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i REEE 5 logic © qua > ?F[ fF[JF]‘J@EfJ [ * the moment of beings as such, and the moment of

beings as a
whole « 5 JEBIFI 7% £ 8 o WbRLE ¥) BUPT SR pEEe o G » SERL- TP 1o
JI&/ I—?f

e R AT

“as SRR 5 TALEIBERE . (WO - (LRI Wb =% » B T o s
P (EEVEIIRYT E] | (the manifestness of beings and the ‘as a

whole ) 2[R Hi kT S e - fpliE = [FL“‘}%K*]‘ iﬁﬁ%l e %j%ﬁgj (propositional



structure) JHIAF bR - 19 ri'fr*‘?F[H > [ p@&jﬁ ARIFIR ;lﬁrdlu = RLE Ui g FTJ [(compo
rtment) > fFYHALE - S - MR SN R C A T
AR (301-

302) o (LRL > TRl RS ) ARl o o ot S RN P A it
TS 0= 00 1P PR LR PO 1 -

T PR AT S
fHEH Z Ty F,%:T"IHHE’EEJLWELJ?H%TQ?“ (non-thetic
discourse) » [N SEE TR LR PRI B E I s O
(303) - YA BBARLN > ] o AL * POEFETE o C BT A o W R
S = DA 5 (Dasein) FF‘”F‘? AR P RLE TIPSR o ) kL v PR
Fli(through this structure) » ZE!fEG £ 2 r’iﬂjﬁz[i e VF;EJ,&‘JJ | (the peculiar and at

the same time seductive character) (304) °

(FHRL » KRB0 forra i =] PRRR T > Y ORI F e TR R IR o - 2
[FIE R EI 2 RESEPT MéyogfvEdk » ﬂ‘ ﬁﬁ “as-structure,” “as-phenomenon,” “as a
whole’ SF?HEE?C Bﬁ&ﬂﬁfjfﬁjf&j o 2 HESRE I bf?vﬂ}{fj’ Loyog
Ji) t@f’ﬁ?ﬁ o D@ ﬁf R :"Eiﬁﬁ | (discourse * everything that is spoken and
sayable) > * kL "}}*ﬁ*‘ FAEal CRLER i (the living being that essentially possesses the
possibility of
discourse) » [i|fIPIRL T2 F{fﬁrﬁ 1o Cohoyog) = PRt o e f R IFRE B

£ T C BRI ERVEDY | (animal rationale, a living being with

' (a passion for the logos; for it is in the logos that man expresses what is most essential to him, so as in this very expression to place himself

into the clarity, depth, and need pertaining to the essential possibilities of his action, of his existence.” (303)

urﬁgﬁqﬁﬁﬁf&?ﬁ 'F fiiy=X |*'13§[EHIE11F:| T‘JlogosﬂJF E‘jj fF9rBeing and Time (§§7B, 33), Kant and the Problem of
Metaphysics (8§87, 11, and Part I10), On the Essence of Ground (Section
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reason) iﬁ@%ﬁul;ff};q‘ s }%Likoyogﬁ@plﬁl PR RS ) RO RO R
: giving-to-be-understood ° 14 ﬁ%ﬁg@lﬁj 5 *é?‘ﬁ?yﬁl@ﬁggé[ ;{@ﬁ»{ (povi, voice) » JRff| * 9
eVl fﬁ T RS Ep

govi > FPRLES * EFIP [y A o ARV - R 2RI RTRREVE 7 S
HAIETf > SRPIFRERL -

cOpBorofL B (symbolfuELl > TR o [ NEER PR ; 7 (hinge, joint,

seam) 2 ffF(agreement) - 113 1Y G hold together)

ﬁljﬁ?ﬁ(word) ’ %ﬂ?ﬁ(diSCOurse) » [RRLI ~ == F’—‘[i"ﬁ'ﬁ“@% -308) ©

E'?%‘F‘@ﬂ’@@ﬁ?ﬁﬁ[ ' [EAREERE o 7JDDIEI$HHEHFI'E”' BV > Z IS
BUEEID SREETRL - AR A IS 4 BRI R — i (reve

aling-concealing)fi ! (exhibiting) V ' =% -

a discourse is propositional through revealing in concealment, not merely being found in
it, but lying in it as underlying it, as contributing toward its ground and its essence. ... to
be deceptive is a pointing out, to pretend something, to present something as something it
is not, to present something that is not such and such. This deception, this being
deceptive that belongs to the essence of the logos—this proffering of something as
something it is not—this pretending, with respect to whatever the deception is about, is a
concealing. That logos which has the possibility of being able to conceal is an
exhibiting. We have to say: which has the possibility, because Aristotle emphasizes
revealing in concealment, either one or the other, but one of the two, the inherent
possibilityof one or the other, either concealing—or not concealing, but precisely taking

from concealment, thus not concealing but revealing—a-letheia. (310)
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==L (ground) [ﬂt@ﬁ fﬁﬁiﬁlﬂ?{%’?‘}as-

structuref I - E’Iﬁf”fé@?“ Elflapophantlcﬁﬁgﬁ ’ ﬁaﬁ'}?[ Rl [ Spp J:ﬁ;ﬁ(An allusion to

something by denying that it will be

mentioned) » % | EHREE LAV FA%EJ% liﬁ/\iﬁ:[ ERAESEa

= [~ py [iﬁ?ﬂfiﬁ i zf_;i[_ﬂ IHﬂ il [(apprehending)ﬁlj@EJ[FIJ,?&'F (unity)p 4 B o
TSP SRRy AL B R (R L -

P A AL RIS 7 4 s

structure i 4 (EEGFT A1 (.0 [ IR © S asiORFRE Y PP IEAFRIY 0 2 AL
i T kL TR IR S A 2 e ] fas a
“me’@ﬁﬁjwﬁﬁiwﬁ?‘—wifmwﬁqﬁgfﬁﬁi'%ﬂifﬁ’waf
A PR e P SRRV SRS IRRLET B R R TS R R LR )
U kLsmES(apophanis) » G PR R BRIV AIEE] g@ilszia o PHEIA 2 B
oI« RLALP SR RO« PP RSO AU o RURE R P R
R TR VP IR = (319-320)

It is a bringing into view of what is at hand in the way in which it is at hand. The being at
hand of whatever is at hand, however, is grasped as the presence of something, and ever
since antiguity the presence of something has been regarded as the proper meaning of

what we designate as being. (320)

bSO E"?ELJF"”#F?[FIJ s ﬁﬂ?‘F‘,(ﬂ EﬂJ‘FEI IS ARl , Vs F”TF?[;J 197 E [ PIbeing Hﬂfiﬂ Ay
R 7 F A7 36 < ST > SVPIEORIE ] TRL ) GRS HIHL O T
pABGIE .fﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁ— o pL R U ?fﬁh”: ° (324-

326041 TRL S SRR I+ R ¢ R

* the prior apprehending of something as something in forming a unity, is the condition of the possibility of truth and falsity of the logos.
(314-315)
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IJ%“E@WW,DF[ [i* BLEVREAF < ¥4 RBAS I EEf [ 1w T Being and Time

S logosfluERYE » <l gL o (97 PR ERY o HIRUR PR RV - f
FFiLTh > SRR I TFhe innermost essence)i i 0 T IRLETEEL A E | (both
positive and negative) (Vi §=1% > g il Lk I&IF'T”“[H' HDHEJ &Yl (origin)

(337) - ¥R BRAF R AR AR Y R RO T (AL - e R Y I
FiEl- HFHCE X T (uncanniness) U5l > 25 [ AN A fUB I profound

boredom) o Ry » BREHIY v;u»[fk(polysemy)ﬁfJ[f'[Jﬂ IR - agflifas-

structurefiUH LR 4 =) » (RIS USRI R AL RO BT -

1 B Pt PV LA > ] Fl“]‘%—pnpné—‘ﬁf | (pre-
logical). BBl o @RE=HORALE | RURMTRY (OB PosT B 1 - [y o FIRERVIFI
P DUEEBFIF R T (expressed) » B (communicated) - W AT SEA
SPGB T ) (ruth i3 PRI ERRFORT 5 “IHERLRY - T predicate ) fiHFRHES
SR> TP SR B2 PR « SR FTR L[ TERIR L) LR
PEFREFLTIOEIRT 25T H DAL (the place of
truth) > ¥ AR > SEHERLA (destructuring) i I < I 2 [F1Y i s e =

o R PRI (originary ground) (341) ¢

<<<<

logos-structure as a whole.” (334)
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¥ EIRFEAVEE % (arich, intrinsically articulated structural context which evidently characterizes
fa fundamental occurrence in the Dasein of
man) > — {1 = FERF I R S PR %’%ﬁ@i% FUIF] B SR RSPERE 0 T E
AERVHER o (48)IF BT - Hufm s ~ I R RS P G SR
e o b UE RS DR AN e 117 € (Dasein) ™ B - JR{fiadi 1] 7l (binding)poTt P » )
D
seint! 174 < YA IRATIRIE NS Tl fe PR ISt a7, SR YR 2 T R
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We have seen that logos, ratio, reason, is what has dominated the entire
problematic of metaphysics precisely with respect to the problem of world which
failed to come to light. If we wish to free ourselves from this tradition in one
respect, then this does not mean somehow pushing it aside and leaving it behind
us. Rather all liberation from something is genuine only when it masters and

appropriates whatever it is liberating itself from. (352)

[NPE— By RvERE - SRRl {f] 5 F ¢Eypa§@@ o
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]
s j,—F’j:;?,ﬁEEIEJ@T‘» JOHtOF”ﬁHuF,ﬁL“(logos) j/F f;u}IE.[FFH—“%ﬁzIﬂIT;? F[ Jigﬂfﬁr Bl o (36
O)FIE] ™ KU F 1= 2SSO OlRg - = > i fi"ff‘”’fﬁ]‘—puﬂ B e L
ORI (cathect) - JERRFUSFQF 2 O - P PSRRI PR -

f;iﬁi“ﬁﬂ i » [{E| ffontological difference

5 If this original manifestness of beings is more originary than the logos, and logos is a manner of human comportment, where

then is this originary manifestness? ... Where is this manifestness situated, and what does it consist in? (341)
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Holding oneself toward something binding. The binding character of things
always prevails throughout our comportment, to the extent that we comport
ourselves toward beings and in such comportment also—not subsequently and by
the way—comform to beings, without any compulsion, yet nonetheless
binding ourselves, but also unbinding ourselves and failing to conform. ... For
not all “standing opposite” necessarily entails binding, and when we speak of
something standing “opposite” as an ob-ject (the subject-object relation, con-
sciousness), then the decisive problem has been preempted ... However things
stand in this respect, a binding character prevails throughout all being
related to ..., all comportment toward beings. We cannot explain this binding

character in terms of objectivity, but vice-versa. (361)
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’ F'ﬁ?ﬁr‘fﬂ[ ST 1L {ﬁJEﬁ“JF‘#J’?TJ’@?JEifl;‘%i}’llf?ﬁ%é EIE < (363-364)

Projecting as this revealing that pertains to making-possible is the proper
occurrence of that distinction between being and beings. The projection is the
irruption into this “between” of the distinction. ... the projection unveils the

being of beings. (364)
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It is a being of a properly primordial kind, which has irrupted to the way of being
which we call Da-sein, and to that being which we say exists, i.e., ex-sists, is an

exiting from itself in the essence of its being, yet without abandoning itself. (365)



In projecting, the Da-sein in him constantly throws him into possibilities and
thereby keeps him subjected to what is actual. Thus thrown in this throw,
man is a transition, transition as the fundamental essence of occurrence. Man
is history, or better, history is man. Man is enraptured in this transition and
therefore essentially “absent.” Absent in a fundamental sense—never simply
at hand, but absent in his essence, in his essentially being away, removed into
essential having been and future—essentially absencing and never at hand,
yet existent in his essential absence. Transposed into the possible, he must
constantly be mistaken concerning what is actual. And only because he is thus
mistaken and transposed can he become seized by terror. And only where
there is the perilousness of being seized by terror do we find the bliss of
astonishment—being torn away in that wakeful manner that is the breath of

all philosophizing,... (366)
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7 (;mﬁj}‘\j[ i[5 *’TF[ "% “Touché and Automaton,” The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis, pp. 53-56.
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different tone * '’ i S TEIFP o Die Sprache
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10 «As self-denial, renunciation remains Saying. It thus preserves the relation to the word. But because the word is shown in
a different, higher rule, the relation to the word must also undergo a transformation. Saying attains to a different articulation,
a different melos, a different tone. The poem itself, which tells of renunciation, bears witness to the fact that the poet’s
renunciation is experienced in this sense—by singing of renunciation.” (147 ; (E:Ej?:‘ﬁ > (i{F[j?ﬁ% RALS) (Eﬁ ) fh

=197)
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R R P P IR KR PR BRIV RRL T RLE %%&Eﬁ'(rea1ity)garﬁﬂ@ s kL
B AP eruth) TR © (RO Pl PR IR RS T O - TR
REFIED e P A P B IORIT R e LR VR (“The
Function and Field of Speech and Language in Psychoanalysis,” Ecrits 48,

FriER > 266) o RIS Er8 V1 ZH (the emergence of truth in the

real) ° iF iﬁfé%‘?ﬁfll » = ?E}J‘} T ?E}EIU’U L o (“The Function and Field of Speech

~eg g

and Language in Psychoanalysis,” Ecrits 49, ¥ [<[;Z & > 267)"!

B AR P IR R R © BT - I BRI DRI
Yl ﬁ—fL{J‘F”uM, IR~ EEE ~ iﬁﬂ;ﬁ?,fﬂ i R EAYE ) (evanescent
being) ~ " it ﬁi%{ﬁ?)fﬁ’?‘}ﬁfﬁiﬁij ("a presence made of absence") © E}YEcrits

65) > Yl : BHHHDHE VRSP ) (the gag that hinges on speech, Ecrits

T o g aﬁf}‘*ﬁﬁiﬁfﬁrW?tﬁﬂégﬁjf% S S PR S R o (Ecrits
59, s E 5 279)1

adid| W[P%F]‘;P%E—FI—[EJ%J%,LDH Jb[ JT}EJ?B;"H\M , %\4{;\%\3}31 o Fb i J@FIF’:% JF;;Z&FUFT“]I';
WA & TR RURRIEL A Y o IE T T\T‘jﬁiﬁfi(absence)?ﬁ?[ ) “}’F’j:%ﬁi[jt['.iﬁi(prese

"1 shall take this opportunity of stressing that the allocution of the subject entails an allocutor — in other words, that
the locutor is constituted in it as intersubjectivity.” 7. Ei &gV E I 7 ¥ EFILJ?F,F, H IR

(elsewhere) @ ¥ Z5 [ ppRfIIE )~ il A@F“ TS it > I BERLRE R - BUITREI VPR - 1P - By
%&Eﬁﬁﬁﬁ%wéhﬁﬁmﬁ% m*’@7fwﬁwm%§;amygﬂm,wﬁﬂﬂ%uﬁﬁ
RGPV (1 RLS TR IO SRR O B 5 T MG R = IR
Bl g o T SRR BSOS [ o (“The Function and Field of Speech and Language in
Psychoanalysis,” Ecrits 50, {# [5[;£ & > 269)

p U F

12 »Through that which becomes embodied only by being the trace of a nothingness and whose support cannot thereafter be

impaired, the concept, saving the during of what passes by, engerders the thing.. . . For it is still not enough to say that the
concept is the thing itself, as any child can demonstrate against the pedant. It is the world of words that creates the world of
things — the things originally confused in the hic et nunc of the all in the process of coming-into-being — by giving its

concrete being to their essence, and its ubiquity to what has always been.” (Ecrits 65, $ ;£ & » 279)

13



nce)( “The Function and Field of Speech and Language in Psychoanalysis,”

287) = TS PI9350 SRR - £ RIFE el eI e
= PRORRELY < LIV W > S LR IR OISR © EPRR R > 251
folF5aE = ’ﬁ%’?ﬁﬁ'ﬁf’ﬁgﬁlﬁﬁ > EUBT-RLPIV TR s R o 25 PR 2 JOR PR
ﬁa@w:ﬂ;ﬂgf , J\waﬁ"ﬁ %Iﬂﬂ;ﬁiﬁg’f Q;;;ﬂ«;' A iﬁ%ﬁfﬁﬁl@%{ ,)EL_E‘L‘W@ yﬁ'ﬁk?ﬁl'
EE puRH AR H197 o (“The Function and Field of Speech and Language in
Psychoanalysis,” Ecrits 52, ## ;£ & » 270-

271) P8 T i 1 PSRy - > F 1&]?3“1331—%[7 PP e TS PR pu R
LIS -

==

gl

vy
|

NG

PR~ KRS B SHPE (Symbolic

processes) FLRLFE U » F17 L% I » ] AR 90, oy
=Ty s rﬁajf IR o Y fiUDas

Wort > ﬁjnﬂ »word > HEY [[IFRL T4 ) (le mot, word) » < fL r?m:ru (la parole, the
speech) « FERICE » o [PERLTENIY » AR SEHEE - (Seminar VII 55)
FGiVorstellungen—REGER[1 |- 7% 1 PRy | vsidl i REE

}‘f[ﬁj?ﬁt'} » Vorstellung =471 25 o [ F liyﬁﬁl PRI =ty Syl T‘EHE GRS g
discourse ° 3 %,E gl o | SEE DL EATE Ji_‘ﬂf'ﬂ”’?{f’ﬁp SEEH]]
FFSHAIE]] o “these Vorstellung gravitate, operate exchanges and are modulated

according to laws that you will recognize, ...... as the fundamental laws of the signifying

chain.” (Seminar VII 62)%[ i #£0 IHAJ (i "4, (Das

'3 What we teach the subject to recognize as his unconscious is his history — that is to say, we help him to perfect the present
historization of the facts that have already determined a certain number of the historical ‘turing-points’ in his existence. But
if they have played this role, it is already as facts of history, that is to say, in so far as they have been recognized in one

particular sense or censored in a certain order.
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masked form, in the deceiving Vorstellung of her clothes. (Seminar VII
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14 “Although it must be said that at this level das Ding is not distingueished as bad. The subject makes no approach at all to the
bad object, since he is already maintaining his distance in relation to the good object. He cannot stand the extreme good that das

Ding may bring him, which is all the more reason why he cannot locate himself in relation to the bad.” (Seminar VII 73)
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15 Take the dominant in the discourse of the master, whose place is occupied by S;. If we called it the law we
would be doing something that has great subjective value and that would not fail to open the door to a number
of interesting observations. It is certain for example that the law--I mean the law as articulated, that very law
within whose walls we are finding shelter, this law [cette loi] that constitutes law [le droit]—must certainly
not be taken as a homonym for what may be spoken of elsewhere under the heading of justice. On the
contrary, the ambiguity, the trappings, that this law adopts by virtue of the fact that it derives its authority
from justice—this is very precisely a point on which our discourse can perhaps give a better sense of where its
real resources are, I mean those that make the ambiguity possible and bring it about that the law remains

something that is, first and foremost, inscribed in the structure. (Seminar XVII, p. 26)

' “The speaking being of a discourse finds itself determined as an object.” unnameable object

16



VPR o PR WGV AL > an initial position of being - pﬂy—ﬁ%

FIpViEE - iﬁf[ﬁir'ﬁwﬁp@ﬁ%ﬁu » the initial effect of the

setting « s [HEIR kL 07 F(division) Ve fif - pl [ RERIG LT T b EORERES S I
RLFEREHIFS AL fef = VERIREY bl RO R LY BRI TN KL EE? ) FOTHIRE iﬁ # &
FUHCRL = T PSS RLA 7 L Ol - Tt R RS E#é&ﬁrﬁllﬁﬁ i

RLT R TR LS g T TN -

A [ F’?F?F[F'J PERL Y T g o RLTESRL 4 TESRL e SRy IRy T RL
P N RLE TESRL ) 4 TESRL 5’%}%5’9 o TERL i_ JFEI i_[?; @ (affect) 77 | FEfioFsH

o

“the unifying One, the whole One—is not what is involved in identification. The
pivotal identification, the major identification, is the unary trait, it is the Being that

is marked one.”

“Prior to any promotion of any being, by virtue of a singular one, of what bears
the mark from this moment forward, the effect of language arises, as does the first

affect.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 180)

BEIPY TEGRL | puhb FE[ s J[gg " TESRI# | (it is as a function of this initial position of the “I
am” that the “T am thinking” can be even so much as written.) (Seminar XVII, Fr.

180)?; ot F2% o ﬂ[ﬁf*iﬁﬂ V¥ o fla—a FRLHT- %[EFE » unary

trait > [} T2y | U

Sel5 > the mark of the one » < J:Lobjet

([t

—_

l:[
o PR » AL - TR SR A SRR P
}LFII PR RIS > o R T - —f&ﬁtlﬁdﬁiﬁu | the function of the unary

trait

17 Being deprived of woman—this, expressed in terms of the failure of discourse, is what castration means. (Seminar XVII, Fr.

180)
17



The signifier becomes articulated, therefore, by representing a subject for another signifier.
This is our starting point for giving meaning to this inaugural repetition that is repetition

directed at enjoyment.” (Seminar XVII, p. 30)

I am speaking of the mark on the skin, which in this fantasy inspires this nothing but a
subject identifying itself as being the object of enjoyment. In the erotic practice [ am
alluding to, which, to give it its name in case anyone is hard of hearing, is flagellation, the
enjoying [le jouir] adopts the very ambiguity by which it is at its level and at no other that
the equivalence between the gesture of making a mark and the body, this object of

enjoyment, can be touched. (Seminar XVII, p. 31)

gr # G L2 ?E‘u Iﬁ[lﬁﬁ” J/Fﬂ;fﬂzcl » CIFERLTE] jﬁl{_}fﬁl b F?FE:H , S gyﬂgg ) Iqq
MR < RRE AR AT AL RO

%E' T £ B JEET (flagellation )]1 |l Hfﬁjcl ) '“LJ[FI Eﬁﬁg@ T . %Eﬁlﬁl%ﬁ* o E'fﬁ‘ﬂ*lyﬁ
HEOP S NP ATRE T 2 HROH B o (R > S RLZE S R RO g 2 g
VTEEE R o SRt B g ﬁ;\d[,n (Seminar XVII, p. 31)

—H

F’:r?"'pr‘\]ﬁjﬂ : IEIi_I:[ IDFIE Y8418k (the locus of speech) = {ERL » EL{fi f\_ﬁflﬂf[ﬁj
PRI [ (symbolic
demonstration)fU [ | W < EFLEIFE [ 175 L5 I » ORI RS 1 RUO5) (-
Solely by means of the play of a truth that is not abstract but purely logical, soleby by the
play of a strict combinatory that is subject only to the requirement that rules, under the
name of axioms, must always be given ... the mute polarization, the imagined ideal
unification of that which is knowledge, where one can always find ... the flection, the

image ... of two principles, the male principle and the female principle. (Seminar

XVII, Fr. 186)
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“the affect that this discourse effect subjects him to—that is, insofar as he receives this
feminizing effect of the small a—that he recognizes what makes him, namely the cause of

his desire.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 186)

PP Rl RS 7 7 UL TS (perceive) » [fRL T (R | (operceive) Z/MF[J =
HIEJ i7" 5 operative, operational, ( Seminar XVII, Fr.
187) 5 [P M= P =Rl AYER = 90 5 PR FRL - f[ﬁ*?‘ii'ﬁi’i@ﬁ@éﬁ% e

| PO FIYE iﬁ;’[ﬁa{aﬁfrﬂ{ig » Tam one o TSN > B 1 £ ppudi Rl o

I was speaking before of these spheres with which the extension of science—which,
curiously, is found to be very effective at determining what a being is—encircles the earth,
a series of zones that science describes as being what it finds. Why not also take account
of the place in which these fabrications of science are located, if they re nothing more

than the effect of a formalized truth? What are we going to call this place?” (Seminar

XVII, Fr. 187)

n:yFUL[rigl > Ti;ﬂ—l F[J , [-Kltri&g‘am f:”[lg_ o FyER{]] fil - EIL o }:’]J?F?H'F[fjg\r% ) E&ﬂ}y

fpuE el > =% lf"ﬁﬁiﬁﬂ fIfVE AT > our sphere, £ [ii] " | noosphere, alethosphere s {“#

“The alethosphere—it sounds good. That’s because we suppose that what I called

formalized truth already has, sufficiently, the status of truth at the level at which it
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operates, at which it operceives. But at the level of the operated-on, of what moves around,

the truth is not at all unveiled.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 188)

i?;[’[ﬁ*
alethosphere » Jlf i 7' [ s s {0 ?‘Ti@ riﬁ?Fﬁ FrEifiDaseinfl T L 8 1 F5 fF'EJ}{fJ' PR P
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“Qusia is not the Other, it’s not a being, it’s between the two. It is not altogether
Being either, but, ultimately, it’s pretty close. ... As far as the feminine un-substance

is concerned, I would go as far as ‘Parousia.”” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 188)

gl
lathouses ['*“‘ﬁaletheia » (4558 TWousial Hi o 5@?%’1?[ TR E e PR R AT
dii > CEPREELE ﬁ]}ﬁfjl%f[ﬁﬁi > YPRE |-+ et i -

“It is clear that it is completely impossible to hold the position as the lathouse. However,
it is not all that is impossible, there are many other things as well, provided one gives the
word ‘impossible’ a strict meaning—that is to say, provided one determines them only at
the level of our formalized truth—namely, that in every formalized field of truth there are

truths that one can never demonstrate.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 190)

P RS
A5 [P impossible A1 % » e » T 17 S BIFSS [H » FRLE S B
PO < ST R BERLE RTEEROL B T O R - s

at the level of the impossible, as you know, that I define what is real.”( Seminar XVII, Fr. 190)
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rion ° (the domestic animal is merely implicated in the laguage of a primitive knowledge, and
that it does not have one. It is, obviously, only open to it to pick over what it has been given that

comes closest to the signifier S;—that is, carrion.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 194)

U E pp e BLARAE fF%‘BF#bA S A o S TRERILER > e Pre IRyt o drfr
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[4] - speech can very easily play the role of carrion .” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 195)
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PSP o B RS . 2 *‘@iﬁm =R [fkﬁifu(symbohc
value) > {FRL > H rﬁgﬁ%&?‘ (discourse)F[ [[#: 2211 - (the deployment of speech, which has no

other symbolic value, has been confused with what discourse is. As a result, it is never just in any

old way or at just any old time the speech functions as carrion.) (Seminar XVII, Fr. 195)
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articulates is this—the relationship to this real insofar as it is, properly speaking, impossible.”
(Seminar XVII, Fr. 198)
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" There is obviously no better way to pin down the master signifier , which is up there on the board, than by identifying it with death. And
so, what is involved? It involves showing in a dialectic, as Hegel puts it, what it is that is the zenith, the highest point, the thought, of this
term’s function.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 198)

19 the succession of phases of dominance, of composition of the play of the mind [esprit], which runs the length of this thread that
is not nothing, which up until his day was called philosophical thought—Hegel finds a way of showing that what results from this
is that in the end it is the slave who, through his work, produces the master’s truth, by pushing him down underneath. Bu virtue of
this forced labour, as you see from the outset, the slave ends up, at the end of history, at this point called absolute knowledge.”
(Seminar XVII, Fr. 198)

0

‘What makes this agent act? How is it possible to produce this extraordinary circuit around which what deserves, strictly speaking, to be

designated by the term ‘revolution’ revolves?””)(Seminar X VII, Fr. 199)
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“For truth, as it happens, makes this signifier ‘death’ appear. And even, there is every
appearance that if there is one thing that gives a completely different sense to what Hegel
proposed, it is what Freud had nevertheless discovered at that time, which he
characterized as best he could, as the death instinct, namely the radical character of
repetition, this repetition that insists, and which characterizes the psychical reality, if there

is such a thing, of this being inscribed in language.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 200)

Truth has more than one face.... Truth is experienced, this does not at all mean that
it thereby knows [connait] any more about the real, above all if one speaks about

knowing, and if one bears in mind the features of the real that point out.”

“It is at the stage at which the register of a symbolic articulation was found to be
defined as the impossible to demonstrate to be true that the real is placed, if the real
id defined as the impossible. The may help us to take the measure of our love for turth—
and it may also enable us to put our finger on why governing, educating, analyzing
also, and, why not, causing desire, so as to complete the series which a definition of
what the discourse of the hysteric might be, are operations that, strictly speaking, are

impossible.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 201)

Between us and the real, there is truth. (Seminar XVII, Fr. 202)
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Wahtever the signs, whatever the master signifiers that come to be inscribed in the place
of the agent, under no circumstances will production have a relationship to truth. ... Each
impossibility, whatever it may be, between the terms that we put in play here is always
linked to this—if it leaves us in suspense over its truth, it is because something is

protecting it, which we shall call impotence.” (Seminar XVII, Fr. 203)
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Jouissance is very precisely correlated with the initial form of the entry into play
of what I am calling the mark, the unary trait, which is a mark for death, if you want to

it its meaning. Ovserve that nothing takes on any meaning except when death comes into

play.

It is on the basis of the cleavage, the separation, between jouissance and the

henceforth mortified body, that from the moment that there is a play of inscriptions, a

mark of the unary trait, that the question arises. There is no need to wait until the subject

ahs revealed itself well hidden, at the level of the master’s truth. The subject’s division is
25



without doubt nothing other than the radical ambiguity that attaches itself to the very

term, ‘truth.’

It is insofar as language, everything that institutes the order of discourse, leaves
things in a gap that, in sum, we can be confident that in following our thread we are
always doing nothing other than following a contour. But it does bring us something
extra, and it is the minimum it would be really necessary for us to know for a reply to the
question with which I began, namely, what is currently going on at the level of the

university discourse. (Seminar XVII, Fr. 206)
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“it is only from where knowledge is false that it concerns itself with truth. ... Knowledge
falls to the rank of symptom, seen from another perspective. And this is where truth
comes in. For truth one fights, even though it is only produced through its relation to
the real. But the fact that it is produced is much less important than what is produced. The
effect of truth is only a collapse of knowledge. It is this collapse that creates a production,

soon to be taken up again.
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The locus of the Other, as I have always said, is made for truth to be inscribed
there, that is, everything of that order, the false, even the lie—which only exists on the

foundation of truth. This is in the free play of speech and language.

But what about truth in this quadrupedal structure? — which presupposes language
and takes a discourse to be structured, that is, which conditions all speech able to be
produced therein. What does the truth in question, the truth of this discouse, that is, what it
conditions, put in its palce? How is it that the discourse of the master holds firm? This is the
other face of the function of truth, not the visible face, but the dimension in which it is made

necessarily by something that is hidden.

Our furrows in the alethosphere are traced out on the surface of the heavens, deserted

long ago. ...( Seminar XVII, Fr. 216)
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But it cannot be ambiguous that I oppose to the concept of being — as it is sustained in the
philosophical tradition, that is, as rooted in the very thinking that is supposed to be its

correlate — the notion that we are duped (joués) by jouissance.
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Thought is jouissance. What analytic discourse contribuites is the following, and
it is already hinted at in the philosophy of being: there is jouissance of being.

(Seminar XX 70)

}‘FMF bt F‘lﬁ YN TR T lﬁ[ﬁﬁrﬁ > being > [ T RL F%ﬁ;lﬁﬁ%ﬁ;{ﬂ
| being of signifierness - (Seminar XX

71)['*‘1,[‘}Democritusfl'flr}§w T\ﬁ = ’T“;FEJElflir‘%'ij[l[ﬁjﬁi%ﬁgr}ill ’ﬁIJFﬁ?RE@—?ﬁE'ﬁF‘}
THE AP

“In fact, the atom is simply an element of flying signifierness, quite simply a otoygio
[cell, element, ghost; element, principal constituent, letter, part of speech]. Except that it
is extremely difficult to make it work out right when one retains only what makes the
element an element, namely, the fact that it is unique, whereas one should introduce the

other a little bit, namely, difference.” (Seminar XX 71, Fr. 67)
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The necessary is linked to the impossible, and this “doesn’t stop not being written” is the
articulation thereof. What is produced is the jouissance that shouldn’t be/could never fail.
That is the correlate of the fact that there’s no such thing as a sexual relationship, and it is

the substantial aspect of the phallic function. (Seminar XX 59, Fr. 55)
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Were there another one, but there is no other than phallic jouissance — except the
one concerning which woman doesn’t breathe a word, perhaps because she doesn’t

know it, the one that makes her not-whole.” (Seminar XX 60, Fr. 56)

“Another satisfaction is the one that answers to the jouissance that was barely (juste)
required, just enough (juste) for it to happen between what I will abbreviate by calling
them man and woman. In other words, the satisfaction that answers to phallic

jouissance.” (Seminar XX 64, Fr. 61)
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“The superego, which I qualified earlier as based on the (imperative) ‘Enjoy!’, is a
correlate of castration, the latter being the sign with which an avowal dresses itself up,
the avowal that jouissance of the Other, of the body of the Other, is promoted only on the

basis of infinity.” (Seminar XX 7-8, Fr. 13)
PRI BE SR, SRR R RERI R 2 IR

As for X — in other words, what man would be if the sexual relationship could be written
in a sustainable way, a way that is sustainable in a discourse — man is but a signifier
because where he comes into play as a signifier, he comes in only quoad castrationem, in
other words, insofar as he has a relation to phallic jouissance.” (Seminar XX 35, Fr.

36)
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It grounds itself as being not-whole in situating itself in the phallic function. That is what
defines what? Woman precisely, except that Woman can only be written with a bar
through it. There’s no such thing as Woman, Woman with a capital W indicating the
universal. There’s no such thing as Woman because, in her essence ...... she is not whole.

(Seminar XX 72-73, Fr. 68)

YRR b ALAGIRIIIORT o la fommehl- [FHFFIBFITIOAT © The lack
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“Woman” (la) is a signifier, the crucial property (proper) of which is that it is the only one
that cannot signify anything, and this is simply because it grounds woman’s status in the

fact that she is not-whole. That means we can’t talk about Woman (La femme).
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The fact remains that if she is excluded by the nature of things, it is precisely in the
following respect: being not-whole, she has a supplementary jouissance compared to what

the phallic function designates by way of jouissance.

Women content themselves, any woman contents herself, being not-whole, with the
jouissance in question and, well, generally speaking, we would be wrong not to see that,

contrary to what people say, it is nevertheless they who possess men. (Seminar XX 73,

Fr. 68)

It is not because she is not-wholly in the phallic function that she is not there at all. She is
not not at all there. She is there in full (a4 plein). But there is something more (en

plus).( Seminar XX 74, Fr. 69)
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There is a jouissance that is hers (a elle), that belongs to that “she” (elle) that doesn’t exist
and doesn’t signify anything. There is a jouissance that is hers about which she herself
perhaps knows nothing if not that she experiences it — that much she knows. She knows it,

of course, when it comes (arrive). It doesn’t happen (arrive) to all of them. (Seminar XX

74, Fr. 69)
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You are all going to be convinced that I believe in God. I believe in the jouissance of
woman insofar as it is extra (en plus), as long as you put a screen in front of this ‘extra’

until I have been able to properly explain it.

Doesn’t this jouissance once experiences and yet knows nothing about put us on the

path of ex-sistence? And why not interpret one face of the Other, the God face, as

based on feminine jouissance? (Seminar XX 77, Fr.71)
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As all of that is produced thanks to the being of signifierness, and as that being has
no other locus than the locus of the Other (Autre) that I designate with capital A, one sees

the cross-sightedness that results. And as that is also where the father function is

inscribed, insofar as castration is related to the father function, we see that that

doesn’t make two Gods (deux Dieu), but that it doesn’t make just one either.

(Seminar XX 77, Fr.71)
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Today I am going to try to speak about knowledge, about that knowledge which ... I

symbolized by writing S,. (Seminar XX 78, Fr. 73)

Meaning (sens) indicates the direction toward which it fails. (Seminar XX 79, Fr. 74)

R 2 lﬁ?’ﬁﬁ]ﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁfm [PITCSg 2 2 [l SRR T 3 (Every speaking being

situates itself on one side or the other.) » “ L1 [+ W ﬂféﬂ[i;—?‘l‘gh@fgr > (On the other

side, you have the inscription of the woman portion of speaking beings. p. 80)
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of ®x. (p. 71, Fr. 67)
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“There is no chance for a man to have jouissance of a woman’s body, otherwise stated,
for him to make love, without castration (2 moins de castration), in other words, without

something that says no to the phallic function.” (Seminar XX 72, Fr. 67)
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Any speaking whatsoever, ... is allowed to inscribe itself in this part. If it inscirbes
itself there, it will not allow for any universality — it will be a not-whole, insofar as it

has the choice of positing itself in ®x or not being there. (Seminar XX 80)

Those are the only possible definition of the so-called man or woman portion for that

which finds itself in the position of inhabiting language. (Seminar XX 80)
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On the side of man, I have inscribed S, certainly not to privilege him in any way, and the
® that props him up as signifier and is also incarnated in S;, which, of all the signifiers, is
the signifier for which there isno signified, and which, with respect to meaning (sens),
symbolizes the failure thereof. It is ‘half-sense,” ‘inde-sense’ par excellence, or if you will
allow me again, ‘reti-sense.’ This S, thus doubled by that signifier on which, in the end, it
does not even depend, this S never deals with anything by way of a partner but object a

inscribed on the other side of the bar. (Seminar XX 80, Fr. 75)
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Woman has a relation to the signifier of that Other, insofar as, qua Other, it can but
remain forever Other. I can only assume here that you will recall my statement that there
is no Other of the Other. The Other, that is, the locus in which everything that can be
articulated on the basis of the signifier comes to be inscribed, is, in its foundation, the
Other in the most radical sense. That is why the signifier, with this open parenthesis,

marks the Other as barred : S (A) (81, Fr. 75)
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That is nevertheless what is written on the blackboard with the arrow that begins from
Weoman. Weman cannot be said (se dire). Nothing can be said of woman. Woman has a
relation with S (A), and it is already in that respect that she is doubled, that she is not-

whole, since she can also have a relation with ®. (Seminar XX 81, Fr. 75)

I designate® as the phallus insofar as I indicate that it is the signifier that has no
signified, the one that is based, in the case of man, on phallic jouissance. What is the
latter if not the following, which the importance of masturbation in our practice highlights

sufficiently — the jouissance of the idiot ? (Seminar XX 81, Fr. 75)
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If it inscirbes itself there, it will not allow for any universality — it will be a not-whole,
insofar as it has the choice of positing itself in ®x or not being there. (Seminar XX 80,

Fr. 75)
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In doing so, we are no doubt leaving behind what knowledge authentically is, what is
recognizable as knowledge, and referring to the limits, to the field of these limits as such,

the field that Freud’s words dare to confront.” Seminar XVII, p. 5
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At the intersection of a jouissance—and not just any jouissance, it must no doubt remain
opaque—at the intersection of a jouissance that is privileged above all others—not
because it is sexual jouissance, since what this jouissance designates by being at this
intersection is the loss of sexual jouissance, castration—in relation to this meeting point
with sexual jouissance there emerges, in the Freudian fable of repetition, the engendering
of something radical that gives body to a schema that is, literally, articulated. Sy, having
emerged at the first moment, is repeated with respect to S;. The subject emerges from
this entry into a relation, the subject that something, a certain loss, represents. And it
is worth having made this effort in the direction of meaning in order to comprehend the

ambiguity. (Seminar XVII, p. 8)
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into the real its share of the imaginary.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,” 163)
il ggl?ﬁ’ g g P N ESRT 53 0 “Ttwould L. be a mistake to think that it is
the imaginary which is mortal and the real which is the living.” (165)
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VS {amieiatili l[" 9 H LA 197 o “Without the petit a, something is missing
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from any possible reference or appearance of harmony. And why? Because the subject
is only ever supposed. It is its condition to be only supposable. If it knows anything, it is
only by being itself a subject caused by an object — which is not what it knows, that is,
what it imagines it knows. The object which causes it is not the other of knowledge
[connaissance]. The object crosses this other through. The other is thus the Other, which I
write with a capital O.” (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,”164)
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- EE? E[!T » FIRLI%ES T~ Elfl?‘w??l(sl) o “The Other is a dual entry matrix. The petit a

constitutes one of its entries. As for the other, what can be said about it? Is it the One of the

signifier?”
(164) =g » J°b ] AR B Tfﬁ“ﬁﬁﬁiﬁiﬁsl R RAEa > T e SRR Y
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SRS LR S U R ﬁ?J’EHWﬁ”—&ﬂJiﬂﬁﬁﬁmvﬁﬁﬁ
RRLT SRR o 2 E TR e (B0 £ > (LR - SRl W
F 2 FE' ) Wﬁ@@ﬁ’?%ﬂfﬁ > The One of meaning is the being, the being specified by the
unconscious inasmuch as it ex-ists, ex-ists at least to the body, for the striking thing is that it
ex-ists in discord. The unconscious is discordant. The unconscious is that which, by
speaking, determines the subject as being, but as a being to be crossed through with that
metonymy by which I support desire, in so far as it is endless impossible to speak as such.”
(.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,”165)
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an adorning. It is all rhetoric, as Descartes stresses in the tenth rule. Dialectics can be
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conceived of only through the usage that it has in relation to a pathematically ordered
common use, that is to say, to a discourse associating not the phoneme, even taken in
its broadest sense, but the subject determined by being, that is to say, by desire.”

(.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,”165-66)

FOO + S 150 B Y AR bR Y S E
[fil= > FORLEGpULIZE— “T say the function of the symptom, function to be understood as
the f of the mathematical formula f(x). And what is the x? It is that part of the unconscious,
which can be translated by a letter, in that only the letter makes it possible to isolate the

identity of self to self from any quality.” (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,7166)
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10.

11.

FESPRGRERL rfﬁt' ‘= E ElfJ'Fﬁ’EX : affect of ex-isting, “What is it, of the unconscious,
which makes for ex-istence? It is what I underline with the support of the
symptom.” = AR LA E*%E'FI [RERYRY o B - [ ﬁk%ﬂ} RNE S g etk e 1
FESR o “By underpinning the signifier which the unconscious consists of, each One of the
unconscious is capable of being written down by a letter.” (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21
January 1975,7166)
PRI > phallus > RL{FHE PRV AVER T o PRI T RLI e - The
phallus is not phallic jouissance. Is it, therefore, jouissance without the organ or the organ
without jouissance? I am putting questions to you in this form in order to give some
meaning — regretfully — to this figure. And, making the leap, for whoever is encumbered
with the phallus, what is a woman? (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,”168)
¥ F Rl [F5% © A woman is a symptom. (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,”168)
AP ELE PR P RO R E IR PP 2 S
TRAYA P9 %73 o The fact that a woman is a symptom can be seen from the structure
which I am in the process of explaining to you, namely, that there is no jouissance of the
Other as such, no guarantee to be met with in the jouissance of the body of the Other, to
ensure that enjoying the Other exists. A manifest instance of the hole, or rather of something
whose only support is the objet a — but always in a mix-up or confusion. (.( Lacan, “Seminar
of 21 January 1975,”168)
d ARl A ﬁ[F = ﬁﬂﬁ‘ I'JkL{lobjet a In point of fact a woman is no more an objet a
thanisaman ...... To make of this A-Woman a symptom, is to say that phallic jouissance is
equally her affair, contrary to what is said. (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,7168)
AR ?BF éiﬁfﬂﬁk #] = The woman has to undergo no more or less
castration than the man. As for what is involved in her function as symptom, she is at
exactly the same point as her man. We have yet to articulate what corresponds in her case to

that real ex-istence I spoke of earlier as the phallus, the one over which I left you with your
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tongues hanging out.” (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,”168)

A father only has a right to respect, if not love, if the said love, the said respect, is - ......
perversely [pére-versement] oriented, that is to say, come of a woman, an objet a who causes
his desire. (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21 January 1975,”167)

But what the woman thereby a-cquires has no part in the matter. What she busies herself
with are other objet a, being children, in relation to whom the father does none the less
intervene — exceptionally in the best instances — in order to keep under repression, in the
happy me-deum [le juste mi-dieu], his own version of his perversion [péere-
version].Perversion [pére-version]| being the sole quarantee of his function of father,
which is the function of the symptom, as I have written it. (.( Lacan, “Seminar of 21

January 1975,7167)
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