble.

Pascal articulates very clearly what is involved in this double
or nothing. He even says that what is at stake is simply to have a
second life after our first and that this is worth everything. That
impresses us, and, as we are a civilization with neurotics at our
core, we buy it, we believe it — indeed, we believe it wholeheartedly.
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I believe it like you believe it. It would be worth chucking this life
to receive another. Why? Because that would allow us to add them
together, to make two. And we are all the more likely to win since
there’s no other choice.

I am not sure you grasp to what degree what I am saying coin-
cides with a little schema found somewhere in the “Remarks”
made on the presentation by Mr. So and So [“Remarks on Daniel
Lagache’s Presentation” in Ecrits]. The schema is that of a mirrored
relationship with the field of the Other, precisely constituted by the
relationship to the ideal. To establish this ideal, it suffices to prop it
up with the unary trait; the latter has a decisive impact, as the rest
of the schema shows, on the way little a — which I situated in a place
that allows it to be reflected in the mirror in the right manner — links
up with it [s’y accointer]. In this figure, I am clearly forced to instate
little a as completely given [comme tout donné], but this was merely
a stage of the explanation, for what is at stake is to know from
whence emerges this @, which is closely related to the unary trait in
the Other, insofar as it is the basis of what, in the schema, takes on
its import qua ego-ideal.

Haven't you noticed that what is at stake in the double or nothing
is also found in a certain text about which I have been speaking to
you for a very long time, so long that some of you must all the same
have opened up Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit?

To reintroduce the little story of master and slave, with its some-
what overly dramatic charge, in this way allows us to isolate the crux
of the proof, as it were. Hegel was writing at a time when Germany
was altogether shaken up in the wake of people who, fortunately,
represented something else, soldiers commanded by someone who
was rather clever, who had no need to come to my Seminar to know
how he needed to operate politically in Europe. So, master and
slave, the struggle to death of pure prestige — he really knocks our
socks off with that!

There is no struggle to the death since the slave doesn’t die —
otherwise he couldn’t serve as a slave. There is no need for struggle,
whether to the death or not. One need but think and, regarding this
struggle, to think means that, yes, indeed, if you have to do it, you
do it — one constitutes a unary trait with what is, after all, the only
thing, if you think about it carefully, with which a living being can
do so, with someone who is alive. In that way, things are clear: you’ll
only have one life, in any case. Deep down, everybody knows it, but
that does not stop there from being but one interesting thing, which
is to believe that you have an infinity of lives and that these lives are,
moreover, destined to be infinitely happy — God only knows who
made such a promise and why. We shall try to elucidate that.
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It must really have been quite something to be Pascal! What he
wrote on those little scraps of paper not intended for publication
has a certain structure that converges with the struggle, which is
only to the death insofar as it transforms one’s life into a signifier
limited to the unary trait. This is what constitutes pure prestige and
it is, moreover, chock-full of effects that take their rightful place at
the level of animals.

The struggle is no more to the death in animals than it is in men.
We need but consider what happens in the struggle among males
that Konrad Lorenz described so well for us. Weekly papers are
still making much of it 20 years after I showed its importance in my
Seminars at Saint Anne Hospital, at the time of the mirror stage and
I don’t know what else, the migratory locust and the stickleback.
When people asked, “What is a stickleback?” I drew them a picture.
Sticklebacks and other species don’t necessarily kill each other;
they intimidate each other. Lorenz showed us astonishing things on
that score — what happens among wolves, for example. A male wolf
that is intimidated offers up his throat to be bitten by the threaten-
ing wolf. The gesture suffices; the other male has no need to rip his
throat out. Yet the victorious wolf does not thereafter believe he
is two wolves. The speaking being, on the other hand, believes he
is two ~ namely, as they say, “master of himself.” That is the pure
prestige that is created in this business. Were there no signifier, you
could never imagine such a thing.

It is enough to talk to anyone at all to realize that, at a minimum,
he believes himself to be two. That’s because the first thing someone
always tells you is that, if things hadn’t happened the way they did,
they would have been otherwise, and they would have been so much
better because they would have corresponded to his true nature,
to his ideal. The exploitation of one man by another begins at the
level of ethics, except that we see more clearly what is at stake at the
level of ethics — in other words, that it is the slave who is the mas-
ter’s ideal. It is the slave who brings the master what he needs, his
“one-extra” [un-en-plus]. That is the ideal: scrupulously performed
services [service service].

This makes what happens to the master at the end of history in
Hegel’s work much less astonishing. It suffices to look at it to realize
that the master is as thoroughly enslaved as you can get. Whence
the formulation I proffered about him at a certain turning point,
at Saint Anne Hospital — that he is history’s cuckold. But he is
cuckolded right from the outset; he is a magnificent cuckold. That
is the ideal, and the ego-ideal: a body that obeys. The master looks
for it in the slave. But, naturally, he does not know what the slave’s
position is. For nothing, in all of that, proves that the slave doesn’t
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know perfectly well what he wants right from the outset. As I have
very often pointed out, the question of the relations between the
slave and jouissance is not at all elucidated [by Hegel]. Whatever
the case may be, it leaves his own choice in this matter completely
in the dark.

After all, nothing proves that the slave has refused the struggle,
or even that he was intimidated by it. If, indeed, this double or
nothing between the “one™ and the “one” costs something, nothing
proves that it doesn’t also encroach on entirely different situations
than animal situations in which we see the possible point of connec-
tion, even though the latter is not necessarily unique. One can thus
imagine a slave who views things altogether differently. The Stoics
even tried to do something like that. But the Church painted them
green and hung them on the wall, which made it such that we can no
longer grasp what was at stake — they are no more recognizable than
the lobster in [Aesop’s] fable. The Stoics provided a certain solution
to the double or nothing, which was the slave’s position. Others
might continue their struggles as they liked; the Stoics concerned
themselves with something else.

All of which merely repeats what I said earlier: the exploitation
of one man by another must be taken up at a level that is, let us
say, ethical. The game involved in my right to imagine myself to
be two, and in constituting my pure prestige, deserves to take on
its import from the reminder of all these coordinates, because it is
closely related to what is known as the discontent in civilization.
The struggle to the death is perhaps a bit more complicated than
its point of departure; we can gauge how far it goes in a civiliza-
tion that is characterized precisely by having taken it as its point
of departure.

Indeed, to return to the subject, Hegel’s ideal master, represented
by “one,” wins, naturally, because he alone wagers. It is precisely
because he signified himself as “two™ that, having won, he can latch
on to the relationship that then gets established between the “two”
and the “one.” Since he laid the “one” on the table in the field of the
Otbher, there is no reason for him to stop. Against this “one,” he will
wager the “two.”

1)1)2)3)

In other words, he enters into action, assisted by his slave, against
anyone who has the same obsession as him and who believes himself
to be a master. And that goes on in this way, according to the series
about which I spoke to you some time back, because it can’t be said
that I don’t spoon-feed things to you:
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123581321

And that continues up to 89 or some other remarkable number
like that. It is the Fibonacci series, characterized by the following:

What is involved here is not very far from what our civilization
leads to — namely, that there are always people who are willing to
take up the position of mastery, and that it is not surprising that,
as of the last count, we now have [a U, of] somewhere around 900
million people on our hands who became masters at the preceding
stage.

What is interesting about the Fibonacci series is not at all, of
course, that it crudely reminds us of the present. If I am speaking
to you about it, it is because, as the numbers get bigger, the value
of U,_ /U, gets closer and closer to what is designated — and this is
no accident even though the context is different — by the same sign
as the one with which I designate object a. This little irrational a is
equal to:

V5 -1

2

This ratio is ever more closely approximated the further we go
in the representation of the subject by one numerical signifier to
another numerical signifier. A close approximation is obtained very
quickly — there is no need to go up into the millions. When you are
merely at the level of 21 or 34 and so on, you already obtain a value
that is quite close to that of little 4.

I am providing this example because the point is to try to
understand - via something other than the reference to the fire lit
under one that I spoke about earlier, namely, via the process itself
— what happens when the game of the subject’s representation is
played out.

3

At the outset, there is thus the double or nothing of “one” against
“one” in order for that to make “two.” After which the process does
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not stop until the end, until it has as its only result — a result that is
no slim pickings — the strict definition of a certain proportion, which
is difference functioning at the level of the apparatus I designated of
a as a number [mis en chiffres).

If we wish to explain this incredible point of departure, we can
say that the master has, in short, sacrificed his pinkie. In the end, the
pure prestige of constituting a “one” does not cost him very much.
This little finger was his life, but at this level it is not clear whether
we know the import of what we are doing, as is demonstrated by the
fact that we must, in fact, know a great deal about it to do a double
take. So he staked his pinkie once and then the whole operation was
set in motion. I mean that the master, along with his slave, has to
undergo, in his turn, the same fate.

The Trojans knew quite a bit about this. Don’t you find that
this Other, this empty set, can serve as some sort of representation,
indeed a fine representation, of the Trojan horse? Except that it
doesn’t have the exact same function as the one this image shows
us, that of pouring out warriors in the heart of a group of humans
who can’t take it anymore. Here it is the opposite. Through this
appeal, through this procedure of the 1 that is equal to the 1 in the
game of mastery, the Trojan horse absorbs more and more of them
into its belly, and that is ever more costly. That is the discontent in
civilization.

But I must go further without indulging in little poems. I will
thus leave the whole population that celebrates the Trojan horse to
line up in front of Kafka’s castle, and I will indicate that this makes
sense only if we take little @ into account.

Only a accounts for the fact that the wager is initially established
as a double or nothing, since it is a “one” against “one.” Why play
at double or nothing since we already have what can be won, as
someone points out quite correctly in Pascal’s dialogue? Except
that we must believe that the a that is isolated when the process is
followed out to the bitter end is already there at the outset and that
when one wagers “one” against “one,” there is a difference:

l+a—-1=aqa

If the master wagers the “one™ against the theoretical “one”
which is a life different from his, it is because between the two
“ones” — between <1 + a> and the other — there is a difference. That
difference can be seen afterward, since, regardless of how you take
it, whether you begin with the “one” or not, assuming you obey the
law according to which the third term is formed by the addition of
the preceding two terms, you obtain the following series:
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1

1+a
2+a
3+ 2a
5+ 3a

What is remarkable about this series is that the number of as —
that is, the numerical coefficient in front of little a — reproduces the
whole number of the preceding stage. This number is, if you will, the
number of slaves involved. The series on the right-hand side, that
of the coefficients of little a, since that is the series that is enslaved,
grows with a slight delay compared to the series on the left. The
delayed series is that of little a.

I have called this little a “surplus jouissance,” insofar as it is what
is sought out in the actual enslaving of the other, although nothing
clear is said about the slave’s own jouissance. The function of little
a as surplus jouissance resides here in the relationship of risk and
wager, in the fact that the master has the other’s body at his disposal
yet cannot do anything about its jouissance.

It is important to highlight this, not in order to illustrate the
constant status of a’s function — the function of the a privileged by
the inaugural function of the ideal — but to demonstrate that we
can, at the level of surplus jouissance, generate a in a purely logical
way.

This is, strictly speaking, the only thing of value in what I am
proposing today. But it nevertheless retains its illustrative character,
owing to the link between a and what I called having the other’s
body at one’s disposal.

It is no accident that Lévi-Strauss closely likened, and not at all
viciously, our so-called liberal civilization — for the ravages it brings
with it — to Aztec civilization. Among the Aztecs, things were more
blatant: they ripped a out of their victims’ chests for you on the
altar. That at least had a value, about which it is conceivable that it
could serve in a religion that was strictly based on jouissance.

I am not in the process of saying that everything in our culture
boils down to the master/slave dialectic. Let us not forget that in
the Judeo-Christian tradition, the first murder is one that I need
not recall to mind. But no one seems to have observed that Cain
killed Abel in order to act just like Abel did. The lambs that Abel
sacrificed to God pleased God greatly, tickling His nostrils quite
palpably —for, in the end, the God of the Jews has a body. What was
the column of smoke that preceded the Israelites as they wandered
through the desert, if not a body? Cain sees Abel fostering God’s
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jouissance so much through his sacrifice - how could he not but take
the step of sacrificing the sacrificer in his turn?

We find ourselves here at a level where we can put our finger on
the relationship to jouissance that a can have, a relationship that is
masked by the ridiculous hope we have in lives we will have after
this one, which is such that we completely leave aside the question
of the jouissance that is there, there behind the empty set, behind the
field of the Other scrubbed [or: wiped] clean of this jouissance. This
assuredly provides the value taken on in general, in what I earlier
called our civilization, by a watchword like that of habeas corpus.
You have your body; it belongs to you; only you can dispose of it by
tossing it into the frying pan.

That will no doubt allow us to see that it is not uninteresting
that in this dialectic, the rate of bodies, if I may put it thus, that get
exploited is related, in the same way, to the logically prior rate of
surplus jouissance. <5 + 3¢> may or may not come to “possess,” as
they say, <3 + 24>, but the fact remains that <3> nevertheless had
its <2a> passed down from the <2> at an even earlier stage. The
body, the body that is idealized and purified of jouissance, demands
a bodily sacrifice [réclame du sacrifice de corps]. This is an important
point if we are to understand what I told you last time, a point I will
merely summarize today — namely, the structure of obsession.

We will talk about hysteria next time, since today I was only able
to describe this series to you in the increasing direction — namely,
double or nothing. But there is another direction, the one in which
the subject might — why not? — get himself represented as the empty
set in relation to the “one” that is in the Other. This is what is gener-
ally called castration. Psychoanalysis is designed to clarify this other
direction of experience, which, as you will see, leads to totally differ-
ent results. Let me indicate right away that it is where the structure
of hysteria will be inscribed.

I will confine myself here to indicating that the structure of obses-
sion can be thoroughly situated in relation to the numerical ratios
that I articulated for you today, insofar as they are based on a series
that is quite specific. This, let me repeat, is merely an example, in
conformity with the essence of the neurotic — who himself is but an
example for us: an example of the way in which the structure of the
subject should be dealt with.

The obsessive does not want to take himself to be the master. He
takes the master as an example only in his way of escaping from
what? From death? Of course. At a certain superficial level, one
might say that I have stated that. The obsessive is very clever, taking
the place of little  himself, which, in any case, always survives the
struggle. Whatever happens, surplus jouissance is always there. But
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we have to know whose it is. Surplus jouissance is the true stakes of
the wager, and I have no need to remind you what I said about it
in order for it to take on its full import. This is where the obsessive
seeks out his place in the Other. And he finds it, since it is at the level
of the Other that, in this way of generating ethics, the a is situated.
That is how it is constructed.

But what about the obsessive’s goal [fin]? It is not so much to
escape death, which is certainly present in all of this, but is never
graspable as such in any logical articulation. The struggle to the
death, as I presented it to you earlier, is a function of the ideal and
not of death, the latter never being perceived, if not written on the
basis of a limit that is well beyond the play of the logical field. What
is at stake, and it is just as inaccessible in this dialectic, is jouissance.
That is what the obsessive intends to escape from, and I hope to be
able to articulate it clinically enough to show you that it is the crux
of his position.

Since I wasn’t able to take things any further today, and not even
to the point of communicating something to you that I wanted to
illustrate with a letter, I will stop there. I will simply indicate that if
you come next time, you will know why, if I hope to continue to give
these classes next year to you and with you, it will not, in any case,
be in this auditorium.

June 11, 1969



XXIV
ON THE ONE-EXTRA

On the intersubjectivity of the one-extra
The perverse statue
Object « is structure
The master and woman
Coalescence and cut

I would be in a still more excellent mood if I didn’t want to yawn, as
you just saw me do, owing to the fact that I got — I know not why,
purely by accident - little sleep last night.

My excellent mood is based on one of those fleeting things known
as a hope, and in this case it is the hope that, if things go a certain
way, I'll be freed from this weekly sublimation my relations with
you involve.

In one of my earlier Seminars, I proffered, “You do not see me
from where I am looking at you,” in order to characterize a type of
object a insofar as it is based on the gaze, or rather is nothing but the
gaze. “You owe me nothing from where I devour you™ — such is the
message that I could easily receive from you in the form that I call
“inverted,” insofar as it is my own message. Then I wouldn’t have
to make the two-way trip here every week around an object a that is
clearly what I just designated with a formulation that — as you must
sense from my use of the words “owe” and “devour” — is inscribed
in what is known as the oral drive; yet, we would do better to relate
it to the placental thing, the thing by which I plaster myself [ je me
plagque], however I can, onto the great big body you all constitute in
order to create something with my substance that can be a satisfy-
ing object to you. “O ma meére Intelligence” [“Oh Intelligence, my
mother,” Paul Valéry, Poésie (1920)], as someone, I no longer recall
who, once said.

Today I will thus only half-keep the promise I made you last time,
since it is merely in the form of a guessing game that I will quickly
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question you regarding what can be sketched out in your minds
regarding the following.

What could possibly justify the fact that starting next year I will
no longer have this auditorium at my disposal, an auditorium to
which you come en masse, honoring me owing to what I produce
here?

When I was asked to be a lecturer at a rather noble school, the one
known as the Ecole des Hautes Etudes, I was offered space by that
school in another school, the one we are at here, the Ecole Normale
Supérieure (ENS), which is a well-protected place that garners
all sorts of privileges within the university system. An eminent
philosopher — whose name this adjective will, I believe, allow you to
deduce since there aren’t that many of them — an eminent philoso-
pher who teaches here [Louis Althusser] interceded on my behalf
with the ENS administration so that I could use this auditorium. Is
the fact that I occupy this space the very reason why I will no longer
have it at my disposal? I don’t believe that I use it at a time of day
that could be coveted by anyone else.

Could it be that my presence here generates confusion by making
people believe that my teaching is authorized by the ENS, which I
just characterized by the eminent position it enjoys in the university
system by being, in a certain sense, excluded from it? I must note
that I have only ever authorized myself on the basis of the field
whose structure I endeavor to maintain in its authenticity. In truth,
I have never authorized myself on the basis of anything else, and
certainly not on the fact that I am speaking at the ENS. Perhaps my
presence here has led to a certain movement in the school — a rather
limited, brief movement, moreover — which cannot, in any case, be
written in the debit [or: liability, déficit] column. The Cahiers pour
I'analyse, a journal which has come out owing to the induction, as it
were, of the field of my teaching, can hardly be considered a deficit,
even if it might be said that I am not at all the one who worked on
it. Thus there are many reasons why it is not urgent that I be distin-
guished from the ENS.

A single person was, it is true, confused about this, and he
published false statements in an article I discussed with you on
January 8. The paper was rather funny, I must say, and it came
out in a journal that was the perfect place for it, the Nouvelle Revue
Frangaise. 1t discussed something that was called an extract or even
an exercise in my style, and it stated that I was a professor, which I
most certainly am not, especially not at the ENS.

If it was because of this confusion, I would note first that the
article contained plenty of other confusions. It proposed, for
example, that my teaching was founded on a commentary on
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Saussure’s work, which it wasn’t, since I never used Saussure oth-
erwise than one might use an instrument or a device, and for very
different ends than Saussure’s, since my ends are those of the field I
just designated. The article claims that I had merely read Saussure’s
work en diagonale [skimmed through it], which just goes to show
that its author is surprisingly ignorant of the use that can be made
of the word “diagonale.” It is altogether clear that I did not read
Saussure en diagonale like I read articles in the newspaper Le Monde,
which are designed to be read that way, whereas Saussure’s Course
[in General Linguistics] certainly is not. Moreover, the so-called
diagonal method is well known for its usefulness in mathematics
— namely, for revealing that, in every seriation that claims to be
exhaustive, one can extract some other entity that is not included in
its series. In this sense, I would willingly accept the idea that I had
made “diagonal” use of Saussure’s work.

But the idea that, on that basis — in other words, on the basis of
a lack of perspicacity — people would point out an oversight (to put
it kindly) that goes well beyond this lack of perspicacity, in order to
seek out something by which to imagine that some third party could
find justification to take precautionary measures (whereas it would
suffice quite simply to point out that this oversight was nothing but
that, especially on the part of someone who included quite a few
oversights in his text) — well, there is obviously something rather
odd here. It suggests that, in the final analysis, one is not allowed
to discuss knowledge in universities. For you can admit that, if an
author, who manifestly makes a mistake regarding one point can,
regarding another point, incorrectly characterize [me as a professor
at the ENS], no further action need be taken than to tell the author
that he is obviously mistaken.

This is the conclusion that I am indicating right now, a conclusion
that deserves to be drawn.

I will leave things there and — keeping you in suspense because I
can’t say any more about it today — plan to meet with you next week.
Assuming it will, in any case, be the last class of the year, I promise
I will distribute a certain number of little papers that I already pre-
pared for you and that I have in my briefcase. Should things take a
turn for the worse, these papers will at least mark something. They
will obviously not be diplomas, but little signs that will serve as
reminders of your presence here this year.

Having said that, I will now return to what I said last time.
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1

Last time, I managed to give a certain structural form to something
that is implied by what I intended to articulate this year with the
terms “From an Other to the other.”

It involves, in short, the fact that nothing that allows itself to be
taken up in the signifying function can ever be “two” again without
something being excavated in the so-called locus of the Other, to
which I attributed the status of the empty set last time.

That, at least, is the way in which what in this case changes the
topography of the real can be written, given the present state of our
logic, and without excluding the possibility that it can be written
differently.

Once again I am writing the “one,” and then the circle (which first
served to inscribe the Other). Next, in this circle [the one on the right
in Figure 24.1], taken here as a set, I am writing two elements: on
the left the “one” and on the right something which, if it is the Other
once again, should be taken as a set here. This [JJ] is the symbol that
designates the empty set. Owing to mathematical usage, it would be
wrong to use a zero; it would be more accurate to represent it, as is
classic in set theory, by crossing the zero with an oblique line which,
as you know, I use for my own purposes as well.

(O=
Figure 24.1: From the First to the Second Schema

Everything that allows itself to be taken up in the signifying
function can no longer be “two” without something — which is
located all the way to the right — being excavated, and in a way
that organizes the field on the basis of this dyadic relation in such a
way that nothing can enter into it any more without being obliged
to go around what I just called the empty set. The latter is, strictly
speaking — let it be said for those who have taken some time to
grasp this — what I have always designated, in my writings and
in my propositions, as the “one-extra” [or: “extra one,” un-en-
plus].

If at the outset I had — in order to lay out the functioning of the
unconscious in the function and field of speech and language - to
resort to the fragile and highly problematic term “intersubjectiv-
ity” (which is necessitated by Freud’s second topography, in which
nothing plays out, functions, or is regulated except on the basis of
intra-subjective correlates), my discourse has, so to speak, made
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headway, and I am stressing here the decisive function of the “one-
extra” qua outside of the subjective realm.

Let us examine the drawing I proposed last time, on which I based
what I wanted to tell you regarding the topic I am taking up anew
today.

“A [Un] subject,” 1 said, inserting it in the formulation that “a
signifier represents him to another signifier,” and who can fail to see
that the words “From an Other” in my title are already inscribed in
this formulation? The signifier to which the subject is represented
is, strictly speaking, this “Other one” [or: this “one Other,” cet un
Autre]. You see it inscribed here [in Figure 24.1] as “one,” insofar
as it is the resource to which what must function as a subject is rep-
resented in the field of the Other. As such, this “one in the Other”
cannot but include the empty set qua “one-extra.”

These three basic signifiers — the first “one,” the second “one,”
and the “one-extra” — are written here in a way that is not self-
evident. It took me months and years of explanations, designed for
the very people whose practice cannot hold up for even a second
without relying on this structure — I mean psychoanalysts. It suffices
that these three signifiers be written in this specific form for them to
already bring signifying effects with them, and for them to, in and
of themselves, constitute a structure, owing to what they already
imply, even before there is any question of showing how the subject
arises from them. By virtue of their articulation, they already consti-
tute a form of knowledge [un savoir].

The “Other one” [L’un Autre] inscribed here as the “one” which is
on the left inside the circle, proves to be what it is — namely, the “one
in the Other,” the “one” to which the subject is able to get himself
represented on the basis of the first “one” (the one that is all the way
to the left outside of the circle). What does that mean? Where does
this “one” — to which the subject is going to be represented by the
first “one” — come from? It is clear that it comes from the same place
as the first “one,” the one that represents the subject.

This is the first stage [femps] of the constitution of the Other. Last
time, I compared the Other qua locus to a sort of reverse Trojan
horse — one that constantly swallows up new units in its stomach
instead of letting them swarm out into the hushed city — because the
entrance of the first “one” is foundational, in the very simple sense
that it is the minimum necessary in order for us to be able to assert
that the Other cannot in any way include itself, except as a subset.
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2

Let me make this clear.
Can we say that the Other includes itself, if I fill out the empty set
by repeating these two elements therein: a “one” and the empty set?

IO
Figure 24.2: From the Second to the Third Schema

We can’t truthfully say that this amounts to including itself. The
set transformed in this way, written with the elements I just men-
tioned, is not the same as the first set, which has as its sole elements
the couple made up of the element “one” and the empty set. The
elements “one” and the empty set are now reproduced in this empty
set.

There is no question of the set of all sets that do not include them-
selves here, for the simple reason that no set ever includes itself. It
does not suffice to speak of the set of all the sets that do not include
themselves in order to constitute it. The very question whether a
set can include itself or not cannot even be raised until after it has
absorbed the “Other one,” so that the empty set, in being included,
appears qua “one-extra.” This is the very reason why the latter is not
in any way two. There is no empty set that contains an empty set.
There aren’t two [different] empty sets; there is only one empty set.

The inclusion of the first “one” is thus what requires that the
simplest formula for the inscription of the “two” in the field of
the Other be the couple made up of the “one,” qua element, and
the empty set, inasmuch as the latter is nothing other than what is
produced when we distinguish the subsets of a set with one element.

This stems from the very structure of sets. Even if we posit a set
that has just one element, the “one-extra” known as the empty set
arises as a subset thereof. It is because this structure was misrecog-
nized that people were long content with the “one” all alone, a
confusion that led people to say that the Other is the One.

In other words, in order to become the “one-extra” — that is what
it itself is, the empty set — the Other needs an other [or: one other].
It is a second signifier, an other “one” which, unlike the first, is
included in the Other. It is this other “one™ that I called the “Other
one.”

The relationship between the “one™ and the other “one” is such
that the subject can only come to be represented at the level of the
second “one,” at the level of S, if you wish to write it thusly. The
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first “one,” S,, certainly intervenes as representing the subject, but
this intervention only implies the appearance of the subject as such
at the level of S,

Thus, as I pointed out last time, the “one-extra” or empty set is
S(A) - in other words, the signifier of the Other, the signifier of the
inaugural A.

What you see on the board [Figure 24.2] shows the structure
thus defined, which is based on the relationship between the “one”
inscribed in the first circle, that of the Other, and the second circle,
which is that of the “one-extra,” which itself can contain the “one”
plus the “one-extra.” This “one-extra™ can only be distinguished
with reference to the “one” — it is only in this way that it is not the
same empty set.

This structure can be repeated indefinitely: “one,” circle, “one,”
circle, “one,” and so on and so forth. It is what defines the Other.

And it is the very thing that constitutes the instance of object «
as such.

3

It is indispensable, as I just told you, that there be in the Other at
least one element, reduced to the element “one,” and this is what
long made people mistake the Other for the One.

Now, there is a psychical structure that restores, as it were, the
Other’s apparent integrity, and that grounds S(A) in an effective
relation which is not marked by what is designated by the bar in
S(A) — the signifier of the barred Other. (The latter, located in the
upper left-hand corner of my graph, is nothing but the identification
of the indefinitely repeated structure designated by object a.) That
psychical structure is perverse structure.

In order to designate the apparent restoration of the Other’s
integrity — insofar as it is object a here — as perverse structure, I
will employ a metaphor: it is in some sense the imaginary cast [or:
mold(ing), moulage] of signitying structure.

Later today, we will see what plays the role of this & in the game
of psychical identification. Well, no, let us look at it right away. Let
us spell it out, taking up the first case that presents itself as one of
hysteria. We will see how Freud, who gives this economy its first
explanation, stays hot on its heels [/ui emboite le pas].

How can we fail to investigate the status of the relationship
between such narratives — between the “talking cure”* as Anna O.
herself dubbed it — and the particularly clear symptom we find in
cases of hysteria: something that is emptied out in the body, a field
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in which sensitivity disappears, and another field — whether it is con-
nected to the first or not — where motor movement vanishes?

Nothing but a signifying unit [unizé] can explain this. Freud
himself clearly pointed out the anti-anatomical aspect of hysteri-
cal symptoms. For, if the arm of a hysteric is paralyzed, it is solely
because it is called an “arm,” for nothing in the real distribution of
nerve impulses [influx] can explain the limits of its field. The body
clearly comes to serve here as a prop [or: medium, support] for the
earliest and most typical symptoms we have ever investigated, they
having been at the very origin of psychoanalytic experience.

Even if we knew nothing more about hysteria — which is not the
case, for we know a great deal more about it, I mean that we know
that it is necessary to outline this structure differently than Freud
did — how could we stay as close to the text as possible and fail to
see that Freud is, with respect to the progress made by the talking
cure*, in the place of the “Other one,” the “one” inside the circle in
the schema [Figure 24.1]? Indeed, it is at the level of Freud that a
certain subject is established. Without Freud as listener, that subject
would not have appeared, and a question remains: How could
Freud submit to listening to narratives every evening for a year or
two that were recounted while in an altered state of consciousness,
a state that marked the sectioning or cut [la coupe, la coupure] with
which a symptomatic Anna separated herself from her own subject
(as did someone like Dora)?

Recall to mind the case study. It revolves around a fact [zrait],
which is not lost in the shadows of something forgotten, but which
was simply cut off from the prior year and narrated by the patient
in the form of a historical reprisal. As Freud comes to be informed
of it, with a delay that must in and of itself take on meaning for us,
the symptom — which is quite far removed from it, and quite forced
with respect to what gets articulated - lifts. If we take things as they
are presented, it suffices that a subject come to know a fact [traif] of
this kind. How then can we fail to investigate the hidden relation-
ship at work here between what is articulated and what constitutes
a symptom?

The foundation [assise] of a subject who is transformed into
knowledge in the field of the Other, and her relationship with some-
thing that is hollowed out at the level of the body — that is the first
sketch of a structure that we have sufficiently developed for decades,
in order to [1] be able to bring this structure together in its unicity,
as what functions as the object called little @, which is this very struc-
ture, and [2] say that, with regard to the body that is emptied out so
as to function as a signifier, there is something that can flow into a
mold [or: become molded, s’y mouler] there.
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This metaphor will help us conceptualize what ends up, in the case
of the pervert, functioning in such a way as to restore the Other to
its plenitude, qua A without the bar. It is, strictly speaking, a statue.

In order to assess the imaginary relation involved in perversion,
it suffices to grasp this statue at the level of Baroque contortion.
Can anyone overlook the fact that the latter encourages voyeurism,
insofar as voyeurism represents phallic exhibition? How can we fail
to see that — as it was used by a religion concerned with regaining its
power over souls at the very moment at which that power was being
contested [during the Protestant Reformation] — a Baroque statue
(whatever it may be, whatever male or female saint it represents,
even if it is the Virgin Mary herself) is strictly speaking a gaze, a
gaze designed in such a way that, when we stand before it, the soul
opens up?

We must take advantage of this exemplary connection between
a single feature [trait] of perverse structure and some kind of
capturing — which must truly be called idolatrous — of faith, because
it brings us right to the heart of what took the form in the West of
a war of images.

4

I said that I would discuss neurosis today. Last time, you heard me
approach it by articulating that nothing about obsession can be con-
ceptualized unless it is linked to the following structure.

The master, insofar as he functions qua “one,” a signifier, subsists
only by being represented to a second “one” — which corresponds to
the slave — that is in the Other, the only place where the subjective
function of the master resides. The one and the other have nothing
in common, except what I said was initially articulated by Hegel as
the master’s wagering of his own life. The act of mastery consists in
risking one’s life.

In the booklet that constitutes the first issue of the journal
Scilicet, 1 felt I needed to cite the miraculous words of a child, which
I heard from his father. The child had told his father that he had
“cheated (his way through) life” [qu'il était un tricheur de vie]. Itisa
prodigious formulation, like those that we can hear only from those
whose speech has not yet been expurgated.

Risking one’s life is the crux of what we might call the act of
mastery, and its guarantor is none other than the slave in the Other
— the slave as the only signifier in relation to which the master can
prop himself up as a subject. The support the master finds therein is
that provided by the slave’s body, insofar as it is perinde ac cadaver
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[like a corpse; figuratively, totally submissive or obedient], let it be
said, adopting a formulation that came to the fore in spiritual life,
which was hardly an accident. The slave thus lies solely in the field
with which the master props himself up as a subject.

Something remains outside the limits of this machinery, which is
precisely what Hegel wrongly brought into it — namely, death. For
death, as has often been pointed out, shows up here only insofar as
it contests the whole of the structure as concerns the slave alone. In
the entire phenomenology of master and slave, only the slave is real.
This is what Hegel realized, and it is such that nothing need go any
further in this dialectic. The situation is altogether stable. Should
the slave die, there is nothing more. Should the master die, everyone
knows that the slave is still a slave. And as history tells us, no one
was ever freed from slavery by the death of his master.

Note that the same is true when it is the neurotic who initiates
the dialectic. Indeed, the entire dialectic involved in the relationship
between master and slave is enunciated where? At the level of the
slave himself, because it is insofar as the master is represented at the
level of the slave that the dialectic continues. Where is it heading?
Toward absolute knowledge, and for good reason. If we can see it
progress toward and arrive at this goal, it is because absolute knowl-
edge was already placed there at the outset, like a rabbit in a hat, in
the form of the subject-supposed-to-know, which is immediately on
the horizon. The function of knowledge remains uncritiqued here,
for nowhere is the fact that the subject subtends [or: is implicit in,
sous-jacence] knowledge investigated.

What we cannot fail to see is that the master himself knows
nothing. Everyone knows that the master is an idiot. He would
never have entered into this whole adventure — given the elimination
of his function that the future has in store for him — had he (even for
an instant) been for himself the subject that, owing to some sort of
ease of enunciation, Hegel imputes him to be. Could the function of
the so-called struggle to the death, the struggle for pure prestige, that
makes him depend so thoroughly on his partner, have been instated
if the master were truly nothing but what we call the unconscious —
namely, what is not known by the subject [or: not known about the
subject, l'insu du sujet] as such, I mean the unknown from which the
subject is absent and is merely represented elsewhere?

I am saying this solely to present the following step, which
involves what I have to articulate today about hysteria.

I said that we cannot articulate anything about obsession unless
we inject into the dialectic of the master subject what is necessitated
by the truth of this process, and, along the pathway of this truth, the
susception or bringing into play of the subject-supposed-to-know.
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The obsessive takes the model of the master as his point of reference.
We can say that he does not view himself as a master, but presumes
that the master knows what he wants. This is the machinery that I
am now taking up anew in order to situate its analogue at the heart
of the other neurosis, hysteria.

I have already spoken to you about the analogue that the hysteric
derives from her point of reference, woman — not that hysterics must
necessarily be women, nor obsessives necessarily men. I am going to
enunciate now the status of the model in which woman establishes
something for the hysteric that is far more central, as you will see, to
analytic experience.

When I proposed this somewhere around May 21, someone asked
me a question afterward, “But do we know what woman is?” Of
course, we do not know what woman is any more than we know
what the master is. Yet we can sketch out woman’s status in the field
of the Other.

It is just as idiotic [con] — that’s the word for it! [con is also a slang
term for “cunt”] — as the master’s status. I'm not talking about
women for the moment, I'm talking about “woman” as a point of
reference for the hysteric. Don’t you already see the status of our
two “ones” when woman is at stake? It strikes me as in no way
doubtful that the inner “one”™ — that is, the S, — is what has to be
erected, that’s the word for it! What we thus need to know is why the
“one” with which the woman subject props herself up is so ordinar-
ily the Phallus with a capital P. It is at the level of the “one” that we
must elicit woman’s identification in the dyadic mirage, inasmuch as
at its horizon lies the Other, the empty set, namely, a body - a body
emptied out of what? Of jouissance.

Where the master subject risks his life in the wager that inaugu-
rates the dialectic, woman - I didn’t say the hysteric, I said woman,
for the hysteric, like the obsessive earlier, can be explained only with
woman as point of reference — woman risks and wagers jouissance.

This jouissance is not her jouissance, about which everyone
knows that it is inaugural and existent for her, and that she not only
obtains it without any of the efforts and detours that characterize
autoeroticism in men, but that it always subsists in her as distinct
from and parallel to the jouissance she obtains from being the man’s
woman, the one that contents itself with man’s jouissance [or: con-
fines itself to (or is satisfied with) man’s jouissance, qui se satisfait de
la jouissance de I'homme]. What is at stake in the game is the man’s
jouissance, by which woman is captured and captivated like the
master is by the slave.

The man’s jouissance provides the radical origin of what plays the
same role in hysteria as is played by death in obsession, something

386



387

336 Jouissance: Its Logic

that is just as inaccessible. To say that woman identifies with it is just
as false and empty as to say that the master identifies with death. On
the other hand, just as the slave is bound up with death — subsisting
only on the basis of his relation to it, and making the whole system
subsist on the basis of this relation — similarly woman’s relation-
ship to castration is what holds the whole machine together.
Having mentioned perinde ac cadaver regarding the master, I will
thus mention, regarding woman, the dimension — which is rather
remarkable as it is caught up in the field of the signifier — known as
necrophilia, otherwise stated, eroticism that very clearly involves a
dead body. Shall I mention here, on the horizon, the figure of Jeanne
la Folle [Mad Joan] and the fact that she lugged around the corpse
of Philip the Handsome [her husband] for two weeks?

These inaugurating structures or functions — which correspond
strictly to our dependence on the signifier that analytic experience
has allowed us to articulate — show us here that, just as the obses-
sive does not view himself as a master, as I said, the hysteric does
not view herself as woman. In what respect doesn’t she take herself
to be woman? Precisely in the respect that the hysteric constitutes
the woman subject, whose structure I just articulated, as “supposed
to know.” In other words — and you might think of Dora here —
the hysteric is interested in and captivated by woman insofar as
she believes that woman is the one who knows how to give a man
jouissance.

Now something is missing from this model — namely, the fact
that what therefore sustains the woman subject leads to the man’s
castration. The woman functioning in the model does not know it,
praised be God [Dieu soit loué] — that’s the word for it! On the other
hand, the hysteric knows it full well, which is why she looks further.
I already said this about Dora in my first take on transference
[“Presentation on Transference” in FEcrits]. Reread Freud’s case
study, along with everything that, in his prior case studies, those
found in Studies on Hysteria, allows us to see this simple correlation:
according to the hysteric, woman is supposed to know, whereas in
the model it is unconsciously that she knows it.

The two models, those of the hysteric and the obsessive, cannot
be distinguished on the basis of the factor that I just introduced,
because it brings both types together under the heading of neurosis.
This is why you can also observe that death, which is the correlate
of this factor, is also at play in the way the hysteric broaches woman
[or: in the aspect of woman that the hysteric broaches, dans ce que
I'hystérique aborde de la femmel].

The hysteric creates the man who assumes that woman knows [or:
The hysteric plays the part of the man who would like to presume
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woman knows, L’hystérique fait I'homme qui supposerait la femme
savoir]. That is why she is brought into this game from an angle
which always involves a man’s death. Need I remind you that Anna
O.’s hysteria arose in close connection with her father’s death? Must
I highlight the correlate, in Dora’s two dreams, of death insofar
as it is implied by her mother’s jewelry box? In the first dream, the
father says, “I refuse to let myself and my two children be burnt for
the sake of your jewel-case,” and in the second dream we hear that
the father has been laid to rest. Neuroses assume hidden truths to
be known. Neurotics must be relieved of this assumption in order to
stop representing that truth in their flesh.

The hysteric is already an analysand, as it were, in other words
already on the road to a solution. She seeks it out on the basis of the
following: her point of reference involves the subject-supposed-to-
know, which is why she encounters a contradiction — assuming her
analyst does not practice in such a way as to cut what we see on the
board, on the one hand, which is the unconscious structure (namely,
the models that I have suitably articulated, both at the level of the
master and at the level of woman, with these three elements, “one,”
“one,” and “empty set”), from the supposition of the subject-
supposed-to-know, on the other hand, which makes the neurotic
into a natural analysand, because this opposition already in and of
itself constitutes transference, prior to any analysis.

The coalescence of structure with the subject-supposed-to-know
attests to the following in the neurotic: that he questions the truth
of his structure and that he himself becomes this questioning in
the flesh. In short, he himself is a symptom. If there is something
that can put a stop to that, it is the analyst’s way of operating,
which consists in practicing a form of cutting [pratiquer la coupure]
thanks to which the supposition of the subject-supposed-to-know
is detached and separated from structure. The supposition locates
structure accurately, except that neither the master nor woman can
be assumed to know what they are doing.

The game of analytic treatment revolves around this cut [coupure].
It is a subjective cut, since assuredly, everything we say about uncon-
scious desire always boils down to assuming that a subject ends up
knowing what he wants. What does that mean? Are we, in providing
such formulations, merely preserving once again something which
implies that there is knowledge and there is what one wants, and
never the twain shall meet? There is certainly a place where that is
the case. It is when we have to say yes or no to what I called “what
one wants.” That is what is known as the will. But as for “knowing
what he wants,” for the master and woman it is desire itself. Just as
I turned two words into one earlier with my “one-extra,” here I am
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turning “knowing-what-he-wants” into a single word, and the latter
is desire itself.

What the hysteric presumes is that woman knows what she wants,
in the sense in which she desires it [or: would like to desire it, /e
désirerait]. This is why the hysteric only manages to identify with
woman at the cost of an unsatisfied desire. Similarly, the obsessive
— with regard to the master who allows him, in a game of hide and
seek, to pretend that only the slave dies — is he who identifies only
the following, which is the real, about the master: namely, that his

desire is impossible.
June 18, 1969
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XXV

THE RAVISHING IGNOMINY
OF THE HOMMELLE

The master’s accession to knowledge
Alma mater
The student’s servile position
A little permutational system
Distributing diplomas

1

Try not to let go of the handrail regarding what we are qua effect of
knowledge.

Qua effect of knowledge, we are shattered. In the fundamental
fantasy (8 ¢ a) — S barred, lozenge, little a — we are, strange as this
may seem, self-caused. And yet there is no self. Or, rather, there is
a divided self.

The only true political revolution can stem from following this
path. Knowledge serves the master. I will return to it again today to
highlight that knowledge is born of the slave.

If you remember the formulations I provided last time, you will
recall that I also claim that knowledge serves woman, because it
turns her into the cause of desire.

That is what I indicated last time, in my commentary on the
schema that [ am putting back up on the board today. I believe that
I must take it up again, especially for those who might have been
preoccupied with what they considered to be more pressing matters

last time.
1(19)

Figure 25.1: Schema of the One-Extra
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This schema stems from the logical definition I gave in our second
to last meeting of the Other as the empty set, and from the indispen-
sable absorption by the Other of a unary trait, the one on the right,
in order for the subject, in the form of a signifier, to be able to be
represented to this unary trait.

Where does the signifier [S,] that represents the subject to another
signifier [S,] come from? From nowhere, because it appears in that
place only by virtue of the retroactive efficacy of repetition. It is
because the unary trait aims at the repetition of a jouissance that
another unary trait arises after the fact, nachtréglich.

I was the first to extract this latter term from Freud’s work and
highlight it as such — let this be said for anyone who, wishing to
translate a certain Vocabulaire [de la psychanalyse; The Language of
Psychoanalysis (New York: Norton, 1973)], might notice that under
the heading of aprés-coup [ex post facto action; Nachtrdglichkeit],
which wouldn’t even exist without my discourse, I am not mentioned.

The unary trait arises after the fact, in the place, therefore, of S,
— the signifier insofar as it represents a subject to another signifier.

Here, all the way to the right, we have the sign of the empty set,
which is A’s form-taking [or: the form A takes, I'enforme de A].

What I am saying here is that everything that arises from
repetition — from the repeated reproduction of this enforme - is,
every time, this enforme itself. And this is object a.

(9

Figure 25.2: The Object that has Arisen from Repetition

This is where people get alarmed. “You are thus providing a
purely formal definition of object @,” they say.

No, I am not. For all of this is produced solely on the basis of
the fact that, in the place of the “one” on the left, the S,, there is
what there is: the enigmatic jouissance attested to by the fact that
— at every level at which that jouissance is found and that I will
reproduce — we know nothing about it except that it wants another,
another jouissance.

This is always true. It is true in “four, two, three,” the question
in the little fable to which Oedipus gives the ridiculous answer that
everyone knows. Let’s try a different one. In this Oedipal scenario, it
was the hysteric who gave the answer, and she [or: he, /] must have
told the truth about woman there for the Sphinx to disappear. This
is why, in accordance with the hysteric’s fate, she [or: he, i/] played
the part of [or: created, faif] man thereafter.
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Since some time will pass before we meet again, I will tell you
that the hysteric brings me great joy. She assures me — more than
she assured Freud, who was not able to hear her — that woman’s
jouissance is perfectly adequate to her. If she nevertheless erects this
mythical woman, the Sphinx, it is because she needs something else
— namely, to enjoy the man [ jouir de 'homme), who to her is but the
erect penis, owing to which she knows herself qua Other — that is, as
the phallus of which she is deprived, otherwise stated, as castrated.
This is the initial game she articulates.

This is the truth that allows us to dissipate certain illusions, and
that recalls that it is suitable to posit little a as I did this year —
namely, as surplus jouissance, in other words, as the stakes of the
wager to win the other jouissance.

This is why last time I wrote the master/slave dialectic differently,
clearly pointing out that the slave is the master’s ideal, and that he
is also the signifier to which the master subject is represented by
another signifier. As for the third term, I gave a representation of it
that was not formal — here it is [see Figure 25.2] in the form of the
stakes constituted by a.

In this dialectic, as a philosopher by the name of Hegel noticed,
the stakes are clearly what can be contained in a signifying enforme
like “one” — namely, one life. It is true that we have but one. Yet
that is an idiotic formulation of what is at stake, because we cannot
formulate that we have but one except on the basis of the notion
that we could have others, which clearly does not apply [hors de jeu].

Hegel clearly spoke about a life, but he was mistaken about which
one it was. What is at stake is not the master’s life but the slave’s.
The master’s other jouissance is that of the slave’s life. This is what
is enveloped by the formulation of the struggle to the death, which is
so completely closed off. This is what we find in the box.

As for the struggle to the death itself, it is a [or: one] signifier. This
is so clear that we can probably assume it is nothing but the signifier
[or: signifying system] itself. Everyone knows that death is not part
of the game [or: not applicable, hors de jeu]. We don’t know what it
is. But the death verdict is what the master qua subject is: a signify-
ing verdict, perhaps the only true one.

What the master lives off is a life — not his but his slave’s. This
is why, whenever life is wagered, it is the master who is speaking.
Pascal was a master and, as everyone knows, a pioneer of capital-
ism, having worked on calculating devices and omnibuses. You’ve
heard about that somewhere, and I am not going to provide a bib-
liography here.

That sounds dramatic. And it became dramatic up to a certain
point. In the beginning, it wasn’t, because the first master had no
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idea what he was doing. And the master subject is the unconscious.
In Ancient comedy, whose indicative value for us cannot be over-
stated, it is the slave who tells the imbecilic master, or the master’s
son — which is still better than the Son of Man — what people are
saying in the town, for example, where he has just arrived like an
oddball. He also tells him what magic words to say. It is even better
to read Plautus than Terence: Antiquity’s slave is a legal expert and
a PR man, to boot. The slave was no slouch [or: random fool, /e
dernier venu] in Antiquity.

Need I make in passing two or three little points that will perhaps
be heard by an ear or two here?

There were, of course, masters who tried their hand at knowledge.
But why, after all, wouldn’t Plato’s knowledge be an unconscious
philosophy? Perhaps that is why it is so profitable to us.

When it comes to Aristotle, we shift to a different level. He served
a master, Alexander the Great, who assuredly hadn’t the slightest
idea what he was doing. He did it all the same, and very well at that.
Aristotle, who worked for him, wrote the best natural history there
ever was, and initiated logic, which is no trifling matter.

How, then, did the master come to know what he was doing?
According to the schema I put up on the board earlier, it was by fol-
lowing the hysteric’s pathway, by playing the part of the slave, the
wretched of the earth. He worked hard at it. He replaced the slave
with surplus value, which wasn’t easy to find, but it led to the master
waking up to his own essence. Naturally, the master qua subject
could only be articulated at the level of the slave qua signifier.
Yet, the master’s accession to knowledge allowed for the establish-
ment of the most absolute masters ever seen since the beginning of
history.

The slave is left with class consciousness. Which means that he
must simply keep his mouth shut. Everyone knows that what [ am
saying is true, and that the problem of the relations between class
consciousness and the party involves the relations between the edu-
cated and the educator. If anything gives meaning to what is known
as Maoism, it is the revival [or: repeat, reprise] of the relations
between slave and knowledge. But let’s not get ahead of ourselves
here.

Prior to that, the proletariat — as the master’s philosophy, which
was the first, had the gall to call it — had the right to do what you
know: abstain. As you hear in misleading places designed for this
precise purpose, if I dare say so, psychoanalysis simply ignores class
struggle. This is perhaps not entirely clear, for psychoanalysis could
even give it back its true meaning.

Don’t imagine that speaking out [prise de parole], whereby you
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express yourself, frees you in any way, on the pretext that the master
himself speaks and even talks a great deal. The fantasy that, for the
matter to be resolved, it suffices to speak out instead of the master,
is sheer childishness. Need I recall to mind that I began my discourse
on psychoanalysis this year by saying that psychoanalysis is a dis-
course without speech?

Knowledge shakes things up, and not necessarily for the benefit
of those for whom it claims to work. It merely claims to do so,
moreover, for, as I told you, knowledge is not work.

The only solution is to enter the defile without letting go of the
handrail, and to work at being the truth of knowledge.

2

I believe that I have already sufficiently commented on the three
terms that are up on the board -§,, S,, and a.

I will take them up again at two different levels: that of the master
on the top line and of the slave on the bottom line. I will complete
them with a line in the middle where I add what I already wrote on
the board in a different form last time, something that concerns the
relationship of woman to her other jouissance, such as I articulated
it earlier.

S] S2 a
S2 a S]
a S| S,

Figure 25.3: Master, Woman, and Slave

Reread a bit of the Bible — who would ever tell you to “read the
whole thing”? Woman, at S, here, who makes herself into the cause
of desire, a, is the subject who, we must say, manages to create
demand with supply [/’offre]. Man would never have taken the bait
if he hadn’t first been offered the apple — namely, object a. What is
the signifier S, at the end of the line? Capital Phi, ®, the sign of what
woman is certainly lacking in this business, which is why man must
provide her with it.

It is amusing that after 70 years of psychoanalysis, no one has yet
formulated what man is. I am talking about vir, the male sex. I'm
not talking about the human being here and other nonsense regard-
ing anti-humanism and all that structuralist stuff - I’'m talking
about what a man is. Freud tells us he is active. There are, indeed,
reasons to say so. For he has to work pretty hard not to disappear

398



399

346 Evacuation

into a pit. Well, thanks to psychoanalysis, he knows that, in the end,
he will be castrated.

Well, it’s true that he knows this, yet he has been castrated since
the outset. Now he can learn it, which is a change introduced by
knowledge.

As you have seen, there is something odd here. There is a sort of
gap. “Two” has been dropped, and we have jumped from §, to a.

Why wouldn’t this schema be made one by one? There would
have first been the series S,, then a, then S,. We should be able to
situate ourselves with respect to what that means.

I’'m going to immediately give you the key, especially since you
must be prepared for it, since I spoke to you earlier about the shift
from master to schoolmaster. Wherever the S, is, that is where
knowledge is situated, and it is located here in the place of a master
[a une place de maitre).

That is perhaps what is at stake in the middle line. The hysteric
is characterized by what remained in the middle of the top line, S,.
Let us note that the first place is that of enunciation. I have spoken
to you about the “she-man” [hommelle; homme means man and elle
means she]. Doesn’t everything converge on her, she who is both
master and knowledge? She speaks, she proffers.

If you’d like to see an example of her, go watch something, but
go in at the right moment like I did. It is a horrible movie called If -
God only knows why, my word. In it we see British academia in its
most seductive forms, those that confirm everything psychoanalysis
was able to articulate, and nothing more, about the society of men —
a society in the sense I mentioned earlier, a society of homosexuals.

You’ll see the she-man there. She’s the housemaster’s wife. She is
ravishingly and exemplarily ignominious. But the real find — indeed,
it is the sole flash of genius evinced by the film’s author — is the
moment she takes a stroll all alone, naked (and Lord knows there is
a lot there), among the basins of knowledge in the kitchen, she being
sure she is the queen of the realm, while the whole little homosexual
brothel is carrying out a military drill in the courtyard.

You are perhaps beginning to see what I mean. The she-man
is the true face of the alma mater, in other words the University,
the place where, because you have executed a certain number of
knowledge-related schemes, you have a stable institution under the
leadership of a spouse.

We can perhaps rather easily identify what a represents on this
line [the middle line in Figure 25.3]. They are the pupils, the dear
little children in our charge, who are themselves created by their
parents’ desires. In any case, that is what they are asked to wager:
the way in which they arose from their parents’ desires.
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As for the ante, which is in slot three, and which is S, here, we
should identify it with that around which what we call student upris-
ings revolve. It seems very important that students agree to play the
game, given the way they argue about the sheepskin that is sloughed
off at the end. If you don’t play the game, you won’t receive a
diploma this year. That may well bear some relation to S,.

So, good God, we see on the board a little system that gives us
at least a first approximation of the meaning of things regarding
which people usually get completely lost, concerning what is hap-
pening these days in certain places. I do not claim to be supplying
any sort of historical key. What I am saying is that refusing to play
the game has no meaning unless a question is raised about the rela-
tions between knowledge and the subject, the very terms on which
psychoanalysis focuses.

What is the effect of knowledge on the subject or subjection?
Students have no vocation to revolt. You can believe someone
who ventured into academic territory for historical reasons, very
precisely because there was no way to get psychoanalysts to know
anything whatsoever. So I had a little hope that, as an effect of
reflection, university training might have made them reason differ-
ently. In short, a sounding [résonance] board for the drum, when the
drum itself does not reason [raisonne] — that’s the word for it!

So you see, I have encountered students for years. Being a student
is normally an altogether servile position. Don’t think for a minute
that because you have spoken out in a few little venues, the matter
has been resolved. In short, students continue to believe in their
professors. There can be no doubt about what they think of what
the latter say: the well-established opinion is, in most cases, that
what they say is not worth much. But they are the professors, so the
students nevertheless expect from them what is found at the level of
S,, what is going to make them into masters on paper, paper tigers.

Certain students have come to see me to say, “You know, it’s
scandalous: so and so’s book is copied right out of your Seminar.”
That’s what students do. But let me tell you that I didn’t even open
the book in question, because I already knew that’s all it contained.
Still, students came to tell me about it. (To write such a book is
an altogether different matter.) They told me because they were
students.

Well, what could possibly have happened such that, all of the
sudden, there was this uprising? What is that called? “It is a revolt,
Sire.” What would it take for it to become a revolution? The ques-
tion would have to be broached, not by needling [or: flattering,
chatouillages] a few professors, but by examining the relations
between the student qua subject and knowledge.
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People have long linked the subject with knowledge, believing
that all knowledge implies a subject, leading them to slip substance,
too, in there quite easily. But no, things don’t work that way. Even
hypokeimenon can be separate from knowledge, as psychoanalysis
has demonstrated.

Yet knowledge that is not known to the subject [or: unbeknownst
to the subject, a I'insu du sujet] is not a concept, as opposed to what I
was saddened to read in an account of what is said in a certain place
where psychoanalysis is put to the test — not for no reason, natu-
rally. Psychoanalysis, under such conditions, would do better not
to try to charm people, not to claim that there is, in short, but one
single Freudian concept, the unconscious — nor even to call it what I
just called it, knowledge that is not known to the subject, for that is
not a concept at either of the two levels. It is a paradigm on the basis
of which concepts exist, thank God, with which we can delineate the
Freudian field. And Freud provided other concepts that, whether
they are acceptable or not, arose from the first moment of psycho-
analytic experience, from the unconscious qua example discovered
by him in neurotics.

The neurotic is s(A). This means that the neurotic teaches us that
the subject is always an Other, but that, moreover, this Other is
not the right one. It is not the right one if we want to know what
causes the subject, or what the subject himself causes. So, people
try as hard as they can to reunify the barred A and tailor it to any
significant statement [or: cut it down to size so it fits any significant
statement, le retailler a la mesure de tout énoncé significatif] — in
other words, to rewrite it as s(A), which is found to the left on the
bottom line of my graph [Figure 16.3]. That, we must state, is where
people know what they are saying, and that is where psychoanalysis
stops, whereas what should, on the contrary, be done is to connect
up with what is in the upper left-hand corner, S(A), capital S qua
signifier of barred A.

It is the same for the pervert. He is the signifier of A qua intact,
S(A), as I told you. People try to reduce him to the lowercase s of
the same uppercase A — it’s always the same deal — in order to make
sense of him.

3

Do you think I'm going to keep speaking like this for a long time
today? And because it is my last class, continue to tell you things so
that at the end you applaud, for once, because you know that after
that — look out, I’m off?
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The discourse I'm talking about has no need for such glorious
endings. It is not a classical oratio. Indeed, my discourse offends
classical oration.

A man - who is the head administrator of this establishment,
which is privileged within the university system, and in which it
would seem that, owing to this fact, the said establishment must
comply with certain external reviews of what happens inside of it,
which does not seem at all true, however — this man apparently has
the right to tell me, after having hospitably welcomed me here, that
that’s enough now.

Which is fine with me, just fine with me, because, first of all,
it’s true, I have merely been granted hospitality here. Moreover,
he was right to remind me of something I have known for a long
time, which is that my teaching seems to him to be exactly what it
is — namely, anti-academic [anti-universitaire], in the sense in which
I just defined it.

He nevertheless took quite a while to tell me so. He did rather
recently, during a last little phone call to him that I felt I needed to
make, because there was, I sensed, a sort of misunderstanding that
I absolutely wanted to dispel before telling him, “Of course, there is
no question of . . ., etc.” It’s quite curious that he spilled the beans at
that point, telling me that that was precisely why. “Your teaching,”
he told me, “is very trendy” [dans le vent, literally “in the wind”].
You hear that: “the wind.” I would have thought that I was going
against the wind here, but whatever.

So. I have no reason to doubt that he has the right to do this to
me. To do it to you might be a separate matter. But that’s your busi-
ness. The fact that a certain number of you have been in the habit
of coming here for the past six years doesn’t count — you are being
evacuated. That is very explicitly what is involved.

In this regard, I must apologize to you, not because you are being
evacuated — I have had no hand in that — but I could have told you
sooner. I received a little piece of paper on the subject on March 19.

It’s very funny that on March 19 I did not give a lecture. I have
tried by every means imaginable not to do so since then, because I
was lazy [or: I couldn’t be bothered, javais la flemme). And, more-
over, you understand, I am not moved by the idea of providing you
a last lecture, because every time I come here, I tell myself that this
may finally be the last time.

So one day I’'m asking myself, or asking you, why you flock here
in droves, and [upon returning home or] the very next morning — I
can’t even say which it was — I received a brief letter that I’'m going to
read to you. I didn’t share it with you because I told myself, “If, by
chance, it stirred them up, things could get even more complicated!”
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I was already in a similar predicament once for two years [the
“excommunication” from the SFP and the IPA). There were people
who strove to liquidate me. I let them continue their chicanery, in
order that my Seminar continue, I mean so that certain things I had
to say would be heard. The same is true this year.

Thanks to which I thus received this on March 20 - it’s dated
March 18. There is thus no connection. I even kept the envelope. At
first I ripped it up, then I picked it back up, and it is clearly stamped
March 18. Trust abounds, as you see.

[Lacan reads:]

Doctor Lacan
5, rue de Lille [Lacan comments: “as some of you know”]
Paris, 7t arrondissement

Doctor,

At the request of the 6th division of the Ecole Pratique des
Hautes Etudes, the Ecole Normale has provided you with an
auditorium in which to hold your class for over five years.

The reorganization of the Ecole’s studies, which is a conse-
quence of the general reform of universities and the recent law
regarding the orientation of higher education, and the expan-
sion of teaching in several disciplines, will make it impossible
for us to lend you the Dussane auditorium, or any other audi-
torium in the school, for your course starting in October 1969.

I am letting you know in plenty of time [Lacan comments:
“that is true] for you to be able to begin to look for another
establishment at which to hold your class during the 1969/1970
academic year.

I really like that. I really do. It is historically accurate and alto-
gether true. The request in fact came from the 6th division of
the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, owing to the transfer of a
personal debt. There was an eminent man by the name of Lucien
Febvre who had, I can’t say the regrettable idea, for he had
nothing to do with it, of dymg before he could give me what he
had promised me: a place in that Ecole. Others gleaned what he
had promised me. The university operates in a very feudal manner;
things still work in that way. In the university system, one is still a
liege man [homme lige]. Liege man, she-man [hommelle] — all of that
hangs together. So it is on the basis of a request, as they say, that I
was here. Fine.
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It doesn’t bother me that the reform was the reason given. [ am, as
you know, no babe in arms — I know very well that on Wednesdays
at 12:30 p.m., no one wants the Dussane auditorium. We had to
work very hard, moreover, to get the sound system in this room
working . . .

Let me mention that I felt that what I just read you was worth
photocopying for everyone who is here today. A few people are
going to hand out copies to you.

Please only take one each. You never know what will come of it
in the future. You understand that it is S,. You will all be united by
something, you will know that you were here in 1969 on the 25th of
June. And the fact that you were here that day might even attest to
the fact that you were here all year long. It is a diploma.

You never know, it might help us reunite. Because, who knows,
if I wander off into the bush and come back someday, it could serve
us as a sign of recognition or symbol. I could very well say one day
that anyone who has one of these sheets of paper can enter into such
and such a room for a confidential communication regarding the
functions of psychoanalysis in the political realm.

You can’t imagine how much people wonder about them. For,
indeed, there is a true question there, which, who knows, psycho-
analysts, and maybe even the university system, could someday
benefit from learning something about. I would be inclined to say
that, if someone asked me if he could say something about it, I
would arrange to meet with you in this room so that you could have
a last class of the year — the one you didn’t have, in short, because I
stopped early, so as not to hold a last class. I didn’t feel like it.

So you have this little object in hand. And there are, all the same,
some 300 of us who are being evacuated.

Now that everyone has a diploma, it’s time for me to leave you
amongst yourselves for a while. That isn’t so bad, because when I
am here none of you speak up, in spite of my efforts to get you to.
Who knows — you might well have things to say to each other.

Your smoking habits, for example, played a role in this evacu-
ation. The janitors here — for in an affair like this, everyone gets
consulted, as you know — have told me straight out that I have a
strange audience. It even seems that they had to repair some of the
seats. Something happened. Jean-Jacques Lebel, didn’t you bring
a band saw? That little noise we hear now and then must be you
sawing off the arms of the chairs. You learn something new every
day.

With this paper in hand, you will be able to open up to each other
when I say “good day” in a moment. The odor of what is written on
it will replace the smell of smoke.
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What would be great, you see, is if you gave it the only fate that
would truly be worthy of what it is — a signifying fate. You will
make up a meaning for the word flaceliére [the last name of the
man who wrote the letter Lacan just read aloud)]. I am putting it
in the feminine, just for fun. I won’t say that it is a penchant, but
it sounds rather feminine to me, like cordeliére [rope belt or draw-
string) or flatulenciére. What if it caught on? “Do you take me for a
flaceliére?” That could be useful in our times. “Don’t pull too hard
on the flaceliere!” I'll let you find your own. I’ve always taught you
that it is the signifiers that create the signifieds.

This piece of paper gave me pause for thought. I realized plenty of
things, and specifically our complete ignorance about when a certain
use of paper [as toilet paper] began. It obviously could only begin
once paper existed. Prior to that, people didn’t do it with parchment
or papyrus. I called the headquarters of a few [toilet] paper makers,
and they didn’t know. It must have begun very shortly after paper
did, since it is a question that came to me when reading Chapter 13
of Rabelais’ Gargantua. Someone could perhaps enlighten me on
this score.

Well, don’t use it for that. I'm not giving you a whole roll of
paper, after all, just one sheet each.

I am going to leave you now, my dear friends. Let me point out
that your papers are signed. I didn’t want to put my signature on
the back of the paper, but I put the date there. On 191 copies, I
wrote the date myself; on the other 150, it was Gloria, my faithful
secretary, who was willing to do it for me — as you know, it leads to
writer’s cramp. While it’s very graphic to write 25.5.69 191 times, I
nevertheless took the trouble to do so.

So, if you’d like to exchange a few comments amongst yourselves,
or send me a message, I will leave you in the hands of my faithful
Gloria, who will collect any such messages. Those who would like
to say whatever might seem opportune to them to say have at least
20 minutes to do so.

As for me, I bid you adieu and thank you for your loyalty.

June 25, 1969

[The stenography of the session mentions abundant laughter and
applause; the text is chock-full of exclamation marks.]
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FIBONACCI AS USED BY
LACAN

A Few Mathematical Observations
by Luc Miller

On the topic of Fibonacci sequences and the golden ratio [or: golden
number, nombre d’'or] that Lacan discusses in Chapters VIII and IX
of Seminar XVI, the reader can consult fruitfully and with pleas-
ure the book by H. E. Huntley, The Divine Proportion: A Study in
Mathematical Beauty (New York: Dover, 1970).

The best website on Fibonacci is the one by Ron Knott at
the University of Surrey: http://www.mcs.surrey.ac.uk/Personal/R.
Knott/Fibonacci/fib.html.

[As of 2022, see, instead: http://www.maths.surrey.ac.uk/hosted-
sites/R.Knott/Fibonacci/fib.html.]

Terminology

Lacan often uses the terms “sequence” [suite] and “series” [série]
indiscriminately (as does Huntley). Today people prefer the word
“sequence” and only use the word “series” for the sum of the terms
of a sequence. We thus talk about a Fibonacci “sequence” when we
consider 1, 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 13, etc., and a Fibonacci “series” when we
consider the sequence of the partial sums: 1, 1 + 1,1 +1+2, 1 +1
+2+3,1+1+2+3+51+1+2+3+5+8,1+1+2+3+5
+ 8 + 13, etc.

The distinction can be important, especially when we are dealing
with convergence on a limit (in other words, and all too briefly, what
the terms of a sequence indefinitely approach). Thus the sequence
on the left in Figure 8.2 (the so-called decreasing series) converges
on the limit 0, but its series converges on 1 + a. As in the paradox of
Achilles and the tortoise, adding together an infinity of smaller and
smaller numbers yields a finite sum.

Lacan illustrates this series using a schema that is reproduced
here [Figure 8.6]. We divide a segment of length 1 + a into segments
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whose lengths are the odd powers of a (namely, a, &, @°, d’, etc.),
on the one hand, and the even powers of a (namely, a?, a*, %, etc.),
on the other hand. Each half-circle of the schema corresponds
to a “rotation,” as described by Lacan. We can, in fact, transfer
a segment of a given length end to end by placing the point of a
compass at the shared end of the given segment and its duplicate:
the half-circle is then the trace left by the compass in its movement
from the opposite extremity of the given segment to the opposite
extremity of its thus constructed duplicate.

Fibonacci

The term “Fibonacci sequence” is usually reserved for those
sequences that begin with 1, 1, and that are sometimes preceded
by the term 0. More generally speaking, this term designates all
sequences that satisfy the same rule of formation, namely: each
new term is obtained by adding together the two preceding ones.
In mathematics, such a rule of formation is known as “a formula
of recurrence” (here, it is “linear, second order”; this is currently
studied [in France] in the scientific curricula just prior to or just
after the completion of high school). If we call «, the nth term of the
sequence, this formula of recurrence is written: u,_, =u , +u,.

Lacan seems to think that all Fibonacci sequences are identical
because a appears as the limit of the ratio between one term and
the next (it is in this sense that all Fibonacci sequences are homolo-
gous, Lacan says). This property is, in fact, deduced from the
preceding formula of recurrence, with the exception (omitted by
Lacan as by Huntley, pp. 36-7) of those sequences that begin with
two terms where the ratio of the first to the second is —1/a (the ratio
of a term of one of these “exceptional” sequences to the following
term is always —1/a, and thus cannot converge toward the limit a).
Among the Fibonacci sequences (in other words, those that satisfy
the preceding formula of recurrence), the sequence on the right [in
Figure 8.2] is the only one (apart from those including a multiplier
of each term, or, what amounts to the same thing, those beginning
with 1) in which the ratio of one term to the next is exactly a. In
his book, Huntley qualifies this sequence as the “golden series”
(p. 49).

The formula of recurrence that determines the formation of the
sequence on the right is Fibonacci’s. Yet a minus sign must be
introduced in front of the middle term, that is, u_,,, to obtain the
formula of recurrence of the sequence on the left. Lacan points
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out that it is nevertheless the same formula of recurrence if one
inverts the order of the terms in the sequence on the left. Let us
note that the same formula of recurrence is at work if we change
the sign of one term out of two. This explains in what respect
the sequence on the left is almost a Fibonacci sequence, and in
particular why the coefficients that appear in it are the terms of
the Fibonacci sequence with alternating signs (we shall return to
this).

Note that we can add a supplementary first term to the two
“parallel” sequences without violating the rules by which they are
generated. The one on the left then begins with 1, @, and the one on
the right with a, 1.

The Number a and the Golden Ratio

Lacan introduces the number a as the positive solution of the equa-
tion 1/a = 1 + a. This equation naturally appears in the search for
sequences that verify the formula of recurrence of the sequence
on the left. In particular, for those sequences where the relation-
ship between any one term and its preceding term is constant
(in mathematics, we talk about a “geometrical sequence,” and
the relationship is referred to as its “ratio” [raison]), the values
of this ratio are the solutions to the equation. For example, the
sequence on the left is such a sequence and the ratio there is equal
to a.

For the sequence on the right, the analogous equation is ¢ =
(1 + @)9. Its only positive solution is the golden ratio, which is
often written ¢. In that respect, @, in the formula of recurrence of
the sequence on the left, is analogous to ¢ in Fibonacci sequences.
One can calculate that e = (¥5 - 1)/2, and that ¢ = (¥5 + 1)/2; thus a is
expressed as a function of the golden ratio by the formulasa = ¢ -1
and a = l/e.

The golden ratio is also known as the “divine proportion,”
for it rules the division of a quantity into two parts such that the
smaller part (1) is to the larger part (¢) what the latter () is to
the total (1 + ¢). In this division, ¢ is the ratio of the larger part
to the smaller. Since a is the inverse of ¢ [¢ = 1/¢], it is the ratio
of the smaller part to the larger. The following figure is the classic
representation of ¢ by means of a rectangle, and the analogous
representation of a.
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a 1 1 (0]
Figure Al.1l: Little @ and the Golden Ratio ¢

Vectorial Space

The natural rules with which we operate on sequences verifying
the same formula of recurrence are obtained by considering the
sequences as vectors — namely, the addition of two sequences and
the multiplication of one sequence by a number. In school, we learn
to operate on two-dimensional vectors represented by arrows and
indicated by two coordinates (x, y). The addition involves placing
two arrows end to end — (x, y) + (x', ) = (x + x°, y + ') — whereas
the multiplication involves modifying the length while preserving the
direction: a X (x, y) = (a X x, a X y). Here the vectors have an infinite
number of coordinates (v, u,, u,, u,, . . .), but the same operations
apply to each coordinate. Indeed, the result of these operations is a
sequence that verifies the same formula of recurrence.

Lacan’s comments on the status of the numbers 1 and a in the for-
mation of these parallel sequences reminds us of the vectorial space
structure of the Fibonacci sequences. In fact, coefficients appear in
these sequences that are exactly the same terms as in the Fibonacci
sequence. This is explained by the Fibonacci formula of recurrence
by adopting the vectorial point of view. I have already indicated
how to modify the sequence on the left in order for it to also verify
this formula: I will henceforth call the “modified sequence on the
left” the sequence on the left by which the first, third, and all the
other odd terms are multiplied by —1.

Let us recall that the sequence on the right is formed by beginning
with 1, 1 + g, and then by applying the Fibonacci formula of recur-
rence. Adding up the Fibonacci sequence that begins with 1, 1 is
the same as adding to it @ times the Fibonacci sequence that begins
with 0, | (in other words, the same sequence preceded by 0). Indeed,
the result of this operation verifies the same formula of recurrence,
and the first term is calculated as follows: 1 + a X 0 = [; the second
term is calculated as follows: 1 + a X 1 = 1 + g; this clearly gives us
the sequence on the right. From the vectorial standpoint, each term
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in the sequence is thus formed by the sum of a multiple of 1 and a
multiple of a, and these coefficients are the terms of the Fibonacci
sequence.

Similarly, the modified sequence on the left is formed by begin-
ning with —a and 1 — a, and then applying the Fibonacci formula of
recurrence. Since (0, 1) —a x (1, 1) =(—a, 1 — a@), it is the same to add
the Fibonacci sequence that begins with 0, 1 as to subtract a times
the Fibonacci sequence that begins with 1, 1 (in other words, the
same sequence without its first term). From the vectorial standpoint,
we see that the coefficients before @ and —1 in the modified sequence
on the left are the terms of the Fibonacci sequence with the shift
mentioned by Lacan. The shift from the modified sequence on the
left to the sequence on the left in the Seminar explains the alterna-
tion of the plus and minus signs mentioned by Lacan.

Partial Sum

Lacan makes a comment about the addition of the powers of 1/a up
to 1/a'®, which is also the sum of the first 101 terms of the series on
the right (it is not clear whether Lacan also means to add the initial
1, but it is a negligible quantity with regard to the total). As Lacan
says, this sum is close to 2 followed by 21 zeros, namely 2 x 10?'
(more precisely, this total is greater than 2 x 10! but it does not
exceed it by more than 10%). Close to two thousand billion billions,
as [Tintin’s friend] Captain Haddock would say.

This sum is not easy to calculate precisely by hand. As it is a
sum of successive powers, we can easily conclude that it is equal
to 1/a'2 — 1/a. (More generally speaking, the recurrence formula
U,,=u,, +u, implies that u, + u, +u, + ... +u_ +u =u,,
- u,) We then must calculate the precise values of the powers of
l/a, the golden ratio. Another possibility consists in utilizing our
remark regarding the vectorial expression of the sequence on the
right, in order to link this sum to the Fibonacci sequence, a gigan-
tic number (far more than 100) of whose terms are included in
tables. We thus find that this sum is equal to the 103rd term of the
Fibonacci sequence plus a times the 102nd term of the Fibonacci
sequence minus 1/a. Using the value of the 102nd and 103rd terms
of the Fibonacci sequence (respectively 927372692193078999176
and 1500520536206896083277) and the approximate value for «
(0.618) given by Lacan in the preceding formula and neglecting 1/a,
we obtain a very fine approximation of the value of this sum.

January 2006
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415 READER’S GUIDE
by Jacques-Alain Miller

[Paragraph numbers here refer to the chapter numbers in the
Seminar.]

1. Who is the “publicist” mentioned here by Lacan? It is not, I
hope, Roland Barthes, even if he knew how to get the general
public interested in structuralism. The garbage can: Samuel
Beckett’s is mentioned at the beginning of “Lituraterre™ (the
first article in the collection entitled Autres Ecrits). The mustard
pot is mentioned on page 647 of Ecrits. Lacan’s Hegel derives,
as is well known, from Kojéve (see his Introduction to the
Reading of Hegel [New York: Basic Books, 1969]). The topic of
embarrassment [or: quandary, embarras] was discussed in the
first chapter of Seminar X, Anxiety.

2. Speaking out [prise de parole]: see the book by Michel de
Certeau, SJ, member of the Ecole Freudienne de Paris. Mudger
Muddle: a Bugs Bunny-style nickname given by Lacan to Lucien
Goldmann (personal communication), author of The Hidden
God: A Study of Tragic Vision in the Pensées of Pascal and the
Tragedies of Racine (New York: Routledge, 2013 [1955]). The
book, which had its moment of glory, was devoted to Jansenism
as a tragic worldview shared by Pascal and Racine. A Marxist
thinker and well-known figure in the Latin Quarter, Goldmann
(1913-70) had a habit of frequenting colloquia, heckling
everyone, and promising to submit them to a Lukécsian analy-
sis (Lukacs was a great Hungarian Marxist philosopher). People
sometimes say “fudge,” “mudge,” or “muddle” in English to
revile work that has been botched or mucked up. One of Henry
James’ characters (in /n the Cage) is named Mr. Mudge; in our
times, it is the name of a character in a children’s story [Henry
and Mudge and the Forever Sea). Did Lacan expect Goldmann
to show up at his Seminar?



Reader’s Guide 361

. “Suture™: a talk given by Jacques-Alain Miller [on February
24, 1965] at Lacan’s Seminar XII, Les problémes cruciaux de la
psychanalyse (1964/65). In 1968, he was 24 years old, which was
precisely the “average age” of the new generation mentioned by
Lacan here. Famillionaire: see Seminar V, the first chapter and
following. The graph: see its construction in Seminar V and in
Ecrits, pp. 804-15. The Devil in Love by Jacques Cazotte (1772)
was recently reissued in French by the Mille et Une Nuits pub-
lishing house. Russell’s paradox, that of the catalog of catalogs
that do not include themselves (does it include itself or not?) is a
pons asinorum of mathematical logic and set theory — there are
innumerable references to it.

. Qu’est-ce que le structuralisme? (“What Is Structuralism?”) was
published by Seuil [Paris: 1968]. Michel Henry’s L’Essence de la
manifestation was published by Presses Universitaires de France
[Paris: 1963; second edition 2011]. The message sent to Lacan
regarding the ordered pair came from Daniel Sibony, a math-
ematician who would go on to become a psychoanalyst.

. Godel: see, for example, Raymond Smullyan’s Gadel’s
Incompleteness Theorems (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1992).

. Quine: Word and Object (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2013
[1960]). Georges Brunet’s Le Pari de Pascal was published by
Desclée De Brouwer (Paris: 1956).

. Georges Bataille’s well-known essay, The Accursed Share,
was published in English by Zone Books (New York: 1988).
Regarding Terence, see Terence: The Comedies (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2006). In the list of works by Georges-
Théodule Guilbaud, a mathematician who was a friend of
Lacan’s, I located several texts referring to Pascal, but none of
which provide a formalization of the wager as in game theory;
that formalization, which became common in the 1970s, can be
found today on many websites.

. The “Que sais-je?” book on Jansenism was written by Louis
Cognet (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1961), a highly
erudite man treated rather offhandedly here. See the follow-
ing two books regarding convulsionnaires: B. Robert Kaiser,
Miracles, Convulsions, and Ecclesiastical Politics in Early
Eighteenth-Century Paris (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1978), and Ephraim Radner [Spirit and Nature: The
Saint-Médard Miracles in 18th-Century Jansenism (New York:
Herder & Herder, 2002), a book based on his dissertation], “A
Pneumatological Investigation of the Miracles of Saint-Médard
and Their Rejection” (Yale University, 1994). Two recent
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books have returned to the topic of Jansenism by displacing its
button tie to the French Revolution: Dale K. Van Kley, The
Religious Origins of the French Revolution: From Calvin to the
Civil Constitution, 1560-1791 (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1996), and Catherine-Laurence Maire, De la cause de
Dieu a la cause de la nation. Le Jansénisme au XVIlle siécle
(Paris: Gallimard, 1998). The two authors vehemently disagree
with each other: see Maire’s review of Van Kley’s book in the
journal Le Débat, 130 (2004) and his reply in Commentaire, 108
(2004-2005). See, also, Monique Cottret’s Jansénisme et lum-
ieres. Pour un autre XVIIle sié¢cle (Paris: Albin Michel, 1998).

. On Fibonacci, see the preceding appendix.
. See Edmund Bergler’s The Basic Neurosis [: Oral Regression

and Psychic Masochism (New York: Grune & Stratton, 1949)].
Charles Blondel, an anti-Freudian professor of psychology, was
the author of La Conscience morbide. Essai de psychopathologie
générale (Paris: Félix Alcan, 1914), among other works.

The letter Lacan received was the work of two schoolboys in
Lyon who decided not to continue this exchange (personal
communication with Jacques Borie). Maud Mannoni, member
of the Ecole Freudienne de Paris, was the author of L "Enfant
arriéré et sa meére (Paris: Seuil, 1964) [The Backward Child and
His Mother: A Psychoanalytic Study (New York: Pantheon
Books, 1972)].

Lacan mentions his reworking of the text of Seminar VII,
The Ethics of Psychoanalysis, “perhaps in view of publishing
it,” and speaks further on about “endeavoring to write [it]
up.” This undoubtedly corresponds to the pages posthumously
published in the journal Ornicar? 28 (January 1984) [: 7-18],
entitled “Compte rendu avec mterpolatlons du Séminaire de
L’Ethique.” Foucault’s talk can be found in Dits et Ecrits I
(Paris: Gallimard, 2001 [1994]), pp. 789-821. In it, there is a
trace of Lacan’s response to it (preceded, moreover, by one by
someone mentioned earlier, Lucien Goldmann).

“The logic of the signifier” is a term that the young Jacques-
Alain Miller had highlighted in Lacan’s discourse. The
commentary that follows (on p. 209 in the French edition)
makes obvious reference to the journal published by the Ecole
Normale Supérieure, Cahiers pour I'analyse, which was devoted
to the concept of discourse (cf. Jacques-Alain Miller’s “Action
de la structure” in issue 9 [1968]; [translated as “Action of
the Structure” in The Symptom, 10 (2016)]); the same journal
had also brought out an issue (number 7) entitled “What is
a Novel?” and had just published its tenth and final issue on
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“Formalization,” the first article of which inspired Lacan to
come up with the term “pas-tout.” The reverie regarding the
“Lacan theorem” evokes that regarding the “Lacan knot™ in
Seminar XXIII. Georg Simmel (1858-1918), a philosopher and
sociologist in Berlin, had always been sidelined by German uni-
versities; many of his works have been translated into French
in the last 20 years, the main one of which is The Philosophy of
Money [London & New York: Routledge, 2011 (1900)].
Deleuze published the following books: Difference and
Repetition (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994 [1968));
Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza (New York: Zone Books,
1990 [1968]); and The Logic of Sense (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1990 [1969]). The dismantling [démontage]
of the drive: see chapter 13 in Seminar XI. The note on curl
flux is found on p. 721 (n. 3) in Ecrits. Frangois Jacob and the
bacteriophage: see, for example, The Emergence of Bacterial
Genetics by Thomas D. Brock (Cold Spring Harbor, NY: Cold
Spring Harbor Laboratory Press, 1990). Lacan often refers to
the Mammaries of Tiresias, “a surrealist drama” by Apollinaire.
“Trapped youth”: this text can be found in the archives of Le
Nouvel Observateur; 1 didn’t look for it. Johnny: the nickname
of Giovanni Agnelli, the famous boss of Fiat who was quite a
jetsetter in his youth, and who was taken to be an emblematic
figure of Italy during his lifetime; Lacan spent time with him
during the postwar years in Paris.

Lacan likes to refer to the passage on the gaze in Being and
Nothingness. When he mentions certain “little scenarios”™ involv-
ing torture, one cannot fail to think of Sartre’s play, Morts sans
sépulture [see “Men without Shadows” in Three Plays: Altona,
Men without Shadows, and the Flies (Harmondsworth, UK:
Penguin, 1962)]. Deleuze’s book on masochism and sadism is
his Masochism: Coldness and Cruelty & Venus in Furs (New
York: Zone Books, 1989 [1967]).

The book decried at the beginning of the chapter is L’ Univers
contestationnaire, by “André Stéphane,” a pseudonym.
Originally published by Payot, it was reissued in 2004 by In
Press with the names of its real authors on the cover, a couple of
“training analysts™ at the Société Psychanalytique de Paris, Béla
Grunberger and Janine Chasseguet-Smirgel. Thomas Moore
is the author of Utopia (1516), a title maintained in several
languages. Protagoras: Lacan’s viewpoint is that of Walter
Burkert in his 1962 book, Weisheit und Wissenschaft: Studien zu
Pythagoras, Philolaos und Plato (Nuremberg: Verlag Hans Carl,
1962) [Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism (Cambridge,
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MA: Harvard University Press, 1972)]. Giuseppe Peano gave
a purely axiomatic definition of the set of natural numbers in
1889; since that time, people have been speaking of “Peano
arithmetic.”

Lacan likes to cite Einstein’s quip “God does not play dice”
[the French, “Dieu non trompeur,” means the “God who
doesn’t deceive™]; on this topic, see, for example, the article by
Frangoise Balabar, “Dieu et Einstein,” in Ornicar? 51 (Paris:
Navarin, 2005). Which of Berkeley’s works had Lacan read?
He undoubtedly knew An Essay towards a New Theory of
Vision (1709), A Treatise concerning the Principles of Human
Knowledge, Part 1 (1710), Three Dialogues between Hylas and
Philonous (1713), and Siris (1744). The camera obscura was
first used in astronomy. In Aristotle’s time, it took the form
of a darkened room with an orifice in one wall allowing light
to enter so as to form the inverted image of a solar eclipse on
the opposite wall. In 1515, Leonardo da Vinci described a dark
room that he called Oculus artificialis [the artificial eye]. In the
sixteenth century, people were advised to add a lens for better
image quality. See, on the subject, La Vision chez Platon et
Aristote by Anne Merker (Louvain-la-Neuve: Academia, 2003).
“Anxiety is not without an object” [or: “Anxiety is not devoid of
an object” (or “Anxiety does involve an object”)]: see Chapter
7 of Seminar X, Anxiety (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2014). On
Angelus Silesius, see Seminar III. On Helene Deutsch, see
Neuroses and Character Types: Clinical Psychoanalytic Studies
(Madison, CT: International Universities Press, 1965). “To think
is to say no”: see Propos sur les pouvoirs [: Eléments d'éthique
politique (Paris: Gallimard, 1985)] by Alain, “L’homme devant
I'apparence,” dated January 19, 1924. Here is what Alain says:
“To think is to say no. Note that the sign of yes is that of a man
who is nodding off; on the contrary, one shakes one’s head upon
awakening and says no. No to what? To the world, a tyrant, a
preacher? That is merely what it appears to be. In all such cases,
thought is saying no to itself. It is breaking with happy acquies-
cence. It is separating from itself. It is fighting with itself. There is
no other battle in the world. If the world can fool me with its per-
spectives, fogs, and diversionary shocks, it is because I consent
and seek nothing further. And if a tyrant can become my master,
it is because I respect instead of examining. Even a true doctrine
falls into error owing to this somnolence. Men become slaves by
believing. To reflect is to gainsay [nier] what we believe. He who
believes no longer even realizes that he believes. He who contents
himself with his thought has stopped thinking altogether.”
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Alfred L. Kroeber (1876-1960) was the most famous American
anthropologist after Boaz, under whom he studied. He became
friendly with Ishi, who was reputed to be the last of the Yahi
Indians in California, and who he got to wear a suit and tie.
The “paper tiger™ is a famous metaphor borrowed from tradi-
tion and used by Chairman Mao in the 1960s to convey the
idea that the strength of the imperialists is only apparent and to
encourage the masses to fight fearlessly under the direction of
the Communist Party. In Hong Kong, you can buy little paper
tigers made out of papier-maché.

There would be a great deal to say about Bishop Wilkins. Or
one could do what I will do: refer the reader to Borges, who
devotes one of his most bewitching Ostras Inquisiciones to “The
Analytical Language of John Wilkins.” See Other Inquisitions,
1937-1952 (Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 1964).

It occurs to me that at the moment that Lacan was giving this
class on June 4, he was busy writing up the summary of the
Seminar he gave the prior year for the yearbook of the Ecole
des Hautes Etudes, which he finished on June 10. You can find
it in Autres Ecrits, “L’acte psychanalytique” [Paris: Seuil, 2001],
pp- 375-83. James Frazer (1854-1941) is the well-known author
of The Golden Bough, whose influence can be felt, according
to Wikipedia, in the work of Yates, Joyce, D. H. Lawrence,
T. S. Eliot (The Waste Land), Robert Graves (The White
Goddess, quoted by Lacan in Autres Ecrits, p. 563), Ezra Pound,
Mary Renault, Joseph Campbell, and Camille Paglia. The
theory of the scapegoat was taken up by René Girard. The
Rome Congress that offended Lacan was an IPA event.

Who said to Lacan, “Yes ... it’s banal”? None other than
Jacques-Alain Miller. Lacan’s reference to Euclid’s Book X,
accompanied by the mention of a postulate by Eudoxus [of
Cnidus], seems to me to concern the first proposition of that
book, which introduces the method of exhaustion, which is
put to use in Book XII. This proposition is equivalent to the
so-called Archimedes’ principle and comes from Eudoxus: in
short, for all values A and B, there is a whole number » such
that nA is greater than B. A researcher from Palermo by the
name of Spagnolo considers “the Eudoxus-Archimedes pos-
tulate™ to be an epistemological obstacle in Bachelard’s sense
(1995). The “self” is also discussed in “L’acte psychanalytique”
[mentioned in the previous note]. Konrad Lorenz mentions, in
On Aggression (1963), the ritualization of animal behavior and
its shift to symbolization and simulation; the example he gives
is the simulation of domination. Habeas corpus: the “great writ”
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in common law is habeas corpus ad subjiciendum, which allows
a prisoner to demand to appear before a court in order for a
decision to be handed down regarding the lawfulness of his
imprisonment.

Another reference to Cahiers pour I'analyse. The child who [told
his father he had] “cheated (his way through) life” later turned
out to be the eldest son, little Pierre, of Jacques and Marguerite
Derrida.

Ifis a movie by Lindsay Anderson (1968); it recounts the revolt
of students at a private British high school. The hero is played
by Malcolm McDowell who, three years later, played Alex in 4
Clockwork Orange. Gargantua: Chapter 13 explains the inven-
tion by the hero of a very effective form of asswipe.



DOSSIER ON THE
EVACUATION

June 25, 1969: After the 25th class was over and Lacan had left, the
audience occupied the home of the head of the Ecole Normale. They
were forcibly kicked out of it by the police two hours later.

June 26: The newspaper Le Monde published an account of the
facts, and relayed critical remarks made by “someone in charge of
the Ecole.”

June 27: In the same newspaper columns, Mr. Flaceliére denied
having made those remarks and complained of “vandalism and the
theft of several objects.”

July 5: Le Monde published a letter by Lacan, followed by a note
from the editor confirming Mr. Flaceliére’s denial.

November 8: Mr. Flaceliére wrote a letter to Le Monde, respond-
ing to Lacan’s letter.

The latter took the trouble to write a second letter, which the
newspaper published, the editor indicating that it put an end to the
debate.

Two other articles published by Le Monde are part and parcel
of this debate: a declaration of support for Lacan signed by “over
85 people”; and an invitation to Lacan, made public in November,
to come teach in the philosophy department of the Vincennes
Experimental Center.

Below the reader will find the two letters by Lacan and the dec-
laration of support. My friend Frangois Regnault kindly furnished
these archival texts, which he had managed to keep.

J-A. M.
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Lacan’s First Letter to Le Monde [July 5, 1969]

Please publish these lines in their entirety, in accordance with my
rights.

The edition of Le Monde that appeared on Thursday, June 26,
included a change in its usual format, adding — to the account of the
incidents caused at the Ecole Normale Supérieure by the interrup-
tion of my course — in bold letters “remarks” made by that school’s
administration.

My lectures are, according to them, “fashionable [mondaines)
and incomprehensible to any normal person,” a remark that is so
dubious that it makes one laugh, not necessarily at my expense.

The very same day, owing to reactions that will be brought to
light, Mr. [Robert] Flaceliére retracted what he had said as head
of the Ecole, a school for which he is obviously responsible. In the
guise of a denial, he submitted a text including outright slander,
which Le Monde nevertheless published the next day, Friday.

To indicate to the public that it was a forgery did not actually
disavow the content, but amounted, instead, to publishing the text.

It is, however, slander to speak of provocation on the part of the
adversary, and, furthermore, to claim that thefts were committed in
the private apartment of the head of the ENS by those who he calls
my disciples owing to this very fact.

Le Monde, in the pages of which Mr. Flaceliére is known better
than elsewhere (without prejudice to what his envoy understood),
never doubted the authenticity of the remarks that were retracted
(I would add that I was told they were considered “too marvelous™
to require any confirmation).

It was not simply at Le Monde that it was held [or: from Le Monde
that it was withheld, au Monde qu’on retenait] that these remarks
had clearly been made by him.

Shouldn’t Le Monde, after admitting later that they had been
too quick to judge, have decided not to publish the declaration it
received, signed this time by Mr. Flaceliére, if they weren’t going to
ask him to indicate what thefts — that is, exactly what objects were
stolen — he wanted to pin on the people who went to his home to ask
for an explanation which he refused to give?

This is what supposedly justified Mr. Flaceliére in calling the
police, who immediately arrived in force.

I am hereby summoning Mr. Flaceliere to tell us the extent of the
thefts that he is attributing to his indiscreet visitors.
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Declaration of Support

A declaration made by the “administration™ of the Ecole Normale
Supérieure in the rue d’Ulm [in Paris], which came out in your paper
on June 27 - for whose authorship no one seems to be willing to
accept responsibility today, but which seemed plausible enough to
the editors of Le Monde that they did not hesitate to publish it — a
declaration that followed the barring of Doctor Lacan’s Seminar,
justified the latter by qualifying his teaching as “fashionable,”
“incomprehensible to any normal person,” and “unscientific.”

It is impossible not to mention, given such a declaration, the theo-
retical debt that all of the work being done today in France owes to
Jacques Lacan’s teaching — not just in psychoanalysis, but in all of
the disciplines that come under the heading of the human sciences,
and in philosophy and literary criticism as well. When we see that a
venue where science is obviously being done is insistently designated
as “unscientific,” it is difficult not to believe that the official argu-
ment of the “reorganization of studies” is being used above all as
a pretext for repressive, censorial acts. Knowledge here is thus all
too visibly nothing but an ideology that allows people to endorse
what is “normal.” We, the undersigned, whose mere names should
suffice to indicate that we know the current state of the fields we are
talking about, wish to show here our solidarity as theoreticians with
Jacques Lacan’s teaching. It would be extremely regrettable and
worrisome should Doctor Lacan be deprived of a place to teach at
a university.

Lacan’s Second Letter

Please communicate to your readers my position regarding this
matter.

I have emphasized it just enough for them to be able to judge
what constitutes the argument made by the man who heads a grande
Ecole. Having honored the shelter that Ecole offered me for six years
with my work, I owe thanks to its head: such is the feudal regime in
our present-day university system.

The only justification he gave for the expulsion of my teaching
from that Ecole is that he found it objectionable [indésirable], yet it
took him four and a half years to realize this, when assuredly — and
this is an integral part of his complaint — my teaching did not go
unnoticed.

I will return elsewhere to the scorn that has been shown, here and
elsewhere, to an audience that does not conform to his criteria, and
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testimonies will appear that indicate that his refusal to provide any
explanation is based on just that.

For my part, the fact that I did not avoid informing my audience
that something was up — as I did, at the last minute, in order to do
my duty right up until the end — precisely indicates a response which,
had it been followed up on, should have given rise to a song.
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