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This text by Elisa Alvarenga was developed for a video seminar sponsored by the 
Lacanian Compass.  It highlights the continuing centrality of dreams as formations of the 
unconscious. Two distinct aspects of unconscious are developed: the transferential 
unconscious and the real unconscious. The former addresses the link between the 
process of signification and the truth of the subject’s suffering.  The latter addresses the 
link between the letter and jouissance that which creates a hole in the meaning 
constructed by language.  Two cases of the pass are discussed.  The case of Antoni 
Vincens illustrates the dynamics of the transferential unconscious. Bernard Seynhaeve’s 
testimony of the pass exemplifies the real unconscious. Alvarenga reminds us that 
“unconscious knowledge is not only an effect of the signifier, at the level of language, but 
also of lalangue.” In doing so, she underscores the complexity of navigating the shoals of 
a discourse wherein the “unconscious lies as it tries to deny the Other’s castration.”     

Gary S. Marshall, Co-Editor
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 First of  all I’d like to thank Alicia Arenas, 
Maria Cristina Aguirre and Thomas Svolos for 
the invitation to participate in the preparation for 
the Clinical Study Days 5, through this video 
seminar transmitted to you in the United States. 
It’s a pleasure to work with you, at the same time 
so far away and so near, by means of  modern 
technology. We will be able to work on a question 
that comes up with the development of  technique 
and the urgent demands that arise with it. The 
question is not irrelevant: what’s the importance 
of  dreams in psychoanalysis today? It’s even more 
relevant when we think that the treatment 
through words, what Anna O. called “talking 
cure”, is very widespread in the world nowadays, 
demanding efficiency and quick results. Could we 
forget the unconscious formations, or in other 
words, could we do without what we call in 
psychoanalysis the subject supposed to know? 
When members of  the World Association of  
Psychoanalysis (WAP) have taken up the question 
as to whether the formation of  the analyst could 
be done through his practice, the answer has been 
to return to Lacan’s formula: “There is no 
formation of  the analyst, there are formations of  
the unconscious”. That means, I think, that 
analysis, and consequently, the production of  an 
analyst, passes through his unconscious 
formations, which are: dreams, thoughts relegated 
to oblivion, Freudian slips, symptoms etc. So we’ll 
dedicate this talk today to the dreams as 
formations of  the unconscious.
 Let’s begin with the inaugural dream of  
psychoanalysis, the one Freud mentioned in his 
Letter 137 to Fliess, on June 12th 1900, saying that 
maybe one day, in the house of  Bellevue, where 
Freud had this dream, someone would put a sign 
with the words: “In this house, on the 24th of  July 
1895, the secret of  dreams was revealed to Dr. 
Sigmund Freud”. Lacan, in Seminar II, situates 
this dream in the core of  the fundamental 
discovery of  psychoanalysis, that is, the discovery 
of  the unconscious. Why would this dream, 
among so many others reported by Freud in The 
Interpretation of  Dreams and in the course of  his  

life, have such a fundamental importance? 
Because, it’s a dream where we already have two 
aspects of  the unconscious: on one hand, its 
connection to the signifier, to the signifying chain, 
which connects to the experiences of  the subject 
Freud, his history and his suffering, and so, his 
truth, and on the other hand, its connection to 
the letter, something that creates a hole in the 
meaning constructed by language, and then 
connects to what Freud has called the navel of  the 
dream, the Unerkannt, which Lacan calls the 
impossible to recognize2 . This non-recognized is 
of  the order of  something that cannot be said, 
and belongs to what Freud called the 
Urverdrängung, the original repression, the 
proper hole of  the symbolic, which represents its 
closing. It establishes the limit of  the readable, on 
one hand, and also it’s the index of  what doesn’t 
cease to not write itself. That’s where drive itself  is  
opaque, as Lacan says. The dream figures in 
Chapter II of  The Interpretation of  Dreams, 
called “The method of  interpreting dreams: an 
analysis of  a model dream”. It is a long text, and 
revolves around Freud, his patient here called 
Irma and three of  his colleagues. The dream is an 
attempt to explain to himself  the lack of  success 
in the treatment of  his patient, with references to 
a physical disease that lead to sexuality and death. 
Freud goes beyond the point of  anguish in the 
dream after seeing the horrible infection in the 
throat of  his patient, a sign of  a medical error, 
and continues to dream, until he ends up in the 
formula of  trymetilamine. This formula appears 
then as a limit of  the “ultimate real”, barely seen 
in the infected throat of  Irma, and when it’s 
articulated in letters, it is already beyond the 
dramatic imaginary construction, composed by 
the intersubjective relations between Freud and 
his friends. It goes, as Lacan says, beyond the 
pleasure principle, when it reveals that there is no 
keyword in the dream except for the proper 
nature of  the symbolic. The enigmatic nature of  
the formula points out a lack of  meaning in the 
middle of  all the supposed knowledge of  the 
doctors present in the dream. From then on, 
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Freud doesn’t address himself  to his three friends 
- who represent Breuer, Fliess and another 
colleague – anymore, he addresses himself  to 
each one of  us.
 Why is a dream of  Freud that occurred in 
the nineteenth century, more than a hundred 
years ago, so important for psychoanalysis 
nowadays? I think it’s because it demonstrates, 
through the associations and interpretations given 
by Freud, and the point where it ends, an 
articulation that is fundamental in psychoanalysis 
and after which Lacan has followed throughout 
his teaching, that is, the articulation between the 
unconscious and drive, the subject of  the 
unconscious and jouissance. The first part of  the 
dream interpretation tries to give the dream a 
meaning, and it’s articulation of  Freud’s desire to 
exempt himself  from the guilt caused by the 
failure in the treatment of  his patient, whose real 
name was Emma, a friend of  his family. We can 
say that Freud is represented in each one of  the 
figures of  the dream, until the moment he has to 
face a horrible representation of  the real. Then, 
going beyond the point of  anguish, Freud 
encounters the formula of  trymetilamine, letters 
that have no meaning, and that come in the place 
of  the real that the imaginary figures tried to 
cover up. So beyond the signifier and its meaning 
there’s nothing but the real that Freud has to face, 
the real of  castration, the point where there are 
no more associations. Lacan demonstrates in 
Seminar II how Freud finds, first, the functioning 
of  the symbolic chain, and then, beyond a certain 
limit, he recognizes the character fundamentally 
acephalic of  the subject, which is the point where 
the subject becomes drive. A voice that is the 
voice of  nobody, says Lacan, makes the formula 
of  trymetilamine appear as a last word that 
means nothing, except that it is a word3. This 
point establishes a considerable change in Freud’s 
transference: he doesn’t address himself  to Fliess 
anymore, he addresses himself  to us. Beyond, 
also, the pleasure principle, the attempt to free 
himself  from guilt, he finds the acephalic 
functioning of  the death drive, or simply, drive. 
There is no more meaning; there is a hole beyond 
which the subject cannot go.
 This dream is thus a model of  what a 
dream may represent for an analyst, or better, for 

an analysand, someone who is in the process of  
analysis. Not only at the end of  analysis will we 
have such kind of  dreams, that lead to a point of  
real, not interpretable. The limit of  the 
interpretable in a psychoanalysis doesn’t appear 
only at the end. Reading the unconscious in 
dreams always leads to a limit, to the navel of  the 
dream, a point where the signifier encounters a 
limit to name the object. The difference, at the 
end of  analysis, is that this limit will be correlated 
to a satisfaction, once the subject has found a 
symptomatic residual that he cannot reduce 
anymore. But the subject may present himself  in 
the beginning with what we call the new 
symptoms, where there is barely any supposition 
of  knowledge ascribed to the Other. What can 
we do when the unconscious doesn’t present itself 
to be analyzed, for example in a subject that 
doesn’t dream, or doesn’t remember his own 
dreams? Jacques-Alain Miller in Comandatuba, 
in 2004, talked about entering transference 
through love, when the means for interpretation 
fail. That means, I think, that when the 
unconscious doesn’t present itself  as a supposition 
of  knowledge, the analyst will try to link the 
subject to himself  through his investments, even if 
he has no dreams. That is not only the case of  the 
new symptoms, but may also be the case in some 
hysterical subjects, who don’t dream or don’t 
remember their dreams. That’s part of  
repression, or of  the desire not to know anything 
about the unconscious, which is not rare today. 
The subject may start simply because he suffers 
and enjoys talking to the analyst, and that’s how it 
is possible to begin a treatment. The production 
of  the unconscious may come later, and the 
reading will begin, in these cases, with the object 
of  the drive. 
 On the other hand, if  we start with a 
neurotic subject under analytical treatment who 
also practices psychoanalysis, it’s interesting to 
note how reading the unconscious participates in 
his formation as an analyst. Following the 
example of  Freud, we can investigate the 
possibility of  reading the unconscious in dreams 
in two ways: on one hand, with the signifier and 
its chain of  meaning; on the other, with the object 
and its value of  jouissance. In the dreams of  some 
AEs, as well as in Freud’s dream, it’s possible to 
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read, on one hand, the transferential unconscious, 
and on the other, what Miller has called, 
according to Lacan, the real unconscious.
 We used to say that the formation of  the 
analyst is endless, but that analysis, in the 
Lacanian orientation, has an end. That’s even the 
principle of  the pass procedure, which proposes 
to verify the end of  an analysis and the passage 
from analysand to analyst. More recently, we have 
been interested in the return to analysis of  various  
analysts who were nominated as AEs and by the 
proposition Freud made to the analysts in his text 
“Analysis terminable and interminable”, that the 
analysts returned periodically to analysis.
Eric Laurent, in his text “The actual bet in 
infinite analysis”4, comments on the implications 
of  Freud’s recommendation.  Laurent notes: 
“Every analyst should periodically – with intervals 
of  approximately five years – submit himself  once 
more to analysis, without feeling ashamed of  this. 
That would mean that not only the therapeutic 
analysis of  the patients, but also his own analysis, 
would transform itself, from a task with an end, in 
an endless task”5.  Where James Strachey sees the 
pessimism of  Freud, Eric Laurent reads his 
enthusiasm when he encounters a limit, a point of 
the same order of  the one isolated in the navel of  
the dream, the Unerkannt, the non-recognized, or 
the primary repression, the Urverdrängung. In 
this task that it’s always possible to begin again, 
Freud has the perception of  a point of  infinity. 
The point of  infinity becomes real when it meets 
the impotent, limited description of  the 
unconscious system.
 Let’s try to understand Eric Laurent’s own 
enthusiasm in relation to Freud’s proposition and 
its connection with a bet in infinite analysis: what 
infinity here is concerned with, interests us at the 
moment we are speaking of  reading the 
unconscious. This infinity is articulated with the 
dream and its most real element, that is, what 
Freud calls the navel of  the dream. For Laurent, 
the incomplete character of  the unconscious is 
demonstrated by Freud with the formula of  
trymetilamine encountered in the dream of  
Irma’s injection, as we discussed earlier. It 
describes the limits of  language, the manner in 
which the letter comes and makes a hole in the 
meaning. In the same way, the Unerkannt, the 

non-recognized, marks the limit of  the 
deciphering of  the dream, going beyond the 
meaning and perforating it. 
 If  the subject comes to psychoanalysis in 
his belief  of  the symptom, which he deciphers 
with the unconscious, the subject supposed to 
know may be considered as another name of  the 
unconscious. Once the limit of  deciphering by the 
actualization of  the point in the infinite is 
encountered, the subject may stop believing in the 
subject supposed to know, and his relationship 
with the unconscious turns out to come from a 
knowledge, incorporated through the form of  a 
bet, a certainty sustained out of  any belief, not 
objective, but possible to transmit in the 
experience of  the pass. So, there’s no 
incompatibility between the infinity of  the 
signifying chain and the finality of  the letter. It’s 
because there is a bet, that the analyst may 
eventually become once again analysand, making 
use, once more, of  the subject supposed to know.
 In this context, I’d like to outline two types 
of  dreams that may be present in the formation of 
an analyst and be transmitted in the pass 
testimony. I take as examples the dreams of  two 
AEs that were nominated in 2008. These two 
types of  dreams have been called by Esthela 
Solano6 memorable dreams and conclusive 
dreams, taking as an example of  memorable 
dream, a dream related by Antoni Vicens in his 
testimony of  pass; and as an example of  
conclusive dream, the dream related by Bernard 
Seynhaeve as a final dream in his analysis. In the 
first one, the memorable dream, the truth effects 
are correlative of  a subjective change and it is 
propitious to the recovery of  a knowledge 
elaboration. It precipitates the analysand’s 
reading, making readable the coordinates of  the 
fantasy and illuminating the jouissance of  the 
symptom. The conclusive dream, on the contrary, 
puts an end to the reading of  the analysand, 
because it bears a reduction of  the semblant, and 
particularly of  the semblant of  the father.
 In the case of  Antoni Vicens, the libidinal 
structure of  the look was discovered in analysis 
through a dream when he was 7 years old: “he 
climbs the stairs behind his older brother, he soon 
passes him and climbs faster. When he knocks at 
the door at the end, it falls down. In the dark, 
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there are two shining eyes. Terrified, he throws 
himself  in the hole of  the steps and awakes from 
the nightmare”. His interpretation: in his 
ambition to exceed his brother in the order of  
birth and of  knowledge, he made appear in the 
dark the terrifying look that threw him in the hole 
of  existence. It was his own look when, in his crib, 
he looked forward to seeing the primal scene, in 
which he pretended to find the reason for sex and 
existence, not knowing that he repeated the 
obscene look of  his grandfather. The dream 
allows the reconstruction of  this scene: he is in his  
crib, at the age of  one year and a half. Through 
the bars he sees the parents entwined making 
love. He listens to the noises they make, he wants 
to see better and starts crying. The father puts a 
piece of  cloth over the bars of  the crib. He can’t 
see anymore, he wants to see and urinates. So it is 
a dream that shows the unconscious discourse, or 
yet, the transferential unconscious, and allows the 
construction of  the fantasy, which at the same 
time points out to the subject’s position in his 
symptom, as he demonstrates in his testimony of  
pass.
 In the case of  Bernard Seynhaeve, the 
analysand finds the anticipated certainty of  the 
conclusion of  his analysis from a conclusive 
dream that precipitates his exit from analysis and 
his entrance into the pass procedure. This dream 
puts an end to the appetite for deciphering of  the 
unconscious, because it bears the reduction of  the 
father’s semblant. This reduction, readable in the 
signifier misunderstanding, takes the semblant to 
the limit where death makes appear the real of  
life – it’s a question of  a corpse in the analyst’s 
office, from which is extracted a gelatinous mass. 
The real of  life is then reduced to a kind of  
“thing” without form, named “head pate”. The 
analysand reads then the Pater without an R or, 
from the misunderstanding in French, “sans air”, 
without air. From the dead father this pate, 
unclean object, is then extracted. At this point the 
analysand’s elaboration arrives at an end. This 
dream makes clear that the dead father, guardian 
of  jouissance according to the myth, did not 
reveal his last secret. The dream indicates that the 
father and his transmission are of  the order of  the 
semblant. This extraction of  the object puts an 
end to the signifying chain and to a love demand 

to the father, actualized in transference as a 
demand to the analyst. This point marks a limit in 
regard to the meaning of  the dream and points 
out to the real unconscious, S1 without S2. It’s the 
limit of  the readable and also the index of  what 
doesn’t stop not being written: the navel of  the 
dream and the place where jouissance becomes 
opaque.
 However, Esthela Solano calls our 
attention to the fact that the limit of  the non-
recognized, represented by the navel of  the 
dream, is not present only at the end of  analysis. 
There is an internal limit to analysis, linked to the 
existence of  the real itself, which entwines itself  
with the symbolic and with the imaginary. What 
determines the end of  the experience is that the 
limit of  elucidation has a correlative satisfaction 
as an arrangement between desire and jouissance. 
There is nevertheless no hope for total elucidation 
of  the opaque jouissance of  the symptom, which 
always leaves residuals. This limit shows each one 
the infinity of  the treatment of  the unconscious 
and of  its bad jouissance. And that implies, for 
the psychoanalyst, the infinity of  an always 
underachieved formation, and consequently, a 
“precarious”7 position of  the AE. That’s what 
makes the pass something of  the order of  the not-
all. 
 To conclude, I’d like to bring an example 
of  the two types of  dreams reported here, that I 
would name dreams related to the transferential 
unconscious, and dreams related to the real 
unconscious. I remember that at the time I began 
my analysis, Jacques-Alain Miller mentioned in 
his classes a sentence, I don’t know if  it is his own 
or Lacan’s, that could be placed over the entrance 
door of  an analyst: “Nobody should come in here 
if  he’s not looking for The woman”. Curiously, I 
made a dream in which my analyst, a man, had 
long hair, like a woman. The dream, that seemed 
obvious, was also an enigma, only deciphered at 
the end of  this analysis, in relation to a dream 
that, in my opinion, pointed to S(A) barred, the 
hole of  the unconscious, its real, but also the 
signifier of  the absence of  the signifier of  the 
woman, in the unconscious. Still in the field of  
the transferential unconscious, another dream is 
set in motion this analysis: I was in the waiting 
room of  the analyst, where there were various 
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4 Freud, S. Análise terminável, in ESB XXIII, 
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restes, in Lettre Mensuelle 277, ECF, Paris, Avril 
2009, pp. 3-5.

6 Cf. Lacan, J. Discurso na Escola Freudiana de 
Paris, in Outros Escritos, RJ, Zahar, 2003, p. 276.

book shelves suspended at the top. What my 
dream added was the sewage water – “les égouts” 
- that leaked between the books, pointing, through 
a misunderstanding in French, to the disgust – “le 
dégout” – of  knowledge, underlined by my 
analyst that had to be faced so that I could enter 
the discourse of  the unconscious. “Les égouts” 
already pointed out, also, to the presence of  the 
object in the beginning of  this analysis, as Pierre-
Gilles Gueguén observed.
 In the final dream of  this analysis, what 
did I find? From the hands of  a man, bearing 
phallic attributions, I take a piece of  paper, 
expecting that it would teach me how to make the 
relationship between a man and a woman exist. 
The man shows the phallus but there’s nothing 
written on the piece of  paper. There is no 
formula to make the Woman I expected to find 
exist. The dream puts an end to the search for the 
instrument that would make exist, at the same 
time, The analyst and The woman, which had, in 
the last moments of  the analysis presented 
themselves to me under the face of  a certain 
horror: a psychosis of  a woman that no analyst 
would heal. The contingency of  the phallus 
pointed out the absence of  the signifier of  the 
analyst, as well as the absence of  the signifier of  
the woman – pointing out the passage from 
analysand to analyst. 
 To finish, we could say that dreams bear a 
paradox: they allow the connection to the 
unconscious and its reading, connected to the 
truth of  the subject, at the same time that they 
point to what can’t be read anymore, and thus to 
the letter of  jouissance, the limit of  the real. 
Reading isolates the signifier and the object limit 
of  the deciphering that connects to a point in the 
infinite, and thus allows an eventual return to 
reading. The unconscious knowledge is not only 
an effect of  the signifier, at the level of  language, 
but also of  lalangue. Besides the symbolic and 
separated from it, there is the real unconscious, 
not connected to the necessary symbolic 
repetition, but to contingency. The dream is not 
an image that allows the dreamer to represent the 
world.  It’s a fiction. It points to the position of  
the subject and that’s also why the dreamer is the 
interpreter. But his position is always related to 
the Other, and so the analyst has to be a real 

presence that allows the work of  approaching the 
impossible to say, the way of  the jouissance of  the 
subject. 
 Today, more than a subject to be 
interpreted, the dream itself  is an interpretation, 
according to Miller’s formula: “the unconscious 
interprets” and Serge Cottet’s formula of  the 
decline of  interpretation. That’s what the AEs 
show with their dreams, especially the conclusive 
and reduced ones. But that doesn’t mean that we 
could do without the analyst, or transference, in a 
direct relation to the unconscious. Freud himself  
demonstrates the importance of  to whom you are 
addressing to continue. The analyst does not 
allow the patient to analyze himself  alone, 
because the unconscious, as well as drive, need an 
Other to exist. As my final dream shows well, the 
unconscious lies, as it tries to deny the Other’s 
castration. The analyst is there, as Eric Laurent 
has recently said, to help the analysand against 
the unconscious, against the lying truth of  the 
unconscious, because, as Lacan says, the 
analytical discourse is the inside out of  the 
unconscious discourse. If  the dream, as Freud has  
also said, is the guardian of  sleep, psychoanalysis 
allows the subject to wake up, never completely, 
true, but enough to find satisfaction in drive, after 
passing through the unconscious formation that is  
the dream.
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