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Introduction 

Preliminary to the Seminar of R.S.I. 

19 November 1974 

 

 

There is no mike.  So you’re going to have to tell me whether you can 

hear me. 

 

There you are, there are people, I know because I was told so, who are 

living the strike like a celebration.  I know it, of course, through 

analysis.  One gets to know things by analysis!  One gets to know 

even that there are people twisted enough for that.  But anyway, why 

not?  It’s subjective, as they say.  That means that there are people 

who can tackle a lot of things from the right angle.  Nevertheless, I am 

not one of them; as analyst, I can only take the strike to be a symptom, 

in the sense that this year perhaps, I will manage to convince you of it, 

that the symptom, to refer to one of my three categories, belongs to 

the Real.  The annoying thing – and this is why I have some 

reservations – is that it is an organised symptom; that is what is bad, at 

least from the point of view of the analyst. 

 

So then, if all the same I am going to go on strike, it is not because for 

me it is a celebration, but it happens that this strike comes to me like a 

ring on my finger; I mean that it happens that today, namely, at the 

start of this year 74-75, I have not the slightest inclination to do a 

seminar for you, as is attested by the fact that you have not seen any 
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notice of it, announcing the title like every other year.  I must say that 

nevertheless your number today does not fail to shake me.  You know 

that every year I question myself about what it could be that motivates 

this crowd.  It is not any more resolved now, it is not any more 

resolved for me, but all the same I consider it as an appeal, an appeal 

(10) linked to the fact that what I wrote, did nothing more than write, I 

mean what is written on the board with little signs, the o, the S1, the 

S2, the $ of the subject, the fact is that the analytic discourse is 

something that stirs you, I mean which stirs you.  It is not a you, a stirs 

you in the neutral sense.  It is true that to have written it, is an attempt, 

a tentative approximation.  One could perhaps do better.  I hope that 

one will do better. 

 

But in short this year, I have to tell you that I have other concerns.  

That would, I hope, only give me greater merit in your eyes, if I 

pursue this seminar here.  I have other concerns and I question myself 

as to whether I ought not let them take precedence.  I mean that 

among you – I see numerous faces of them here – there are people 

who belong to my School.  And perhaps after all my lassitude comes 

from something that is eating me, namely, that this seminar prevents 

me from paying more attention to this School.   

 

This year to stimulate this School, I took a tack of which some among 

you have perhaps heard an echo.  I am not going to put the concerns 

that this gives me into the public forum.  Not, of course, that this is 

something private, quite the contrary, since what is at stake is that 

there is elsewhere, somewhere other than here, something that gives a 

place to other teachings than mine.  It is strange, strange in the 

properly Freudian sense, unheimlich, it is strange that it is by some 

people who do not find themselves properly speaking yet authorised 

by analysis, but who are on the path, that there comes this resistance 

to the reason why I am stimulating them.  I am stimulating them in 

short to make effective, to make effective what?  In a testimony that 

they would contribute about the point where they are at, to make 
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effective this passe which perhaps some of you know is what I am 

trying to introduce into my School, this passe by which in short what 

is at stake is that each one contributes his stone to the analytic 

discourse by bearing witness to how one enters into it. 

 

It is strange that among them there are some who are fully formed 

analysts and who when literally – this is what I did in this place where 

I wanted certain teachings to take place – when literally I beg their 

help – this is what I did – refuse it in the most categorical way, and go 

as far as to answer me with the insult, the insult which can be found in 

the newspapers for example – these are not things that have an effect 

on me but which, all the same about this insult, which is already not 

(11) bad to find in the newspaper, in the newspaper Le Monde in 

particular, as it happens, inflate this insult, and add to it.  Yeah. 

 

If I speak this year, I will take things from the angle of the identity of 

self to self.  The question is whether this applies to the analyst.  Can 

the analyst be considered as an element?  Does he make, in other 

words, a set?  Making a set/doing it together (faire ensemble), this is 

something that I will try to explain to you, is not to form a trade union.  

They are two different terms.  Faire ensemble might mean, that means 

being able to make a series.  And what I am questioning myself about 

is where this series stops?  Among other terms, can an analyst, like the 

example of what I have just alluded to about the insult, behave like an 

imbecile (imbécile)?  This is a very important question.  How judge 

what I am describing as imbecility?  It surely has a meaning, even in 

the analytic discourse; elsewhere, of course, in every discourse no one 

has any doubt, one is an imbecile or not, I am saying with respect to 

this discourse specifically to the discourse of the master, the discourse 

of the university, the scientific discourse, there is no doubt about it.  

How define imbecility in the analytic discourse?  Here is a question, a 

question that I introduced, faith, I would say, from the first year of my 

seminar in stating that analysis is certainly a remedy against 

ignorance, that it is without effect against being an asshole (connerie). 
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Hang on, pay attention!  I already said that connerie is not imbecility.  

How can you situate imbecility, specify it as being an asshole? 

 

The annoying thing and what is difficult in the question that I evoke, 

is something is perhaps something that you got wind of from me, I did 

not heavily insist on it, but all the same it must be said there are 

subjects for whom analysis, I mean the analytic experience, when they 

present themselves to it, does not succeed.  And I specify that this 

makes them imbeciles.  It must indeed be that there is something 

flawed at the start.  That means perhaps that they would be more 

useful, I mean useable elsewhere.  I mean that for something else they 

have obvious gifts.  This brings us back to the ethics of each discourse 

and it is not for nothing that I put forward the term ethics of 

psychoanalysis. Ethics is not the same in it and it is perhaps with those 

whose ethics would have made them shine elsewhere that analysis 

does not succeed.  Simple hypothesis, but that perhaps – this cannot be 

without twists and turns – perhaps if I decide, we will put here, finally 

we will put, it is a manner of speaking, I will put to the test here,     

(12) starting from the fact that I am indicating that there is no other 

ethics than to play the game according to the structure of a discourse 

and that we rediscover there my title of last year; it is the non-dupes, 

those who do not play the game of a discourse, who find themselves 

liable to err.  It is not inevitably any worse for that.  Only it is at their 

own risk.  Those who err, in each discourse, are not inevitably useless 

in it.  Far from it!  Only it would be preferable in order to found a new 

one of these discourses, that people should be a little bit more dupe. 

 

There you are.  So then since all the same it would be quite useless to 

tell you that I am suspending myself, that I am questioning myself 

about what I will do this year, it would be quite vain to do so, but to 

do it for two hours which is what you were expecting, well then, I am 

not going to do it.  I am going to stop there while asking you simply to 

trust, in order to know if you are to come back here on the 10
th

 

December, the second Tuesday, to trust the little notices on which I 
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will inscribe the title that I will have chosen, if do this seminar this 

year.  It is quite superfluous, and I would even say contra-indicated for 

you to bombard Gloria with telephone calls.  The poor woman can’t 

take any more!  It will be one thing or another, either this notice will 

be put up there, let us say to leave the time to do it and then I must 

also think things out, the notice will be in the corridor two days 

before, or else it will not be.  If it is not there, well then!  You can tell 

yourselves that I am taking a year’s sabbatical.  If it is there, I am 

counting on seeing you as numerous as you are today. 
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Seminar 1: Tuesday 10 December 1974 

 

 

Voilà.  So then you saw my notice, which is written like that, Rsi.  It 

can be read like that.  It can also be read, since it is in capital letters, it 

can be read R.S.I.  Which perhaps suggested to those who are in the 

know the Real, the Symbolic and the Imaginary. 

 

I would like this year to talk to you about the Real, and to begin by 

pointing out to you that these three words, Real, Symbolic and 

Imaginary have a meaning.  They are three different meanings, but 

you can also note that I said three meanings, like that, because it 

seems to be self-evident.  But if they are different, is that enough for 

them to make three, if they are as different as I say?  Hence the notion 

of a common measure, which is difficult to grasp, except by defining 

the unit in it as a function of measure.  There are so many, one, two, 

three.  Again it must be, for it to be able to be said that there are so 

many, again this unit must be grounded on the sign, whether it is a 

sign or whether it is written equals, or indeed that you make two little 

strokes to signify equals, the equivalence of these units.  But if by 

chance they were different, as I might say from one another, we would 

be very embarrassed and, after all, what would bear witness to it, 

would be the meaning itself of the word other.  Again there must be 

distinguished, in this meaning of other, the other made up of a 

distinction defined by an external/internal relationship, for example, as 

Freud did, whether he wants to or not, in his second topography which 

is supported by a geometry of the sack where you see a thing, 
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somewhere in the New introductory lectures, a thing which is 

supposed to contain, contain what?  It’s a funny thing to say, the    

(14) drives.  This is what he calls the Id.  Naturally this forces him to 

add to it a certain number of tools, a sort of lunula which all of a 

sudden is transformed into a sort of vitellus on which there is 

supposed to be differentiated an embryo.  This is obviously not what 

he means, but it is regrettable that it suggests it.  Such are the 

disadvantages of imaged illustrations.  I am not telling you everything 

else that he is forced to add, without counting the number of hatchings 

(hachures) that he entitles Superego.  This geometry of the sack is 

indeed this thing that we have to deal with at the level of topology, 

except for the fact that, as perhaps the idea has come to you, this is 

drawn on a surface and that we are forced to put the sack onto it.  On a 

surface this gives a ring (rond) and, with this ring, there is an inside 

and an outside. 

 

It is with that that one is led to write inclusion, namely, that 

something, I for example is included in an E, a set.  Inclusion you 

know perhaps how that is written, like that,       , whence people have 

deduced a little quickly that one could slip from inclusion which is 

there above to the lesser sign      , namely, that I is smaller that E, 

which is a manifest imbecility.   

 

Here then is the first other, the other defined from the outside to the 

inside.  Only there is another Other, the one that I marked with a 

capital O, which for its part is defined as not having the slightest 

relationship, however small you may imagine it…when you begin to 

convey yourself in words, you are immediately caught in a wolf trap.  

Because this however small you imagine it, brings the Imaginary into 

play, and when you bring the Imaginary into play, you have every 

chance of becoming entangled.  This is even how people started out 

for the infinitesimal: people had all sorts of trouble getting out of the 

Imaginary.   
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That they should be three, this Real, this Symbolic and this Imaginary, 

what does that mean?  There are two slopes.  One slope, a very steep 

one, leads us to homogenise them; because what relationship have 

they among themselves?  Well then!  This is precisely where I want to 

open up the path for you this year.  One could say that the Real is 

what is strictly unthinkable.  That at least would be a start.  That 

would make a hole in the affair and that would allow us to question 

what is involved in, do not forget, what I started from, namely, from 

three terms in so far as they convey a meaning.  What is this business 

of meaning, especially if you introduce into it what I am striving to 

make you sense?  The fact is that as regards what is involved in      

(15) analytic practice, this is where you operate from, but on the other 

hand, you only work to reduce this meaning; it is in the measure that 

the unconscious is supported by this something, it must be said, the 

most difficult thing that I had to introduce, this something defined by 

me, structured like the Symbolic.  It is from the fundamental 

equivocation of this something that is at stake in the term Symbolic 

that you always operate - I am talking to those here who are worthy of 

the name analyst.  Equivocation is not meaning.  Meaning is that 

through which there responds something which is different to the 

Symbolic, and there is no means of supporting this something 

otherwise than by the Imaginary.  But what is the Imaginary?  Does it 

even ek-sist?  Since you hint, simply by pronouncing the term 

Imaginary, that there is something which ensures that the speaking 

being shows that he is destined for mental defectiveness.  And this 

results from the simple notion of the Imaginary, in so far as the 

starting point for it is the reference to the body and to the fact that its 

representation, I mean everything that for it is represented, is only the 

reflection of its organism.  It is the least of the suppositions that the 

body implies.   

 

Only here there is something that immediately makes us stumble, 

which is that in this notion of body, there must be immediately 

implied the following, which is its very definition: it is something 
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about which one presumes that there are specified functions in the 

organs, so that an automobile, even a computer according to the latest 

news, is also a body.  It is not self-evident, we should say, that a body 

is living.  So that what best attests to the fact that it is living, is 

precisely this mens in connection with which, more exactly that I 

introduced along the path, the journeying of mental defectiveness.  It 

is not given to all bodies, in so far as they function, to suggest the 

dimension of imbecility.  This dimension is introduced by this 

something that the tongue, and not just any one, Latin… – this to put 

in their place those who impute precisely this imbecility to Latin – is 

precisely the only one that instead of sticking on the soul an opaque 

term like nous, or another metaphor of something or other, of a 

knowledge, which we for sure do not know whether it exists, since it 

is the knowledge supposed by the Real.  This knowledge of God, it is 

certain that it ek-sists.  We have given ourselves enough trouble in 

spelling it out, it ek-sists, but only in the sense that I am writing this 

term ek-sistence, by (16) writing it differently than is usually done.  It 

sists perhaps, but we  do not know where.  All one can say, is that 

what consists gives no testimony of it, so then, there is something a 

little bit striking in seeing that the tongue that is suspected of being the 

most stupid one is precisely the one that has forged this term 

intelligere, to read between the lines, namely, elsewhere than the way 

in which the Symbolic is written.  It is from this effect of writing of 

the Symbolic that there stems this meaning-effect, in other words 

imbecility, to which there bear witness up to today all the systems 

described as natural.  Without language, not the slightest suspicion 

could come to us of this imbecility, which is also that by which the 

support which is the body bears witness to us, I remind you that I said 

it earlier but this did not do anything for you, bears witness to us of 

being alive.  In truth this mens, attested to by mental defectiveness, is 

something from which I do not hope to get out in any way.  

 

I do not see why what I am contributing to you would be less 

defective than the rest.  This might indeed be the meaning of this 
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banana skin that was slipped under my foot, by catching me like that 

on the telephone, to give a lecture in Nice. You’ll never guess, they 

slipped this title under my foot, the Lacanian phenomenon!  Ah yes!  

What I am in the process of telling you, is that precisely I do not 

expect it to be a phenomenon, namely, that what I am saying is any 

less stupid than all the rest.  The only thing that makes me persevere, 

and you know that I do not persevere without looking twice at it, I told 

you the last time why I was hesitating to set about it again this year, it 

is because I believe that there is something I have grasped (sais), I 

cannot even say with my hands, with my feet, it is the coming into 

play of this trace that is outlined, which quite obviously is not easily 

tolerated, especially by analysts, by the analytic experience.  So that if 

there is a phenomenon, it can only be the Lacanalyste phenomenon or 

indeed lac-à-pas-d’analyste [être dans le lac: to be in the soup?]. 

 

There is something which happened nevertheless, I am sharing it with 

you like that, because I am letting myself be drawn along; naturally, I 

could not explain anything about all of that to them, because for them, 

I was a phenomenon.  What the organisers wanted in fact was to 

collect a mob.  There is always a mob to look at a phenomenon.  So, I 

was not going to tell them, listen I am not a phenomenon!  That would 

(17) have been a Verneinung.  Anyway, I let myself go for a good 

hour and a quarter.  I cannot say that I am at all satisfied with what I 

told them, because what can you say in an hour and a quarter!  For my 

part I imagine that with you of course I have a number of hours, since 

it is a little bit more than three, it is limitless.  I am quite wrong, 

because in reality, there are no more than 50, including all that I will 

have between now and the end of the year.  But that helps me to take 

to the road. 

 

In short, at the end of an hour and a quarter of chat, I asked them 

questions, I mean, I asked them to ask me some.  It was a demand.  

Well then!  You can believe me if you wish, contrary to you, they 

asked me them for three quarters of an hour!  And I will say more, 
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these questions were striking in that they were relevant questions, 

relevant of course like that, in a second zone.  In short it was the 

testimony of the fact that in a certain context, the one in which I do 

not insist, questions could come to me, and questions that were not 

stupid, questions that in any case required me to respond.  So that I 

found myself confronted with the situation, without having had to 

reject the Lacanian phenomenon, of having demonstrated it.  That 

naturally, it was not even sure that they noticed themselves, that that 

was the Lacanian phenomenon.  Namely, that I was an effect for a 

audience, which had only heard like that, on the rebound, from very 

far, what I may articulate in this place here, where I give my teaching, 

my teaching to open up for the analyst the very discourse that supports 

him.  If indeed it is from a discourse, and always from a discourse, 

that this Thing that we are trying to manipulate in analysis suffers, 

from a discourse. 

 

I am saying then that this is the phenomenon.  It is, in short, part of the 

wave (vague), if you will allow me to employ a term that might have 

tempted me to write the letters in a different order.  Instead of R.S.I., 

R.I.S., that would have given a laugh, this famous ris de l’eau, on 

which precisely, somewhere in my Ecrits, I equivocate.  I was looking 

for the page earlier, there was someone here, a pal of the first order, 

who had the Ecrits; I found it, it is on page 166, that I play on the ris 

d’eau (rideau), indeed implicating there ‘my dear friend Leiris 

dominating’ something or other. 

 

I must obviously cheer myself up by telling myself that this            

(18) phenomenon is not unique, it is only particular.  I mean that it is 

distinguished from the universal.  The annoying thing is that it is up to 

now unique at the level of the analyst.  It is nevertheless indispensable 

that the analyst should be at least two, the analyst to produce effects, 

and the analyst who theorises these effects.  That was why it was 

precious for me that I was accompanied by a person, who perhaps, I 

did not ask him, at this precise level of the phenomenon, of the 
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phenomenon described as Lacanian, was able to notice precisely there, 

at the level of what I had to say, about what I have just now stated, 

namely, that on that occasion I simply demonstrated this phenomenon 

by the fact that from that, from this mob, I received questions and that 

alone is where the phenomenon lies.  If this person, and I have no 

doubt about it, is an analyst, she was able to notice that I had in the 

little I said - which was, I am repeating to you, execrable - 

demonstrated this phenomenon. 

 

That closes the brackets.  I would like now to come back to what I 

have to advance in today, namely, that I only found, in a word, a 

single way of giving these three terms, Real, Symbolic, Imaginary 

their common measure by knotting the, with this bo-bo…bo-

bo…Borromean knot.  In other words, that you must pay attention to 

what I drew there on the board, and you have been able to see, not 

without difficulty, because I made a mistake in the colour on several 

occasions.  Because it is indeed here that we will find the whole time 

the question, what distinguishes the way in which each one consists, 

of those things which at one time, I designated as rings of string, what 

distinguishes each one from the others?  Absolutely nothing but the 

meaning.  And that is why we have the hope, a hope, good God, on 

which you can thoroughly depend, because hope, in short for me is 

only in this affair.  And if I did not have the answer, as you know, I 

would not ask the question. 

 

We have the hope, I am leaving you the hope in the short term, there 

is none other, that we will take this year a step together, a step which 

only consists in the fact that, if we have won something somewhere, it 

is inevitably, it is surely, at the expense of something else.  That in 

other terms, if analytic discourse functions, it is sure that we lose 

something in it elsewhere.  Moreover, what could we well lose, if 

truly what I have just said, namely, that all the systems of nature that 

have emerged up to now are marked by mental deficiency, why should 

we hold on to them so much!  There remain to us all the same these  
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