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Abstract
It is argued that different viewpoints on anticipation are determined by different

metaphysical backgrounds. Three metaphysics are discussed and compared: one related
to Greek philosophy, one related to Kant's viewpoint in bis Critique of Pure Reason,
and one related to the Lacanian viewpoint on the Real, the Symbolic and the Imaginary.
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1" Infroductioa

As &scdb€d in "Anticipatory Systems: a shcnt philosophbal noteu (Van de Vijver,
1998), -ncient Greek philosophy linked amticipatory præesses to '\e cap"sity of
#signating things by a universal vocôulry whib haviqg exprience mly with
prticdar instmces of those ' ings. Fsr the Greeks, mticipation is the capacity of the
human mind 16 pss€ss and use abstact ideas, before the irmrcdirÉe rgrception of ûre
object. This vieurpoint illustrates ftat the basic point in æticipatcry proccsses is not
their overt time-relatefus ûr time-reversal - by which a firnre sffie is anticipatcd by
being incorporated in some way in the current statg md is thus seen to ssne before rts
actual realisation - but rath ûe capacities of abstracion making such *nticiprtory
processês possible in the first place.

More in particular, tb Greek vieupoint can teach us:
(ù that mticipation paradoxicalty rests on the cryacity (or the belief in tb

capacity) to build rmiversal, allegedly time-less concEpts that p€rmit to
cryture on an a priori basis the particular instantiæions that sccur in
sensation;

(ii) that the issue of rmiversal versus particul^r requires m account of the ways in
which certain systsms (in casu human beings) deal with or are (intentionally)
directed to their surroundings that are accessible througb the senses;
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(iii) that the accolrnt of the relæion between human systems andûêir surrormdings
carl vary, depending on the priority given, either to the a priori universal
categories under which the particular sensations are subsumed, or to the
particular and ever changrng seff;uous presentationq or to any hybrid form
situaæd in bdween the a priori and the a posteriori options.

Today, it has become clear tha ttre t1rye of answer that is given in relation to tbe
latter point, e.g. the pnority given, either to the rmiversal categories or to the particular
sensations, is det€rminative for the metaphysical (ontological) frme within which
epistemological and even ethical iszues are s€ttled" [n other words, it makes a difference
to give pnority to universal categories or to particular sersations. It makes a difference
in the sense Érat difïerert typs of çestions md amwers become relev*nt or irrelwanl
Therefue, beyond similarities and differencæ in vocahtlcry (universalaalticular,
abstraction, reason-sensitivity, srryplernented by representrional accounts,
lo€ayglobal viewpoins, cf. Van de Vijva 1998,2000), it becornes crucial to træe down
tlw ontological, metaplrysical shifts ther occurrEd since the first Greek proposition

The aim of this paper is to contritnrte to a clarification of these background by
doreloping two brief exa,mples, between which a certain tension ca be seen to exist
The first coficerns ttre Kantian viwpoint, ûÉt a@ertty shares inæortaût
termblogical choicæ witr the Greek vieuçoina hû ûat con be shûlrn to divergn from
it in essertial ways, bæicalty because it is a post{artesian vien'point tH starts from
Cartæiæ ontological options (different fiom the Greek ones). The second concerns the
Lacanian viewpoint on tlte relation between the Real, the Symbolic and the tmaginary,
that illustrates in a sense a return to the Greek vierrpoint but menwhile incorporates
language as the firndamettal strucftre in which, as Lacan pub it, the subject precipitates
itself. Bottr exarnples will provide the opportunity to illustrate thæ in assessing and
articulating anticipation as a rclation between universal and partiorlar, between a priori
concepts (reason) and sensitive presentations, anotherterm plays a crucial role, namely
imagination.

2. Kant's Basic Metaphysical Gesture

ln his letter to Marcus Herz of February 21,1772, Kant states the following (Zweig,
1967: 7l-72): "What is the ground of the relation of that in rx which we call
'representation' to the object? If a representation is only a way in which the subject is
affected by the object, then it is easy to see how the representation is in conformity with
this objec! namely, as an effect in accord with its cause, and it is easy to see how this
modification fBestimmtng) of our mind can represent something, that is, have an
object. Thus the passive or sensuous representations have an understandable
relationship to objects, and the principles that are derived from the nature of our soul
have an understandable validity for all things insofar as those things are supposed to be
objecs of the senses. In the sarne way, if that in us which we call'representation'wer€
active with regard to the object, that is, if the object itself were created by the
representation (as when divine cognitions are conceived as the archetypes ofall things),
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the conformity of these representations to their objects could be understood. Thus the
possibility of both an mtellectus archetypi (on whose intuition the things themselves
would be groundeQ and an intellectus ectypi (whichwould derive the date for its logical
procedwe from the sensuous intuition of things) is at least intelligible. However, our
understanding, ttrrough its representations, is not the cause of the object (save in the
case of moral e,nds), nor is the object lGegenstandl the cause of the intellectual
representations in the mind (lz sensu reali). Therefore the pure concepts of the
understanding must not be abstracted from sense perceptions, nor must they express the
recepion of representations tbrougb the sense; but ûrough they must have tbeir origin in
the nature of the soul, they are neither caused by the object lObiectf nor bring the object
itself into being".

Kant expected a quick solution to this problem, as he announces in this letter that he

fnrrports to finish his. work, that he inænded to call at that moment The Limits of
Sensibility and Reason, md that would be called later The Critique of Pure Reason,
within three months. The problem he poses here in tenns of conformity befween a
representation and its object, is apparently more complex than he expected, as the
Critique of Pure Reqson will only be completed ten years later. However, the question

loofts straightforward: how to explain the conformity of representation and object
between an 'input' of reason and an 'input' of sensation? But is it really so
strefghtforwrd?

The reason to quote_ this extensive passage, is tbat it is indicative of Kant's
rne@hysical backgroundr that differs substantially from the Greek one. Remember that
the Greek philosophers were concenred with the relation befween ,'niversal and
prficular, and this is exactly the relæinn Kant is concErned with too. But does he
ûcrefore ask tk same qræstion? h otn ophion, he doesn't. In that regard' we aglee
with UfhitEhead rybo consllered l(mtianfrinking as a genuine tnap that is substantially
diffsr€nt frgEr tte Cscek ore æd that in WhitÊûlesd's vi€sr', is to b avoiH by all
ûreqns.

trn mder b rrake tris point eletr, let ras Seryt to b ss anplicit as possible about
Kmt's bsic cpistcn*ological assrrr$i<ms. These se twofold: (Ù On lhe one hæd" fifft
assuilles that the probkrn of knowlcdge is to be articulared on fu basis of ûe rehtion
benreen two tsrms" conæpûs of reason æd objects given througb sersirivity. Those two
terms are heterogeneous md ae &alt wilh by di&rent fasulties. (ii) On *re otlær hand
he assumes thnt an agreexîcnt or canfcrn:ity can exist between ttrese two terrns, which
asks for an explanation. Kant indeed æcepts that objective knowledge, that is5 universal

I A metaphysical frarne cr background can be intuitively seen as a window on the world, a way of
esking questions md refraining to ask others. We ta&e inspintion here from Lynn Rudder Baker's account

of mJtaphysical backgrormds (1995), articulaæd within 16s fiame ofphilosophy of mind. In that dornaiq

she is one of the rare philosophers to bave rgrred for tte need to clariS the metaphysical backgromds

orr of which certain presuppæitions arise, and out of which solutions are proposed This she has shom

with regard to the disclssiôns about causality and explanæion in relation to human action. In this regad,

she haJdescribed unb'ridgeable divergences ofvierrpoits about reality, causality, and hurnan behaviour,

rmderlying these discussions. For a trther treatrpnt of this topic, see Van de Vijver (2004).
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and necessary knowledgs, is possible, as it is given in the form of Newtmian
mechanics.

Starting from these two assumsions, Kant me€ts two challenges: to show that the
system of a priori concepts that lre proposæ is necessary and universal, and to show
trat it is genuinely related to the things given tkough sensation-

The first challenge is what the Critique of Pure Reason is basically about Therg
Kant takes up the initial questions he had cormnunicaled to Marcus Hm4 and purports
to argue for the fact the system of concepts is indeed ttre only possible one in view of
rnaking objective knowledge possible. The transcendmtal dsduction is abotû the
justification of the concepB in terms of their necessity as conditions of possibility of
objective knowledge- In his ftÊt Critique, Kant will consider that those a priori
universal concepts can be founq and ftd the prticnlar instantiations of experiences
have tû be subsumd unda them. This as a Greek way of phrasirg tbe issue. And Kant's
ansriler is cleæ: those concepts cover all possible experience, in thât all possitde
experience needs to meet the requirrments of these rmiversal coæepûs. The tr4
Whiteh€ad had in mind, however, is that Kant, althmrgh he criticizes Dæcartes d
rejects dogmatic rafiomlism, bæiczlly adopûs DeÊ@trs'way of pbrasing the issuc. Ttre
temrs he stafis ftom, reasKm m the rc M æd sensation on tbe otber, æe two
heerogsneorn Érms, and it is bet\rem thesc hro tbat a conformr:ty has to be looked fu.
This is d a Gred but a Cartsian\ilay of Ftting thepcoblem

The sccond cùallenge conc-enrs the leterogeneity between fre categæies of rcason
(concepts) and the sensory iryut given in iduition (image)- Actually, this challengc wac
also tb me of Greek and medieval philosophy, namely the oæ of grasping how cnr
thinking is to be related to our senses- At this point Kant introduces a ûrird term, in
between reason and intuition, in between the particular sensory imge *rld ûre
conceptual idea, which is the scùema- The schema has to serve the function of buiHing
a connection between the two heterogeneou terms. The problem of sc,hernatisn is to
af,swer the questim about how a priori categories are applicable to images provided
through sensatim. More specifically, its aim is to build a bridge betqreæ intuitim and thÊ
pure concepts of, reason, between the image and the general idea For Kant it is not
sufficient thât in the tanscendental deductioc the existence of universal concepts is
proven. It is also imperative that the applicability of such concepts is argued for. Starting
from the transcendental deduction, it becarre clear to him that pure concepb of
understæding are totally heteroçneous with regard to an image, dnd can nevç be found
in any intuition whâtso€ver. Hence the need for a third term, whid restores homogeneity
in a certain way- The problem of schmatislç tùrrs contains ùe fo[owing two aspects:
"How are caGgories applicable to appeamnces ând their mere form ?' and "How [do]
what Kant calls 'sensible concepts' become connected witr irnaggs througb fteir
schernata?". Alexis Philonenko (1982) clearly shows how tbe schema should not be
confired with the image. It is the general procefure, the general nrle on the basis of
which an image is procured to an a priori concept. The scherna gives an outline of the
conditions by which a ser$ory input is to be determined in relation to a logical fimction
or cûncepL Where the image is the product of productive imaginatim, the scùe,rna is the
product of,the pure imagination a priori.It is homogeneous with, but not similar to, the
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image and the concept.2
Two remarks can be added here:
- Firstly, the innovating aspect of Kant's approach is the focus on the active pool in

the construction of knowledge: knowledge is no passive reception or submission,
knowledge is the develorpment of a procedure by an active instance.

- Secondly, Kant admits that schematism is a mysterious thing: "an art concealed in
the dçths of the human soul, whose real modes of activity nature is hardly likely ever
to allow us to discover, and to bring up to our gaze".' For him, it follows that the theory
ofthe psyche has only a descriptive status, for one can hardly analyze a living activity.
Psychology should mnfine itself to the description of this method of schematism, as
opposed to all that presents igelf as the construction of intellectual operations, and for
which one could give an a priori rule. So, schematism indicates, once again, the dualism
befween two heÉerogeneous tEtms thât n€ed to be brought into conformity. The rwo
terms are on the one hand the concepts of reason that have a legislative, constitutive
status, and on the other hand the images given in intuition that are to be subsumed under
these concepts. Even if this dualism differs on rnany points from the one of Descartes, it
does fit into an ontological space that remains basically faithful to the one initiated by
Descartes, and thal, as such, differs substantially from the Greek viewpoint.

Indeed in Greek philosophy, the problem of knowledge was not defined as a
problem of bringing two heterogeneous ærms into conformrty. The space within which
epistemological issues are raised, is not dualistic in a Cartesian sense. For Aristotle, for
instance, the attention for the soul is to be equaæd with the attention for an mimating
principle. He was convinced that the sout is ûre principle on the basis of which life cm be
eirplained. His concern for the hmran xrul, is thus a concern for the living sensitive,
moving bodr, not a concern for a diserrbodiÊd mind siûraled above oraside of the body.
Anirnation refers in the first place to fhe nroving body (cf. Burwood et aL, 1999; De
Preester,2C04).

This bas ss a cansqlenc.e ûat of knovle@e (e4. having reprcsentat*ms)
are settled fiGn Triftin an cnùodi€d perspecti've, in which the rnoving body plays a

' In bis cr'xique of Pure Judgment Kæt had rn{rhgsized both ttr irnpormce of fu method and ûre

disinction bÊf*am a scb€oa ^'rd m rms€F. "So, wem ich fiinf hrnlf,e bfuter einander sdze ..-.., is

diaes cin Bild vm alsr Tehl ûinf. OagÊgrn, wenn ich &e Z.ahl ûberhaupt nur denke, die mm fihf oder

hunalgt sein karm, co ist dieses Ddcn mehr die Vontellung einer lv@ha&, eiaem gewissen Begriffe

geurÉS eine Menge (2. E. Ta$end) in eiËm Bilde voransællen, als dieses Bild selbs, welches ich im

l€tâern Falie schwerlich T.ihde iiberseheû rmd mit dem Begriff vcrgleicb@ kô6eo. Diese Vorstelhng

ragr voû einm allgomeinen Vcr&ùrrn der Eiûbilemgskraû, einem Begttr æin Bild zu verschafieû,

mne ich das Sc&erna an diesem Bqriffe." (E. k?nt, Kritik &r reinen Veratmfi, BIII' p. 189; Bl8O,

A14Gl4l, our cursivarion). We æ quoting Kæt Êom the editim of tbe Collected Works by Wilhelm

Weis6! publistred by Srtrernp, Frm*firt rn lvlain, 1977. Tbe æference from the $uhrkaryedirisn is

each tiræ followed by the reÈrcnce Aom the Gigiûal edition: the psginatim of the second edition B is

meotiored 6rst then followed bythe ûrsteditionA.
3 "... eine rærborgpe Krffit in dm TlÊfen dcr menschlichen Seele, deren ualrne Han@ri{fe wir der Naar

schwerlicû jcrmk ûmlerl md sie surrcrdeckt vor Augen legan werrden" (E' Kd' [1956]: 190' tsl81-182'

A142. ouhaoslation).
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crucial mle. This is radically different from a Cartesian perspective, in which
knowledge, or at least its truthfulness, is situated apart from m above the body. In
addition, the metaphysical diffsrence between Cartesian and non-CarEsian approaches
can become clear from the role of imagination. For the Greeks, it is ac*nowledged that
irnagination is different from pacepion, but the connection between both is always
sûessed: imagination is a movement generated by an acûral perception. Therefore, the
challenge for philosophers like Aristotle, and later Thornas Aquinas, is to explain how
diferent orders, animated and non anitnated, body and soul, different kinds of
movement (pe,rceptiorl r€presentatiron, cogni6i6ç1, ...) at some point interact wift each
other and are at other momenB ditr€rentiated- Most of the time, these ideas are
expressed by using *re distinction between fonn and mder. Moreovetr, most of the time
the pnocess of ahtraction is thougbt of in cansal terms- For example, for Acquinas,
imgination is the reservoir of images that are the simifaities of certain things that are
c4ûrred by th€ s€ns6" Those images rE nût yet imma@ial. The sease receives the
form of things without matt6, hn not yef witherÉ tb rnaterial conditisæ (which refers
to tre rnataial indivi&rating conrditions of those ftirys). So, tlË ainr is to abstract froilt
ttrc maærial coditioas, and the more this process of aMaction proceeds, the more it is
perftct-a These ideas are corrpktely in oppæition b Kant's conccptiuç with ttre
cotrstitutive" legislafive frrnction of thc coræep8 of rcasm, æd tre attemp,t to srbsrnre
underthem fu imag9s given ùrough sensation.

It is on the basis of a clarification of the nætaptrysfoal fizrnes dnt the relation
between universd md particular, tlnt we intrinsically lirked to the issræ of anticipation,
nee& to be situated- With the Greeks, anticipation, conceived of as the capacity of the
humæ mind to possess and use abstract iàeas, before thE imrnediaæ perception of the
oblect, is to be viewed from within a metaphysics in which the moving body plays the
first role. With Kant, anticipation, very similarly conceived of as the capacity to
capture/subsume particular things in sensation through gsneral concepts, is interpreted
as the capacity to build bridges betwe€n two intrinsically heterogeneous orders, reason
and sensation, the former being legislative, the latter being contingent and to be
subsumed under a priori laws.

To be fair, Kant's viewpoint on the relation between universal and particular was
nuanced and supplemented in his third Critique, the Critique of Judgment (1790) in
which he did take into account the living organism. As a matter of fact, Kant
guestioned, precisely with regard to the living organism the adequacy of attempting to
subsume the particular under the universal. According to him, living systerns
intrinsically resist any attempt of this sort, and have, as such, a very specific status.
These insights didn't lead" however, to a basic shift in what functioned at that moment

o This has implications of the relation between body and soul. According to Aristotle and Acquinas,
the essence ofthe soul is to in-form the body, the soul is the formative principle ofthe body. But the soul
is as a form united widr the body. Form does not exist for tk sake ofthe body, it is the opposite: matter
exists for the sake of the form. Form explains matter and not the inveme. In other words, thÊ soul is not
accidentally united with the body, but essentially. The soul can only understand something through
sensory images (for a discussion" see De Preest€r,ztOl.).
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as his metaphysical background. Neither did it bring him to question the implic_ations of
this metaphysical background that differed so substantially from the Greek one.'

2. The Lacanian Viewpoint

Let us now come to Lacan's viewpoint on the relation between universal and
particular. Our aim is not so much to show that Lacanian psychoanalysis is faithful to
the Cartesian heritage, or that it deals with epistemological issues in terms of the
problematic relations between different, heterogeneous orders. Our aim is instead to
show that Lacan conceives of this heterogeneity in structural terms, and to examine the
epistemological and ontological consequetces of this structural. viewpoint. In this
regard, it tums out that it is impossible to talk about anticipation without a clear
understanding of what is involved in the idea of anticipative structures, This will bring
us to a clarification of Lacan's metaphysical frame that is quite radically different from
the Greek as well as from the Kantian view.

It is well known that Lacan's thinking involves three orders of psychic functioning:
the Real, the Symbolic and the Imaginary (RSI). It is on the basis of these three
"orders", these different kinds of organisation, that Iacan gives shape to a basic
heterogeneity in the heart of psychic life. What, however, is meant by these psychic
"orders"? It is certainly tempting to conceive of the distinction between Real, Symbolic
and Imaginary along the lines of the distinctions classically made in philosophy. The
Real then could be taken to refer to the body, the Symbolic to language or to the
concepts of reason, and the hnagnary to the image or at least to what sensitively
produces the image. A close reading of Lacan's texts, however, indicates that it is better
to resist this temptation.

Indeed, in Lacan's viewpoint, the Symbolic refers to the regulation and structuring of
the social world on the basis of certain laws, an idea borrowed from structuralist
anthropology. The most basic form of social exchange is communication. Law and
structure are unthinkable without language. Even if the symbolic is not to be equated
with language, it is essentially a linguistic dimension. The symbolic dimension of
language is that of the signifier: a dimension in which elements are purely constituted
by virtue of their mutual differences. The Symbolic therefore is first and foremost a
structural idea, and is not referring to meaning or significance (Evans, 1996\.6

The Imaginary starts from the formation of the ego in the mirror stage, a process by
which the ego is formed through imaginary identification, e.g. identification with the
image in the mirror. Alienation is constitutive of the imaginary order (Lacan, 1988, for a
discussion, see Van de Vijver et a1.,2002). The Imaginary therefore has connotations of
illusion, fascination, and seduction. In the linguistic dimension, the Imaginary refers to
the side of the signified and signification, and exerts, as in the mirror image, a

t His reasons for thinking differently in relation to living systems are various and too complex to be
discussed in rhis article. We can refer, however, to the following publication that deals with this issue: Van
de lijver etal.,200/'.

'Quite similarly, In Freud's work, the signifier refers to the word-form or the sound-;fo,,m, not to the
rneaning.
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captivating power. Clearly, the imaginary is related to the image, and to the
signification of the image. It therefore can provide meaning to the signifier and as such
stop or freeze the structwal functioning of the synbolic. But it is not in itself a
structure.

The Real lies beyond the Synbolic, it is inassimilable to language: 'that which
resists synbolization absolutely'' (Lacan, 1988), and is therefore traumatic. It is not
conceived of in structuralist terms of oppositions between presence and absence: "there
is no absence in the real" (Lacan, 1988a). It is the Symbolic that introduces a cut in the
Real in the process of signification. The Real has also connotations of matter, implying
a material substrate underlying the Imaginary and the Symbolic, and as such links to the
realm of biology and to the body in its brute physicality (Evans, 1996). However, it
does not have to be thought of as unstructured in itself. On the contrary, the biological
body is a complexly organized dpamical structure. But the way in which it can be
captured through the symbolic, is as an absence.

So, Iacan conceives of psychic functioning in terms of a very specific coupling
between three orders, that are heterogeneous to each other but that neverttreless have a
connection. This connection is metaphorically expressed through the Borromean knot.
The three orders, the Real the Symbolic, the Imaginary, are intertwined in a Borromean
knot:

What can be deduced from this viewpoint about anticipation and metaphysical
backgrounds?
- Firstly, the Lacanian viewpoint conceives of the psyche as a systern that is

essentially structured on the basis of language. It is the way in which the subject is
in language that determines its specific access to the biological body, as well as to
the image. In a sense, language is determinative for or concomitant with ontological
issues. In his Seminar III, for instance, Iacan writes: "I have begun to distinguish
three spheres of language as such. You will remember that we can, inside the
phenomenon of language itself, integrate the three planes of the symbolic,
represented by the signifier, the imaginary, represented by signification, and the
real, that is the discourse genuinely held within it diachronic dime'nsion." (Lacan,
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1993 : 7 5 -7 6, our translation)'
- Secondly, the psychic system, by being thus constituted of different orders, is

intrinsically heterogeneous, but this heterogeneity is ultimately seized from within a
symbolic perspective. In other words, it is the symbolic structure that has a
determinative as well as an anticipative function for the constitution of the human
subject. More correctly, it is through the Symbolic that the human subject can
acquire an anticipative capacify, towards the body on the one hand, and towards the
image on the other.o ln this, the particular intertwinement, illustrated by the
Borromean knot, is indicative of the particular developmental history of the human
subject.

- Thirdly, the Symbolic is the "flesh" of which the subject is made. It should not be
conceived of as something that "finishes off' the human subject, a kind of veneer,
something with superficial effects. On the contary, the Symbolic has constitutive
impact. As such, it determines the space within which the subject can move and
develop. "A subject speaks as it moves, and moves at it speaks".

- Therefore, conceiving of the Symbolic in structural terms, and considering the
emergence of the subject as a particular instantiation of the symbolic, implies a
structural viewpoint on anticipatory processes. Indeed, anticipatory processes cannot
but wiûress of the structure within which they take place. The merit of Lacan, and
more broadly of structuralism, is to have shown that anticipatory processes are
constrained by and even require dynamical sffuctures.

3. Conclusion

Lacan has given shape to the idea that a human subject is first and foremost a
speaking subject. Its essence lies in its modality of speaking. Once the human subject is
characterized thus, and once the account of the subject is embedded into a structural
viewpoint, it becomes impossible to phrase the issue of anticipation in classical
philosophical terms, such as those of Greek philosophy, or even those of Kant. The
relation between universal and particular is indeed to be grasped from within the
capacities and limitations the human being has as a speaking being. For instance, any
account of the universal will have to be seen as the result of very particular, embodied
interactive practices, of which language practices are the exquisite example. An account
of concepts of reason in terms of legislation or constitution, as Kant sustained, becomes
highly problematic. At first sight, Lacan could be seen to come closer to the Greek
viewpoint, and metaphysically speaking, there is something to say for this idea. As a
matter of fact, Lacan's psychoanalysis wibesses of a highly dlmamic, embodied
viewpoint on knowledge and epistemology. But the similarity is to be limited, in as far

t 'Séminaire IlI, Les Psychoses, pp. ?5-76: "J'ai commencé par distinguer les trois sphères de la parole
comme telle. Vous vous rappelez que nous pouvons, à I'intérieur même du phénomène de la parole,
intégrer les trois plans du symbolique, représenté par le signifiant de I'imaginaire, représeoté par la
sienification, et du réel, qui est le discours bel et bien tenu réellement dans sa dimension diachronique."

E For a discussion ofthe identificatory logic at work in the constitution ofthe subject, see Van Bunder
et al. 2004.
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as the Greek did not consider language as a tool that participated in the dynamics of
living, that determined the essence of the subject, and that also determined its way of
being in the world. For Lacan, and also for Freu4 the subject constructs its home in and
through language. In language, it can be more or less comfortable, but it is the only
home it has. It is within this home that anticipatory practises take place on the basis of
which the human being gets a grip on his sensitive contacts with their surroundings
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