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Extimité*®

coined by Lacan from the term

r }hree times in the Seminar; and it

‘ln[' 9 pa L5 s
Willnl;lea(f:'y (intimité), occurs two o
or us to transform this term Into an articulation, a structure, t0

Produce i .
o nfggf it as an S1 which would allow us to g0 beyond and over the
on that we first experience when faced with such a signifier.

The ;
term extimacy' (extimité),

L3

FOI'
for F?;aIXSlS, referring only 10 the
alysi:d X and Lacan’s works are also
XIS whi hrld our common reading of the commentary on Freudian
not 4 nlikc forms the subject of the first ten years of Lacan's Seminar is
¢ the lectio of the Middle Ages. At that time, the lesson of a
and sententia. /

Maste .
aster was to be divided into three parts: littera, sensus,
f the text, the most grammatic

ittera i .
a is the level of the construction o
i of the explicit and easy

evel -

meahi Ife.nsus is the level of the signified,

g; and sententia is the deep understanding of meaning. Only this
ipline of commentary.

Tllerf sententia can justify the disci
Const anPFO_blcm posed by Lacan’s teaching is precisely that onc of its
ts is a commentary on Freud. Moreover, 0 i i

ac
an makes maxims or “sententia¢” (in the Middle Ages, the word
¢ allow the Other t0

analytic experience is tllusory;
part of our relation to psycho-

Aso g
Chooégeam common place”). Thus, he does no \
what of Lacan must be repeated = and this, because he
in formulas which are

Ormatj .
Simpﬁilzcs his own thought py expressing it ch ar
, or which at least seem simple. Thus, “The unconscious 18

Strug .
Sttuctured like a language,” “Desire is te desire of the Other,” and
for another signifier” are

he gjoni
Sentgn t?‘gnlﬁer represents the subject ner I
ae of Lacan. At present, part of our task lies m culling these
Tagiym.2 Thus we do with
If as an author in the
exmar X , who knows what he says.
2 to g}lﬁ his “sententiae,” however, Lacan is not an author. His work
owin ng. We must take {his into consideration; we must know that
thig tEacﬁj his star requires that we do not synchronize and dogmatize
S antin ng, that we do not hide but rather stress its contradicions,
nalysi omies, its dcadlocks, its difficultics. For, a tqachmg on the
ic experience is likc a wor > and implics a back and

Mot k in progress” an
otion between text and experience.

nslator’s notes;

*T
Fang] T
Namy.2ted by Frangoise Massardier-Kenney. Superscripts indicate tra

bers j
s x5S
in brackets indicate author’s notes.
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2. Extimacy (extimité)

ion to gatherng:
Why this title? First, because last year I gave my at}:'ﬁ;%‘;;,s%eachmﬁi
developing, articulating the quaternary structures lf raalized and deal
and as a result it seems to me that extimacy must bcldonot disregard
with apart from these structures. Second, I cou ting myself 10 e
question of extimacy since I am particularly devo that extimacy is 2
question of the real in the symbolic. It so happens nner the real in tt ;
term used by Lacan to designate in a problematic I}rlla a great pOte““.c
symbolic. Third, it seems to me that this term atilems of analyti
for crystallization, When reconsidering the pI'Ot rting point, 0n¢
experience and of Lacan’s teaching from this sta

. our
: ised by
realizes indeed that a number of scattered questions ra

3 2 cess
. . : [13 1 c ls ne
practice fall into place, Fourth, this expression “extima y

. u oSCdl

In order to escape the common ravings about a psychism supp .
located in a bipartition between interior and exterior. ough to say th

Let us qualify this 1ast point, however; for it is not en a relation in its
this bipartition ig unsatisfactory; we must al§o elgborate rior bipartition
stead. Indeed, it is 5o €asy 1o slide into this interior-exte r relation, the
that we need, for our own use, to substitute for it anoﬁh:ving drawing:
simplest possible, which we will represent with the follo

A efines
Most interior ~ this is how the dlcuonarﬁa(liity 0
» in the analytic experience, a %‘he word
Lacan invented the term extimate. i1l perhap$
- But with a little effort and luck, it v:;ictioﬂar.y'
cometo exist - ina few centuries . inthe Académie frangaise ative whic
at the term “interior” is a comp ar[ive. The
and of which intimus is the Suped&; oint in
art of language to reach the dccpesr}:s given
ell that quotations from literary W&at {he most
one says commonly, constantly adoxicallys
time the most hidden, Therefore, tﬁ:; a point 0
€ most intimate ig not a point of transparency but rg to found the
opacity. And thjg point of opacity is generaily use
necessity of certaj

. igious €O
aln covers, the most common being the relig
a$ we are going to see,

there is an effort on the p
interior, Iet Uus note as w
dictionarieg show that
intimate ig at the same

vel‘ ’
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E",Umacy is not the contrary of intimacy. Extimacy says that the
Wtimate is Other — like a foreign body, a parasite. In French, the date of
i".th of the term “intimacy” can be located in the seventeenth century;
tis found for instance in Madame de Sévigné’s Correspondance, 2
mofiel of intimacy, from which comes this sentence: “I could not help
ling you all this detail, in the intimacy and love of my heart, like
demess is without

Meone who unburdens herself to a maid whose ten .
Parallel.” [s it not charming that one of the first occurrences 1t the

s;ench language of the term “intimacy” already has a relation to a kind
confession of the heart to someone full of tendemess?
ou Psychoanalysis, it seems to us natural fr_om the start to place
inésel"es in the register of intimacy, for there is no experience more
Mate than that of analysis, which takes place in private angi requires
0 St, the most complete lack of restraint possible, to the point that in
0? Consulting rooms — these places reserved for the confessions
. Mtimacy — analysands, though in the house of someone else, some-
Mes act as if they were at home. This is confirmed when such an
realy sand takes out of his pocket the key to his own house a$ he is
Aching the door-step of his analyst. e friend
of h_Owever, in no way can one say ' n intimat <
.S analysand, The analyst, 00 is precisely extimate 10 (
IS intimacy, Perhaps this shows that one cannot have one 3 own
woh‘fse. Perhaps also it is this position of the psychoanalyst's ex}tllimacy
of I;Csl;’“lllakes so distinct and so constant the role of the Jew in the history
Choan i ]
be :We use :llllg féin extimacy in this way, W€ can consequently make 1t

Subject is th -

; e Other, This is what we fi

Crits, 1 «his other to whom I am more
72), when Lacan speaks of L ey identity t0

Attacheq : rtof m
than to myself, since, at the hea Y odified) — where the

Myself, jt is h irs me" translation m
ﬁi‘hmacy Ofﬁle%ggx? issttiled to the Eracillation of the subject’s identity t0
Mself. Thus the writing A—$ 1S justified. ¢ which is the
reliorotE are several covers of this point of extimacy, 0n¢ which is
igious cover, Thus Saint Augustine speaks of God as interior mnmg
Wh?' “more interior than my innermost being:” God here 1s'thus‘ l? wtc})lr
lc’.‘ Covers this point of extimacy which in itself has nothing likeable.

S . !
Implies this schema: _
~

A
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where the circle of the subject contains as the most intimate (intime)
of its intimacy the extimacy of the Other. In a certain way, this
is what Lacan is commenting on when he speaks of the unconscious as
discourse of the Other, of this Other who, more intimate than my
intimacy, stirs me. And this intimate which is radically Other, Lacan
expressed with a single word: extimacy.

We could apply this term to the psychiatric clinic and call mental
automatism “extimate automatism” in so far as it manifests in an
obvious fashion the presence of the Other and of its discourse at the
very center of intimacy. In the analytic clinic, it is interesting to note
that it is always when extimacy is punctualized that an analyst’s
hesitations about the diagnosis occur, between obsession and psychosis
for example, despite the very clear distinctions that he makes in other
respects between one and the other. Extimacy indeed is so structural
for the speaking being that no analyst can say he has never encountered
it, if only in the experience of his own hesitations.

4. aOA

Let us introduce now a dimension other than the one from our previous
schema, by posing the small g as part of the Other. The structure is the
same but, this time, the exterior circle is that of the Other and the
central area, the area of extimacy, is occupied by a.

mThlS 1S not the negati_on of the preceding schema but a new use of

¢ same structure, which responds to another consideration. Up to
this point n our argument, we have used the concept of the Other
as someﬂpng qbvxous. Now, the question of extimacy leads us to
problematize this concept, to ask the question of the alterity of the
OL‘I.mr. 1.¢., of why the Other s really other.

What is the Other of the Other?” is the very simple question asked
by Lacan in order 10 ground the alterity of the Other. To say that the
Olhqr of the Other is the subject would not take us very far, for the
precise reason that the subject of the analytic experience is nothing,
that it is a barred function.

The first attempt made by Lacan was 1o posit that the Other of the
Other of the signifier was the Other of the law. This hypothesis
concludes his essay on psychoses (1). There would exist an Other who
lays down the law to the Other. This would imply the existence of a

metalanguage which would be the Law, for the Law as absolute is a
metalanguage.
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Later Lacan, thinking against Lacan, says on the contrary that “there
is no Other of the Other,” that “there is no metalanguage.” To whom
does he say this? He says it to the previous Lacan. Thus, there is no
reason to confuse an effort at rationality with a dogmatization. Let us
note that this famous sententia, “There is no Other of the Other,”
implies a devalorization and a pluralization of the Name of the father.
But it also implies a problem in grounding the alterity of the Other.
Indeed, what is it, this Other, if not a universal function, an abstraction?
Father Takatsuga Sasaki’s reaction, for example, testifies to it when he
tells us that this kind of abstraction seems impossible in the Japanese
language, in which there is no Other but various categories of alterity,
of plurality.

The Other that we experience through the religious cover is omni-
valent. It is precisely what is called, in Christianity, the neighbour.” It is
a way to nullify extimacy; it grounds what is common, what conforms,
conformity. It belongs fundamentally, as universal, to this conformity.
But if there is no Other of the Other, what is the ground of its alterity?

Jouissance is precisely what grounds the alterity of the Other when
there is no Other of the Other. It is in its relation to jouissance that the
Other is really Other. This means that no one can groungl tl}e altg:my_of
the Other from the signifier, since the very law of the signifier implies
that one can always be substituted for the other and vice versa. TQe_law
of the signifier is indeed the very law of 1-2, and in this dimension, itis as
though there is a democracy, an equality, a community, a principle of
peace. Now, what we are altempting to see is what makes the Other
other, i.e., what makes it particular, different, and in this dimension
of alterity of the Other, we find war. In racism, for example, 1t 15
precisely a question of the relation to an Other as such, conceived in its
difference. And it does not seem to me that any of the generous and
universal discourses on the theme of “we are ail fellow-beings” have
had any effectiveness concerning this question. Why? Because racism
calls into play a hatred which gocs precisely toward vyh'at grounc_is the
Other’s alterity, in other words its jouissance. If no decision, no will, no
amount of reasoning is sufficient to wipe out racism, itis _mdced pccause
it is founded on the point of extimacy of the Other. It is not simply a
matter of an imaginary aggressivity which, itself, is directed at fellovs’/-
beings. Racism is founded on what one imagines abonft the Other’s
jouissance: it is hatred of the particular way, of the Other’s own way of
experiencing jouissance. We may well think that racism exists because
our Islamic neighbour is too noisy when he has parties; nevertheless it is
a fact that what is really at stake is that he takes his jouissance 11 a way
different from ours. Thus the Other’s proximity exacerbates racism. as
soon as there is closeness, there is a confrontation of incompatible
modes of jouissance. For it is simple to love one’s neighbour when he is
distant, but it is a different matter in proximity. Racist storics are
always about the way in which the Other obtains a “‘plus-de-jouir™:
cither he does not work or he does not work enough, or he is useless ora
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: endowed
little too useful, but whatever the case may be, h%lls :imiylsn tolerance
with a part of jouissance that he does not deserve. ue te canot deny
is the intolerance of the Other’s jouissance. Of cours ' nean’s wordS,
that races do exist, but they exist in so far as they are, {nns
races of discourse, i.e., traditions of subjective positions.

S.,ac A

. ; en Lacan
One usually stresses what, of the Other, is Subjefﬁé rzvsléems to be
speaks, for example, of the subject assumed to know, to be a subject:
no difficulty: there is 3 way of the Other which lrsl t in the Other 1
However, we must point out something else, i.e., wha

" . Lacan,
object. We will develop this point from two seminars by
Ethics, and The Transference,

. 1aid
: er is lat
The opposition between das Ding, the Thing, and thf; %tgrked_ out
out in the Seminar on The Erpigy, This antinomy long remaine
enigmatically ~ which cxplains the fact that das Ding has

ns‘
: alr ; inar on tram,
wrapped in mystery. But it ig the case that, in the S;’glggposinon 1
ference, which comes immediately after The Ethics, thi
transformed ing

X | : . is way: @
0 a relation which can be written in ﬂl;lgrr\gvged from
Lacan makes thig transformation from a metaphor

. n-
) hich cOf
_ hich is nowadays known as that of Sllemlie :,Volutiol_l in
lains the object, agalma, inside itself. Here, we see a

: g , myth
Lacan’s teaching, for thig relation, established in a literary

ier
" . e to earlle
non-formalist Way, appears to be completely antagomstlﬁce’" is 1o
developments, The Other, in the Seminar on “Transfere
longer only the place

15k in the
of the signifier; there the object is ‘“ﬂfilggg worl
ther ~ which dppears somewhat mystical because the Se¢ 1 is nothin&
only with the idea of interior and exterior. Plato’s m(x-leh something
more: a cover which looks like a Silenus and inside of whic interior d
else is found, We must therefore formalize this model of i
exterior,

. ich has only
Something has been introduced in Lacan’s teaching which
been understood

. r of e
X recently, i.e., the devalorization of H‘e h(i)cthhedoes .not
signifier, He could thus say: “The Other does not exist,” W with-

. . tion g
prevent the Other from functioning, for many - things functiot: %"
out existing

t exist,
2 - However, the sentence, “The Other does no
Meaningles

ce s Xists.
S if it does not imply that @, on the contrary, ¢ what

: . . t is )
Lacanian Other, the Oy that functions, is not real.ﬂ'lfi?‘zz as “plus
OWs us to understand that g ig real, to understand how in the
de-jouir” foun

. al 1
ds not only the Other’s alterity but also what is rea.
Symbolic Other

) . tariorizd”
-Itisnota matter of a link of integration, of interl
uon, but of an articulation of extimacy. y ¢l
Let us illustrate this with the incident which interrupted (rinthe
bomb scare (2). The bomb did not exist. However, we ha
that, without existing,

. e Ordcr
it could produce its effect. My class 18 of th
of the significr ang i held i

; where
In a place devoted to teaching,

ass: @
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?v?{ie(;: was introduced which, let me tell you, had a great effect, but
me ch no one knew the location of, Thus did we prove that at the very
is emen‘t when this object crops up via the signifier “Bomb!,” the Other

Trtrllptl_ed, disappears. Only the object remains, the object in a desert.
And 1§ is a good exqmple of the antinomy existing between A and a.
Py At;hls antinomy is compatible with the formula which we write
el For this object, the bomb — an object which is perfectly
nextacxous w;thout existing or w}nch perhaps will explode tomorrow or
oh week — is the result of the discourse of the Other. It is not a natural

enomenon, not an earthquake; it is not a substance but on the

c - .
ontrary a result, a product of the discourse of science. The sentence,
s which Lacan studied to

p?o%mb!”is located on the level of.intcrsection ich
the e that the presence of the subject of the enunciation does not need
in dil;re_sence of the énoncé. At the same time, this sentence gives a clear
Signs ?tlor‘l‘ of the relation between signifier and object. Indeed, if the
gnifier “Bomb!” is truly a reference to the bomb, it still does not
e bomb is. There is thus a

Tepresent this bomb; it does not say where th
d the object, but we cannot say that

link between this signifier an
i best proof of this is that no

pogjo. be done with this point, which has a paradigmatic value, my OWn
sh 1tion is to say that the young woman who burst into the room
outing “Bomb!” should have written this on a sheet of paper and

ked the people from one

h-anded it to me. At that time, I would have as
de, then from a third one;

is'léie CI>f the room to leave, then from another si :
in(fi would.h'ave tried to do things in the most orderly way. This
of tfates a clinical difference between her and me, and the importance

asls way a subject situates him- or herselfina moment of crisis. When
ang ed this person why she had not warned me in wnting, she
o, wered: “But the bomb could have exploded any moment!” Of

urse, but identifying with the bomb may not be the best way to get out

0 :
f such a situation.

5. Quod without quid

Thallf part of my development concerm
es its localization in the place of th
op the object g, we are not speaking about an object summoned
eXPOsue the subject of the representation. If we take the bomb,_for
Wii‘t’:‘Ple, no one is there to gaze atit; it is really an object incompatible
di the presence of the subject; it implies a physical disappearance of
ies and persons that, in this example, represent the subject. If you
le next to you, it

can « ;
isan sit down opposite a painting and chat with the peop _
Not so with the bomb; when you speak about this type of object, the

SU,IJeCt disappears.
is he object g is not a chapter of ontology. Indeed, ontology says what
Common to all objects. It consists in gathering several features of the

s the type of the object and what
e Other difficult. When we speak
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o ienced. ThiS
object of representation before the object itself is exPeil;ill?ewe can
is what Heidegger called “ontological pre-comprehens ch a feature.
know a priori that an object is an object if it has such and S‘ltells a priort
We can also enumerate the object’s criteria. An 011}01083’ Hes, whe
What can be said about objects, These are Aistotle S_Ci}te(;goe d always 2
the said is already placed on the object. An ontology is in eof objects 1S
doctrine of Categories. It can be said that there the structure
already the same as that of the énoncé, octivity —let’S

But when we speak of object a, we speak of another objec summone
say of another “objectity,” an objectity which is n‘_’tn is not
Opposite the subject of representation, For rep_resentatlo Jlung is
imaginary function, In the Seminar on The Ethics, Vorste r with the
symbolic itself — what Lacan will formalize a few years lai':f'on in
Tépresentation of the subject by the signifier. The d‘?ﬁm dn(,)t to the
Lacanian sense, of Vorstellung refers thus to the symbolic an ot avoi
imaginary, However, this new objectity is such that one -Ca?%ut to its
€Xperiencing it. It ig an object articulated not to the subject cts of
division, to0 a subject which does not represent to itself the Objfmno ay
world but which g itself represented. For this reason, we Cé There i
bject is identical to that of the énonc the object
N0 specificity of the object in the Other, where, nonetheless, have the
a does not dissolve, I escapes categories because it does not

. c
€ssence, of something that there is, byt the essence of which one
define in the Other,

De can say that i ig — L.e., quidity — but one cannot say W,ﬁi:s but

JCIe we have a kind of Paradox of the quod: something € gakin
Without quid. In this Way no one can describe the bomb I was sglen,
about earlier, except the person who would encounter it, but without
would not live long! This quod without quid is a “being :
cssence”

(this expression s found once or twice in Lacan).

7. A i(a)

a ' g /i(ﬂo
*2?‘_‘ Is constructed on he model of another formula of Laca:,lérsathe
Which meang that in reality, the image of the other cloﬂlgs or coformula
real of the object. But this can also be said of capital A. -7 154 the

U . . & at
which implies the devalorization of the Other. It 1ndle{t‘1’ss;gn. For
Other does not exist, that it has no other status than that of illusion:

sis @
IS reason, Lacan was able to characterize the end of an analyother'
“cynical.” Cynici

CISm means here the end of the illusion of mee to 2
And Sometimesg, this fal] :

N : C

allows a new access to Jouls"?agolve the.

Jouissance that Lacan lerms perverse because it does not me gains
relation to the Other. Sometimes, in fact, this is what someon
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the end of an analysis — which is then nothing more than the naiveté of
IS cynicism.
Cynicism as such is indeed a form of naiveté, because it consists in

thinking that the fact that the Other does not exist means that it does not
from the fact that the Other does not

exiCtmn. However, ded_ucing_ : _
i st that we can erase its universal function and that only jouissance
s real is naive, Thus, Lacan could say that psychoanalysis made

oundrels stupid.” They become so because they think, after an

analysis, that the values of the Other do not function.
here the analyst’s position

For lack of time, we won't develop

c tween cynicism and sublimation. Let us only specify that sublimation
sean be written —2—. This does not mean that the analyst is only a
obf_nblanqe of object — which would imply that the ultimate truth of the
SOJ"'Ct a is that it is real. The apparatus of analytic discourse involves
N mething more difficult: the object a is a semblance as such, In the

Xpression “semblance of object” that we often use, we find the naive
. lief that the object a is real. However, the object @ as such, as I must

mphasize, is a semblance. And the A which is below the bar can
Perfectly function as supposition — the fact that it does not exist, as we
ve seen, does not at all prevent it from functioning as such.

8. aO o

?g’)e are going to introduce here a €ase that was p

co and in which we can see a way to refer 10
ncems a woman who gets married, then goes to

- i all her rights the day her husband

i ic for explaining

ime, antinomy between these twO terms, since it concems the very

i ersion of marriage, marriage being precisely what can permit one to

ca ure onself against the cause of desire. Marriage implies that the

Use of desire is inscribed in the signifier, whereas this woman goes to

eI lawyer to inscribe in the law the risk of desire.

resented in Barcelona
the absolute risk.® It
alawyerto establish a

9. A_

. concerns what I call, in Lacan, the formula of the second paternal
i int to the formula of the Name-

Of-the-F, :
~Father (NF Gier ), which we must abso .
g“‘— clinic jtself, wd ha lus efer to the second formula, which poses the
Enification of the phallus as minus ¢ and which forces us to operate
the inexistence and the inconsistency of the Other, and not with

nsfunction of its consistency. This secms to me to have important
equences for analytic practice.
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10. The object a

The real, when it concerns the object a, is thus a semblance. It is so
because it is a lie. Where does the object @ come from in Lacan? It
comes from the partial object of Karl Abraham, i.e., from a corporeal
consistency. The interesting thing is to see that Lacan transforms this
corporeal consistency into a logical consistency. It is a fact, and a
significant one: Lacan reduces the object @, which is not a signifier, to a
logical consistency. This is why we can read unmistakably, in book XX
of his Seminar, that the object g introduces a semblance of being. Note
that he does not say that there is an opposition between semblance and
real, quite the opposite. But it is not enough to develop the logical
consistency of the Other; it is also necessary to articulate it with
the logical consistency of the object a. It is only from there that
one¢ can understand that the real can be situated only from the dead-
locks of logic. Lacan introduces this use of the category of the real in
“L’étoufdit."(4) If there were an ontic in psychoanalysis, it would be
the ontic of the object a. But precisely, this is not the road taken by
Lacan. The one he took is the road of logical consistency. It is only in
this way that we can conceive of the analyst as the object a. The analyst
IS not only a corporeal consistency. He is so also, obviously, as
presence, but his value comes especially from logic. And this does not
allow one 1o sit quietly between the signifier and the object, but
requires on the contrary seeing in what sense the object a is a logical
consistency. To speak in this way is perhaps equivalent to thinking
against what we said previously, but you know now that thinking
against oneself is also the lesson of Lacan.

I will add as a final note that this festival of mathemes that I gave here
TesSts on the in-depth work which is done in my class in a looser, more
entertaining way, where I make it more palatable by using stories. But

these stories are not, for all that, more valuable than the in-depth work
of which the present text is the result.

JACQUES-ALAIN MILLER
Text established by Elisabeth Doisneau



Extimité 131

AUTHOR'S NOTES

—

. “Of a question preliminary to any possible treatment of psychosis.”
2. This class of 19 February 1986 had been interrupted by a bomb scare and was
rescheduled the same evening in another location.

3. Published subsequently in Ornicar?, 43, winter 1987-88, Paris: Navarin &diteur,

p.107,
4. Scilicet 4, 1983, p.5.

This exposition is a condensed version of the course on “Extimacy” that M. Jacques-
Alain Miller gave during the academic year 1985-86 in the Department of Psycho-
analysis at the University of Paris VIII. It was delivered in Spanish for the VI
International Convention of the Champ Freudien which took place in February 1986.

TRANSLATOR'S NOTES

1. Although the established translation of “intimité” in Lacan is “intimacy,” it does not
do justice to the full semantic value of the term. In French, “infimité” means
“intimacy” but also the deepest, innermost part, as in the “intimité” of one's being,
one’s thoughts. Perhaps a more satisfying translation would be “intimateness.
. Or a medieval anthology.
In English in the French text.
. Very conservative dictionary.
. In French, “le prochain,” i.e., the one who is close. o
. “Plus-de-jouir” indicates a “more than,” but the structure “plus de” + infinitive also
reminds one of the Marxist notion of “surplus value.” “Plus-de-jouir” would thus be
the surplus value in the economy of pleasure. o .
7. In French, “rend les canailles bétes.” Here Lacan is performing a linguistic Sancc':
“canaille” means scoundrel, but the word comes from the Greek anc{ Laqp for “dog,
as does the word “cynicism.” Moreover, “béte” means “beast, animal” as well as
“stupid.” , -

8. Here the pun revolves around the dual use of the verb “s’assurer.” S assurer de
means to make sure of, whereas “s’assurer contre™ means to get insu'rcd ‘agan.lst. By
using the term “garantie” (guarantee, warranty) next to “s’assurer,’ Miller insures
that we will combine the two uses of the term.
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