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| am going to try today to fix the meaning of this road along which |
have led you this year under the title of Of a discourse which might
not be a semblance. This hypothesis — because this title is presented
to you in the conditional — this hypothesis is the one by which every
discourse is justified. Do not forget that last year | tried to articulate
in four typical discourses, these discourses which are the ones that
you have to deal with, in a certain established order, which of course
is itself only justified from history. If | broke them into four, this is
something | believe I justified from the development that | gave them
and from the form that in a writing paradoxically described as
Radiophonie, not all that paradoxical if you heard what | was saying
the last time, a certain order then whose terms this writing recalls to
you and the slippage, the always syncopated slippage, of the slippage
of the four terms among which there are always two which create a
gap. This discourse that | designated specifically as the discourse of
the Master, of the University discourse, of the discourse that |
privileged with the term of Hysteric and the discourse of the Analyst,
if 1 used them, these discourses have the property of always having
their organising point, which is also moreover the one with which |
pinpoint them, of starting with a semblance. What is privileged about
analytic discourse because it is the one that allows us, in short, in
articulating them in this way, to also divide them up into four
fundamental arrangements. It is paradoxical, it is curious, that such a

statement is presented as being at the end of what the one who found
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himself to be at the origin of analytic discourse, namely Freud,
permitted. He did not permit it starting from nothing. He permitted
it starting from what is presented; | articulated it clearly (160) on
several occasions as being the principle of this discourse of the
Master, namely, of what is privileged by a certain knowledge that
illuminates the articulation of the truth with knowledge. It is properly
speaking prodigious that those very people who, caught up in certain
perspectives, those that we might define as putting themselves
forward, as it were, with respect to society, those therefore who, in
this perspective, present themselves as infirm, let us be kinder, as
limping, and we know that beauty limps, namely, the neurotics, and
specifically the hysterics and the obsessionals, that it was from them
that there started, this overwhelming flash of light that travels the
length and breadth of the demansion that conditions language. The
function that is the truth, indeed, on this occasion indeed, everyone
knows the place it holds in Freud’s statements, indeed this
crystallisation which is the one we know in its modern form, what we
know about religion, and specifically the Judeo-Christian tradition on

which everything that Freud stated about religions is brought to bear.

This is consistent, | remind you, with this subversive operation of
what up to then had been sustained throughout a whole tradition
under the title of knowledge (connaissance), and this operation
originates from the notion of symptom. It is historically important to
note that it is not in this that there resides the novelty of the
introduction of psychoanalysis brought about by Freud. The notion
of symptom, as I indicated on several occasions, and it is very easy to
locate by reading the one who is responsible for it, namely, Marx.
The fundamental dupery that is contained in the theory of knowledge,
this dimension of semblance that introduces the dupery exposed as
such by Marxist subversion, the fact that what is exposed in it is
precisely still in a certain tradition that reached its acme with the
Hegelian discourse that some semblance is established in function of

weight and measure, as | might say, as being the genuine article
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(argent comptant), and it is not for nothing that | use these
metaphors, because it is around money, around capital as such that
there operates the pivot of this exposure that makes the fetish reside
in this something, a turning back of thinking, to put it back in its

place, and very precisely qua semblance.

The curious thing about this remark is all the same also designed to
make us notice that it is not enough for something to be stated in this
exposure which puts itself forward as truth, in the name of which
there emerges, there is promoted, surplus value as being the
mainspring of what reduced to its semblance, what up to then was
sustained by a certain number of deliberate oversights. It is not (161)
enough, | remarked, and history proves it, for this irruption of truth to
be produced for what is sustained by this discourse to be laid low.
This discourse that we could call on this occasion that of the
Capitalist, in so far as it is a determination of the discourse of the
Master, finds itself at ease there, in fact, and is rather indeed its
complement. It appears that, far from this discourse suffering from
this recognition as such of the function of surplus value, it subsists no
less, since moreover a capitalism caught up in the discourse of the
Master is indeed what seems to distinguish the political consequences
that resulted, under the form of a political revolution, that resulted
from the Marxist exposure of what is involved in a certain discourse

about semblance.

This indeed is why | am not going to dwell here on what is involved
in the historic mission devoted in Marxism, or at least in its
manifestos, devoted to the proletariat. There is, | would say, a left-
over of humanist entification which, in a way, proliferates on what
guarantees what in capitalism finds itself more and more stripped
down to essentials, shows no less that something subsists, that makes
it subsist effectively in this state of deprivation. And the fact that it is

the support, the support of what is produced under the species of
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surplus value, is not for all that something that will in any way free us

from the articulation of this discourse.

This indeed is why this exposure reverts back to a questioning about
this something which may be more original and which might find
itself at the very origin of every discourse in so far as it is a discourse
of semblance. This is also why that what I articulated under the term
of surplus enjoying, refers you to what is questioned in the Freudian
discourse as putting in question the relationship of something which
is articulated properly speaking and anew as a truth, in opposition to
a semblance. And this truth is this opposition, and this dialectic of the
truth and of the semblance is found, if what Freud has said has a
meaning, is situated at the level of what | designated by the term of

sexual relationship.

In short, I dared to articulate, to encourage people to notice, that if
this revelation that is bestowed on us by the knowledge of the
neurotic about something, is nothing other than something which is
articulated as there is no sexual relationship, what does that mean?
Certainly not that language, since already, already | am saying, there
is no sexual relationship, is something that can be said since now, it is
said, but of course it is not enough to say it, it still has to (162) be
justified. And we take the justifications from our experience
obtained from the unbroken thread of what is hooked onto this
fundamental gap and this unbroken thread is knotted, this is its
central starting place, entwined around this void, in what | call the

discourse of the neurotic.

The last time, | sufficiently made you sense, sufficiently underlined,
attempted to begin from a writing, how there can be situated what is
involved as the starting point of this thread. My intention today - not
at all of course, the thing is beyond, at the limit of anything that can
be said in this limited space of a seminar - not at all about what the

neurotic indicates about his relationship to this distance, but about
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what the myths, the myths from which there are formed, as | might
say, not always under the dictation, but as an echo of the discourse of
the neurotic, the myth that Freud forged. In order to do it in such a
brief period, we have to start from the central point, which is also the
enigmatic point of the psychoanalytic discourse, of the
psychoanalytic discourse in so far as it is here only listening to this
final discourse, the one which might not be the discourse of
semblance. It is listening to a discourse which might not be and
which moreover is not. | mean that what is indicated is only the limit
imposed on discourse, when the sexual relationship is at stake. |
tried, for my part, at the point that I have got to, where | am going
ahead of everything that may be formulated later, to tell you that it is
its failure at the level of a logic, of a logic which is sustained from
what every logic is sustained by, namely, writing. The letter of
Freud’s work is a written work. But moreover also that what it
outlines from these writings, is something that surrounds a veiled,
obscure truth, one that is stated by the fact that, a sexual relationship,
as it happens in some accomplishment or other, can only be
sustained, can only be established, from this composition between
enjoyment and the semblance called castration. That we see it re-
emerging at every instant in the discourse of the neurotic, but in the
form of a fear, of an avoidance, is precisely the reason why castration
remains enigmatic. That none of its realisations, in fact, is as
changeable, as shimmering. Or moreover the exploration of the
psychopathology of analysable phenomena, at least of this
psychopathology, that excursions into ethnology allow, it
nevertheless remains that something from which there is
distinguished everything that is evoked as castration, we see it, in
what form, always in the form of an avoidance. If the neurotic, as |
might say, bears witness to the necessary intrusion of what | called
just now this composition of enjoyment and the semblance that is
presented as castration, it is precisely because of the fact that he (163)
shows himself to be inapt for it in some way. And if everything that

is involved in rituals of initiation which, as you know, or if you do
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not know, consult the technical works, and to take two of them which
were produced within the analytic field itself, | designate for you
respectively the Problems of bisexuality as reflected in circumcision,
namely, Problémes de la bisexualité en tant que réfléchis dans la
circoncision, by Herman Nunberg, published by Englewoods,
namely, when all is said and done, by the Imago publications of
London, and on the other hand, the work entitled Symbolic wounds,
Blessures symboliques by Bruno Bettelheim. You will see in them
deployed in its whole ambiguity, in it fundamental vacillation,
hesitation, in a way, of analytic thinking between explicatory
ordering which leaves the fear of castration completely opaque and in
a way to good or bad fortune as you wish, the accidents through
which there is presented something which in this register is only
supposed to be the effect of some misunderstanding or other. On this
tangle of prejudices, of blunders, of something that can be rectified,
or on the contrary of a thinking which notices that there is indeed
here something of the constancy, at the very least, an immense
number of productions that we can record on every register, even
though the catalogues have been more or less done, whether those of
ethnology or of psychopathology, that | evoked earlier, there are
others confronting us with the fact that it is from — and Freud
expresses it on occasion, it is very well said in Civilisation and its
discontents — it is in connection with something which after all does
not make all that new what | formulated in terms of there is no sexual
relationship. He says that, he indicates of course as I did, in quite
clear terms, that no doubt, on this point, very precisely in connection
with sexual relationships, some fatality is inscribed that makes
necessary in it what then appear as being the means, the bridges, the
passerels, the buildings, the constructions, in a word, which at the
deficiency, at the deficiency of this sexual relationship inasmuch as
after all, in a sort of respective inversion, any possible discourse will
only appear as a symptom, within this sexual relationship, arranges in
conditions that as usual we refer to pre-history, to extra-historical

domains, that in these conditions, gives a kind of success to what can
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be established as artificial, as a supplement, as supplying for what is
lacking, is inscribed in short in the speaking being without one being
able to know whether it is because he is speaking that it is like this, or
on the contrary because the origin is that the relationship is not
speakable. It is necessary for all of those who (164) inhabit language,
it is necessary that for them there should be developed this something
which makes possible in the form of castration, the gap left in this
something that is nevertheless essential, biologically essential,
biologically essential for the reproduction of these beings as living
beings, for their race to remain fruitful. Such indeed, in effect, is the
problem that is confronted by everything that is involved in the
rituals of initiation. That these rituals of initiation comprise... let us
call them manipulations, operations, incisions, circumcisions, that are
aimed at and put their mark very precisely on the organ that we see
functioning as a symbol in that which through psychoanalytic
experience is presented to us as going well beyond the privilege of
the organ, since it is the phallus, and that the phallus, in so far as it is
to this third that there is ordered everything which, in short, creates
an impasse in enjoyment, which makes of the man and of the woman,
in so far as we might define them by a simple biological pinpointing,
these beings who very precisely are with a sexual enjoyment and in
an elective way among all other enjoyments, in difficulty with it, this
indeed is what is at stake and it is from this that we have to start again
if we want there to be maintained a correct meaning to what is

inaugurated from analytic discourse.

And that if it is, as is supposed, something defined, this is what we
call castration, which is supposed to have the privilege of warding off
this something whose undecideability forms the basis of the sexual
relationship, in so far as it presents enjoyment as organised, with
regard to something that seems to me to be not avoidable. | am
talking about the statements, the theatricals, about constraint which
are a daily experience in analytic discourse is quite the opposite —

this, it is a remark which gives its value to the second book, that of
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Bruno Bettelheim, that I highlighted for you — which is obviously
altogether contrary to something which is the only important thing. It
is not a matter of pushing back into prehistory what is involved in
rituals of initiation, rituals of initiation, like everything that we would
like to reject into prehistory, are there, they still exist, they are alive
throughout the world, there are still Australians who have themselves
circumscribed or subincised, there are entire zones of civilisation that
submit to it, and to fail to recognise in a century described as
illuminated that these practices not only subsist but flourish, are very
healthy, and it is obviously from that that we must start in order to
notice that it is not from any conceivable theatricality of constraint
whatsoever, there is no example that it is simply constraint, it is still a
matter of knowing (165) what a constraint means. A constraint is
never just the production of something that the so-called prevalence
of a so-called physical superiority or other, it is supported precisely
by signifiers. And if it is the law, the rule, that is such here, that a
particular subject wants to submit to it, it is indeed for reasons, and
these reasons are what are important for us. And what is important
for us, and it is here that we ought to question what is the compliance,
to use a word which, by leading us straight to the hysteric, and which
no less has an extremely general range, this compliance which
ensures that there subsists well and truly and in times that are quite
historical what is involved and what is presented as something whose
image all by itself would be intolerable, it is perhaps intolerable as

such, this is what is at stake, it is to know why.

This is where | take up my thread again, it is in following this thread
that we give a meaning to what is articulated in language in what |
will call this unpublished (inédite) word, because it was unpublished
up to a certain epoch, a well and truly historical one within our reach,
this unpublished word, and which is presented, in short, as having
always partly to remain so. There is no other definition to be given to
the unconscious. Let us come now to the hysteric because I like to

start from the hysteric, to see where the thread leads us. The hysteric,



13.1.71 I 10

we have asked ourselves, have we not, what it is, but precisely, this is
the meaning, it is to such a question: “What is it?”’, what is it, what
does it mean, the hysteric in person? It seems to me that | have
worked for a long enough time starting from the imaginary, to
indicate “that in person”, to recall simply, what is already...inscribed
in the terms “in person”...in a mask (en masque), no reply can be
given at the start to this meaning. To the question “what is the
hysteric?”, the answer of the discourse of the analyst is: “You’ll see”.
You will indeed see, precisely, by following where she leads us.
Without the hysteric, of course, there would never have come to light
what is involved in what | am writing, of what | am writing, anyway,
| am trying to give you the first logical step of what is now at stake,
of what | write as phi of x ( X), which is, namely, that enjoyment,
this variable in the function written in X, is not situated from this
relationship with the capital that here designates the phallus, the
central discovery, or rather rediscovery or as you wish re-baptism,
since | indicated to you why it is from the phallus as an unveiled
semblance in the mysteries that the term is taken up again, not by
(166) chance. That it is very precisely, in effect, that it is to the
semblance of the phallus that there is referred the pivotal point, the
centre of everything that can be organised, be contained in terms of
sexual enjoyment, that from the first approaches to hysterics, from
the Studien Uber Hysterie Freud leads us. The last time | articulated
the following, that in short, in taking things from the point that could
in effect be questioned, about what is involved in the most common
discourse, that if we wish, not to push to its term what linguistics
indicates to us, but simply to extrapolate it. Namely, to notice that
nothing of what language allows us to do is ever anything but
metaphor, or indeed metonymy. That the something that every word,
whatever it may be, claims to name for an instant can only ever refer
back to a connotation. And that if there is something that may in the
final term be indicated as that which is denoted by any function
apparelled in language, | already said it the last time, there is only

one Bedeutung, die Bedeutung des Phallus. It is there alone what is
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involved in language, denoted, of course, but without ever anything
corresponding to it, since, if there is something that characterises the
phallus, it is not, not to be the signifier of lack, as some people
thought they understood some of my words, but to be assuredly in
any case that from which no word emerges. Sinn and Bedeutung, it is
from there, | recalled the last time, it is from this opposition
articulated by the really inaugurating logician who is Frege, Sinn and
Bedeutung, define the models that go further than those of
connotation and denotation. Many things in this article in which
Frege establishes the two aspects of Sinn and of Bedeutung, many

things are to be retained and especially for an analyst.

Because undoubtedly, without a reference to logic which of course
cannot just be to classical logic, to Aristotelian logic, without a
reference to logic, it is impossible to find the correct point in the
subjects that [ am putting forward. Frege’s remark turns entirely
around the fact that when we are brought to a certain point of
scientific discourse what we note, is, for example, facts like the
following. Is it the same thing to say Venus or to call it in the two
ways that it was for a long time designated the Morning Star and the
Evening Star? Is it the same thing to say Sir Walter Scott and to say
the author of the Waverley novels? | inform those who might be
unaware of it that he is effectively the author of this work that is
called Waverley. It is in examining this distinction that Frege notices
that it is not possible in any case to replace Sir Walter Scott by the
author of the Waverley novels. This is how he distinguishes the fact
that the author of the Waverley novels conveys a sense, a (167) Sinn,
and that Sir Walter Scott designates a Bedeutung. It is clear that if
one posits with Leibnitz that, salva veritate, to save the truth, it must
be posited that everything that is designated as having an equivalent
Bedeutung and which can be replaced indifferently, and if one puts
the thing to the test as | am doing right away put it to the test along
the paths traced out by Frege himself, that, it does not matter whether

it was George Il or George 1V, on this occasion that has little
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importance, was asking, was informing himself, as to whether Sir
Walter was the author of the Waverley novels. If we replace “the
author of the Waverley novels” by “Sir Walter Scott” we obtain the
following sentence: “George 1l was enquiring whether Sir Walter
Scott was Sir Walter Scott”, which quite obviously has absolutely not
the same sense. It is starting from this simple remark, a logical
operation, that Frege establishes, inaugurates his fundamental
distinction between Sinn and Bedeutung. It is quite clear that this
Bedeutung refers of course to an always more distant Bedeutung,
which refers of course to the distinction between what he calls
oblique discourse and direct discourse. It is inasmuch as itisina
subordinate clause that it is King George I11 who asks, that we ought
to maintain here the rights of Sinn and in no way replace the author

of the Waverley novels by Sir Walter Scott.

But this of course is an artifice which, for us, leads us onto the path
of the following, namely, that Sir Walter Scott, on this occasion, is a
name. And moreover when Mr. Carnap takes up again the question
of Bedeutung, it is by the term nominatum that he translates it. And

thus, precisely, he slips here into what he should not have slipped.

Because the thing that | am giving a commentary on, may allow us to
go further, but certainly not in the same direction as Mr. Carnap. Itis
the matter of what is meant by a name, | repeat, like the last time. It
is very easy for us to make the connection here with what | pointed
out earlier. | pointed out to you that the phallus is something that
puts us on the path of this point that | am designating here in an
accentuated way, the fact is that the nom, the name and the noun, but
one only sees things clearly at the level of the proper name, as
someone or other has said. The name, is what summons, no doubt,
but to what? It is what summons you to speak. And this indeed is
what constitutes the privilege of the phallus, it is that you can

summon it as much as you like, it will always say nothing.
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Only this then gives its sense, gives its sense to what | called at one
time the paternal metaphor and this is what the hysteric leads to.
(168) The paternal metaphor, of course, when I introduced it, namely,
in my article on A question preliminary to any possible treatment of
psychosis, | inserted it into the general schema extracted from the
rapprochement between what linguistics tells us about metaphor and
what the experience of the unconscious tells us about condensation. |
wrote S over S3, multiplied by S; over a small s, | relied heavily, as |
also wrote in The agency of the letter, on this aspect of the metaphor,
which is to generate a sense. If the author of the Waverley novels, is
a Sinn, it is very precisely because the author of the Waverley novels,
replaces something else, which is a special Bedeutung, the one that
Frege thinks he should pinpoint with the name of Sir Walter Scott.
But still it is not only from this angle that | envisaged the paternal
metaphor. If | wrote somewhere that the Name of the Father is the
phallus — God knows what tremor of horror this evoked among some
pious souls — it is precisely because at that date | could not articulate
it better. What is sure is that it is the phallus, of course, but that it is
all the same the Name of the Father. What is named Father, the
Name of the Father, if it is a name which, for its part, is efficacious, it
is because someone stands up to answer. From the angle of what
happened in the psychotic determination of Schreber, it is qua
signifier, signifier capable of giving a sense to the desire of the
mother, that I could in a correct manner situate the Name of the
Father. But at the level of what is at stake when it is, let us say, the
hysteric who summons him, what matters is that someone should
speak. | would like here to point out to you that if Freud sometimes
tried to approach a little bit more closely this function of the Father
which is so essential to analytic discourse, that one can say in a
certain way that it is the product of it, if | write the analytic discourse
for you as 0/S; namely, the analyst over the knowledge he has from
the neurotic, who questions the subject to produce something, one
can say that the master signifier, up to the present, of the analytic

discourse, is indeed the Name of the Father. It is extremely curious
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that the analytic discourse was necessary for questions to be posed
about this. What is a Father? Freud does not hesitate to articulate
that it is the name in essence which implies faith (or the law; foi/loi).
That is how he expresses himself. We might perhaps all the same
have desired a little bit more from him. After all, taking things at the
fundamental biological level, one might perfectly well conceive that
the reproduction of the human species — this has already been done, it
has already emerged from the imagination of a novelist - might (169)
happen without any kind of intervention designating itself under the
Name of the Father, artificial insemination is not there for nothing.
What in short constitutes presence — and this did not come from today
or yesterday — is it not this essence of the Father, and after all, do not
we analysts ourselves really know what it is? 1 would like all the
same to point out to you that in analytic experience, the Father is only
ever a referent (référential) (?). We interpret one or other relation
with the Father. Do we ever analyse anyone qua Father? Let
someone bring me a case-study. The Father is a term of analytic

interpretation. To him something is referred.

It is in the light of these remarks — I have to cut things short — that |
would all the same like to situate for you what is involved in the myth
of the Oedipus complex. The myth of the Oedipus complex causes
trouble in some way, is that not so, because supposedly it establishes
the primacy of the Father, which is supposed to be a kind of
reflection of patriarchy. | would like to make you sense something
which, through which, for me at least, it appears to me to be not at all
a patriarchal reflection. Far from it. It shows us simply this: a point
first of all through which castration might be circumscribed, through
a logical approach and, in the way that I will designate as being

numeral.

The Father is not alone castrated, but is precisely castrated to the
point of being nothing but a number. This is indicated quite clearly

in dynasties. Earlier | was talking about a king, I no longer knew
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what to call him, George III or George IV....you should be under no
illusion that this is precisely what seems most typical to me, in this
presentation of paternity, namely, that in reality, this is how it
happens, George |, George 11, George I11, George IV. Butstill, it is
quite obvious that this does not exhaust the question, because...there
is not simply the numeral (numéro), there is a number (nombre). Ina
word, | see in it the apperception point of the series of natural
numbers (nombres), as it is put. And as it is not put too badly,
because after all it is very close to nature, | would like to point out to
you that because people always evoke at the horizon of history
something that, of course, is an extremely suspicious reason, | would
simply point out the following to you. That matriarchy, as it is put,

has no need to be pushed back to the limit of history.

Matriarchy consists essentially in the following, the fact is for what is
involved in the mother as production, there is no doubt. One can on
occasion lose one’s mother in the Metro, of course, but still there is
no doubt about who is the mother. There is also no doubt about (170)
who is the mother of the mother. And so on. The mother, in her line
of descent, I would say, is innumerable. She is innumerable in all
the proper senses of the term, she is not to be numbered, because
there is no starting point. The maternal line of descent may well
necessarily be in order, one cannot make it start from any point. |
could point out to you on the other hand the following which appears
to be the thing that one most usually puts one’s finger on, because it
is after all not rare, it is not at all rare that one may have as father
one’s grandfather. I mean as a true father. Or even one’s great-
grandfather. Yes! Because...people lived as we are told in the first
line of descent of patriarchs, for around 900 years. | looked over that
again recently, it is very pithy, it is absolutely sensational fakery.
Everything is designed so that the two most direct ancestors of Noah
died there just at the moment that the flood happened. That is what
you see, it is titillating, anyway let us put that to one side, it is simply

to put you in the perspective of what is involved in the Father.
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From this, you see, what results — | am forced to go a little quickly,
because time is passing — is that if we define the hysteric by the
following, a definition that is not particular to him, the neurotic,
namely, the avoidance of castration, there are several ways to avoid
it. The hysteric has this simple procedure, the fact is that she
unilateralises it on the other side, the side of the partner. Let us say
that for the hysteric, a castrated partner is necessary. That he should
be castrated, it is clear that this is at the source of the possibility of
the enjoyment of the hysteric. But it is still too much. If he were
castrated, there would perhaps be a little chance, since castration is
precisely what | put forward earlier as being what allows the sexual
relationship, it is necessary that he should be simply what answers in

the place of the phallus.

So then, since Freud himself indicates to us, | will not tell you, all the
same at what page, indicates himself that everything he elaborates as
a myth — this is in connection with Moses: “I will not here criticise”,
he says about what he had written himself, at the date when he
published it in 1938, about his historical hypothesis, namely, the one
from Sellin that he had renovated, “because all the results that have
been required”, says the translator, “constitute psychological
deductions which flow from it and ceaselessly refer to it”. As you
see that means nothing. In German that does mean something, it is
“denn sie bilden die Voraussetzung”, because they form the
supposition, “der psychologischen Erdrterungen” ,of psychological
manifestations which, from these data, “von ihnen ausgehren”, there
flow and always anew “auf sie zurtick-kommen”, (171) and come
back to them. It is indeed in effect under the dictation of the hysteric
that, there is not developed, because the Oedipus complex was never
really developed by Freud, it is indicated in a way, at the horizon, in
the smoke, as one might say, of what raises itself up as a sacrifice of

the hysteric. But let us clearly observe what is now meant by this
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nomination, this response to the summoning of the father in the

Oedipus complex.

If I told you earlier that this introduces the series of natural numbers,
it is because there, we have, what is the most recent logical
development of this series, namely, that of Peano, proved necessary,
namely, not simply the fact of succession, when one tries to
axiomatise the possibility of such a series, one encounters the
necessity of zero in order to posit the successor. The minimal axioms
of Peano — | am not insisting on what may have been produced as a
commentary, in the margin, in order to perfect it — but the final
formula, is the one that posits zero as necessary for this series,
without which it would then be innumerable, as | said earlier. The
logical equivalence of the function is very precisely that this function
that | have made use of is too often linked, | can only do it in the
margin and very rapidly, | would point out to you that we will enter
into the second millennium in the year 2000, as far as | know. If you
simply admit that — on the other hand, you could moreover not admit
it — but if simply you admit it, | would point out to you that this
makes it necessary for there to have been a year zero, after the birth
of Christ. This is what the authors of the Republican Calendar forgot.
They called the first year, year 1 of the Republic. This zero is
absolutely essential for any natural chronological mapping out. And
then we understand what is meant by the murder of the Father. Itis
curious, singular, is it not, that this murder of the Father never
appears even in dramas, as has been very relevantly been pointed out
by someone who has written on this a chapter that is not bad at all,
that even in dramas, no playwright has dared, the author says, to
present, to manifest, the deliberate murder of a father by a son. Pay
careful attention to that, even in Greek theatre this does not exist, a
Father qua Father. On the contrary, it is all the same the term
“murder of the Father” which appears at the centre of what Freud
develops starting from the data constituted by, because of the

hysteric, and those around him, the refusal of castration. Is it (172)



13.1.71 | 18

not precisely in so far as the murder of the Father, here, is the
substitute for this rejected castration, that the Oedipus complex was
able to impose itself on Freud’s thinking as he worked his way
through these approaches to the hysteric? It is clear that in the
hysterical perspective it is the phallus that fecundates, and that what it
engenders, is itself, as one might say. Fecundity is phallic forgery,
and it is indeed in this way that every child is a reproduction of the
phallus, in so far as he is pregnant (gros), if | can express myself in

this way, from his engendering.

But then, we also glimpse, since it is from the papludun that I have
inscribed the logicised possibility of the choice in this unsatisfied
relation of sexual relationship, that it is from the no more than one
that I designated it for you. It is through this that the unbelievable
complicity of Freud in a monotheism whose model he is going to
seek, a very curious thing, quite elsewhere than in his tradition, it is
necessary for him that it should be Akhenaton. There is nothing
more ambiguous, | would say, on the sexual plane, than this solar
monotheism, when you see it radiating with all its rays provided with
little hands which are going to tickle the nostrils of innumerable little
humans, children, of one sex and the other. And it is quite striking, in
this imagery of the Oedipus structure, that, make no mistake, they
resemble one another like brothers, and even more like sisters. If the
word sublime can have an ambiguous meaning, it is indeed here.
Since moreover it is not for nothing that the last monumental images,
those that | was able to see the last time that I left Egyptian soil, of
Akhenaton, are images that are not simply castrated but quite bluntly

feminine.

It is altogether clear that if castration has a relationship to the phallus,
this is not the place where we are going to be able to designate it. |
mean that if | made the little schema which is supposed to correspond
to the pas tous or the pas toutes, as designating a certain type of the

relation to the of x, itis indeed in this sense it is to the of x that all
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the same the elect refer themselves to. The passage to “mediation”,

is indeed nothing other than this au moins un that I underlined and
that we rediscover in Peano through this n+1 always repeated, the one
that in a way presupposes that the n which precedes it is reduced to
zero. In what way? Precisely, by the murder of the Father. By this
...this mapping out of, as one might, the detour, to use the term of
Frege himself, make no mistake, oblique, ungerade way, whose sense
of the murder of the Father is referred to a different Bedeutung, this
indeed is what I have to limit myself to today, while apologising for
not having been able to push things further. So that will be for next
(173) year. | regret that things were this year, were necessarily
truncated, but you will be able to see that Totem and Taboo on the
contrary, namely, what | put on the side of the Father in terms of
original enjoyment, is something to which there corresponds a no less
strictly equivalent avoidance of what is involved in castration, strictly
equivalent. And this is what clearly marks that fact that the
obsessional, the obsessional who corresponds to the formula: there is
no X that exists that can be inscribed in the variable  of x, the
obsessional, how the obsessional slips away. He slips away simply
by not existing. It is this something to which, why not, we will link
up what follows in our discourse, the obsessional in so far as, he is in
the debt of not existing with respect to this no less mythical Father
who is the one of Totem and Taboo, how? It is to this that there is
attached, that there is really attached everything that is involved in a
certain religious construction, and the reason why it is not, alas,
reducible, and not even by what Freud hooks on to his second myth,
that of Totem and Taboo, namely, neither more nor less than his
second topography. This is what we will subsequently develop.
Because you should note, the second topography, his great

innovation, is the superego.

What is the essence of the superego? It is on this that I can finish by
putting something into the hollow of your hand, that you can try to

manipulate for yourselves, what is the general order of the superego?
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Precisely, it originates from this more than mythical original father,
from this summons as such to pure enjoyment, namely, also to non-
castration. And what does this father say in effect, at the dissolution
of the Oedipus complex? He says what the superego says. What the
superego says — it is not for nothing that I have never really tackled it

yet — what the superego says is: “Enjoy!”

Such is the order, the impossible to satisfy order, and as such it is at
the origin of everything that is elaborated there, however paradoxical
that may appear to you, in terms of moral conscience. To really
sense the operation of the definition, you will have to read in
Ecclesiastes, under the title: ‘Enjoy as long as you can, enjoy’, says
the enigmatic author of this astonishing text, ‘Enjoy with the wife
you love’. This indeed is the height of paradox, because it is

precisely loving her that creates the obstacle.

Seminar 1:Wednesday 13 January 1971

[Lacan writes on the board]

D’un discours qui ne serait pas du semblant

(On a discourse that might not be a semblance)

A discourse, it is not mine that is at stake. | think I made you sense
well enough last year what should be understood by this term
discourse. | remind you of the discourse of the Master and what we

could call its four positions, the displacements of its terms with
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respect to a structure, reduced to being tetrahedral. | left whoever
wanted to work on it to specify what motivates... these ...slidings
(glissements) which could have been more diversified, | reduced
them to four. If no one has worked on it, I will perhaps this year give

an indication in passing about the privileged status of these four.

| only took up these references with respect to what was my end,
stated under the title of The reverse side of psychoanalysis. The
discourse of the Master is not the reverse side of psychoanalysis, it is
where there is demonstrated the torsion that is proper, | would say, to
the discourse of psychoanalysis, what ensures that this discourse
poses the question of a front and a back (un endroit et un envers)
because you know the importance, the emphasis, that is put in the
theory, ever since Freud stated it, the importance and the stress that is
put on the notion of double inscription. Now what | wanted you to
put your finger on, is the possibility of a double inscription, on the
front, on the back, without an edge being crossed. It is the structure
well known for a long time, that 1 only had to use, which is called the

Moebius strip.

(10) These places and these elements, are where there is outlined that
what is properly speaking discourse, can in no way be referred from a
subject, even though it determines him. This, no doubt, is the
ambiguity of that through which I introduced what | thought I should
make understood within psychoanalytic discourse. Remember my
terms, at the period that | entitled a certain report as the function and
field of speech and language in psychoanalysis. At that time | wrote
intersubjectivity, and God knows the number of false tracks that the
statement of terms like that can give rise to. | hope | will be excused
for having been the first to make these tracks. | was not able to go
ahead except through a misunderstanding. Inter, certainly, in effect,
is the only thing that subsequently allowed me to talk about an inter-
significance (intersignifiance), subjectivity from its consequences,

the signifier being what represents a subject for another signifier



13.1.71 I 22

where the subject is not. This indeed is how it is, because of the fact
that where he is represented he is absent, that nevertheless being
represented, he thus finds himself divided. As for discourse, it is not
simply that it can henceforth only be judged in the light of its
unconscious sources, it is also the fact that it can no longer be stated
as anything else than what is articulated from a structure where
somewhere he finds himself alienated in an irreducible fashion.
Hence my introductory statement: On a discourse — | stop — it is not
mine. It is from this statement, a discourse not being able, as such, to
be a discourse of any particular person, but being founded from a
structure, and from the emphasis that is given by the division, the
sliding of certain of its terms, it is from this that | am starting this
year for what is entitled “On a discourse that will not be a

semblance”.

For those who were not able last year to follow these statements
which were made previously, | indicate that the appearance, which
dates already for more than a month, of Scilicet 2/3, will give them
the written references. Scilicet 2/3, because it is a writing, it is an
event, if not an advent of discourse. First of all by the fact, that it is
the one that | find myself to be the instrument of, without avoiding
the fact that it requires the pressure of your numbers, in other words
that you should be there and very precisely, under this aspect, a
singular aspect of which creates this pressure, undoubtedly with, let
us say, the incidences of our history which is something that can be
touched, which renews the question of what is involved in discourse
in so far as it is the discourse of the Master, this something that can
only be made of something that one questions oneself about in
naming it. Do not go on too quickly to make use of the word
revolution. But it is clear that it is necessary to discern what it is in
(11) short that allows me to pursue my statements, with this formula
On a discourse which will not be a semblance. Two features are to
be noted here in this number of Scilicet. | put to the test, after all,

more or less, something which is moreover my discourse of last year,
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in a setting which precisely is characterised by the absence of what |
called this pressure of your presence. And to give it its full emphasis,
| will say it in these terms, what this presence signifies, | would
pinpoint as a pressurised surplus enjoying (plus-de-jouir presse).
Because it is precisely from this figure that there can be judged, if it
goes beyond a discomfort, as they say, as regards too much
semblance in the discourse in which you are inscribed, the University
discourse, the one that is easy to denounce for neutrality, for
example, that this discourse cannot claim to be sustained by a
competitive selection when all that is at stake are signs that are
addressed to those who are in the know, in terms of a formation of
the subject, when it is something quite different that is at stake.
Nothing allows us to go beyond this kind of discomfort of
semblances - so that something can be hoped for which allows us to
get out of it - than to posit that a certain style, that a certain style that
is required in the advancement of a discourse, does not split, in a
dominant position in this discourse, what is involved in this triage,
these globules of surplus enjoying, in the name of which you find
yourselves caught up in the University discourse. It is precisely that
someone, starting from the analytic discourse, places himself with
respect to you in the position of an analysand. This is not new, |
already said it but no one paid any attention to it. This is what
constitutes the originality of this teaching. This is what justifies what
you contribute to it by your pressure and that is why in speaking on
the radio, | put to the test this subtraction precisely of this presence,
of this space into which you press yourselves, cancelled out and
replaced by the pure It exists (Il existe) of this inter-significance that I
spoke about earlier in order that the subject can vacillate in it. It is
simply a switching of points towards something whose possible

import we will learn in the future.

There is another feature of what | called this event, this advent of
discourse, it is this printed thing that is called Scilicet, it is, as a

certain number already know, that people write in it without signing.
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What does that mean? That each of these names that are put in a
column on the last page of these three issues that constitute one year,
can be permuted with each of the others, affirming in this way that no
discourse can be that of an author. This is a wager. Here, it speaks
(ca parle). In the other case, it is... here the future will tell if it is the
formula that, let us say, in five or six years all the other journals will

adopt. | mean the good journals. It is a gamble, we shall see!

(12) 1 am not trying in what |1 am saying to escape from what is
experienced, sensed in my statements, as accentuating, as sticking to
the artefact of discourse. This means of course, it is the least that can
be said, that doing this rules out my claiming to cover all of it, it
cannot be a system and in this regard it is not a philosophy. It is clear
that for whoever takes from the angle that analysis allows us to renew
what is involved in discourse, this implies that one moves around, |
would say, in a désunivers, it is not the same thing as divers (diverse).
But I would not even reject this diverse and not simply because of
what it implies in terms of diversity, but of what it also implies in
terms of diversion. It is very clear also that | am not talking about
everything. Itiseven in what I state, it resists anyone saying
everything about it. You can put your finger on that every day. Even
on the fact that | state that | am not saying everything, that is
something different, as | already said, that comes from the fact that
the truth is only a half-saying.

This discourse then, which limits itself to acting only in the artefact,
is in short only the prolongation of the position of the analyst, in so
far as it is defined by putting the weight of its surplus enjoying at a
certain place. It is nevertheless the position that here | cannot sustain,
very precisely by not being in this position of the analyst. As I said
earlier, except for the fact that you lack knowledge about it, it is
rather you who will be in it, by the pressure of your numbers. This
having been said, what can be the import of what, in this reference, |

am stating?
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On a discourse which might not be a semblance, that can be stated
from my place and in function of what | previously stated. It is a fact
in any case that | am stating it. Note that it is a fact also because |
state it. You may be completely hoodwinked by it, namely, think that
there is nothing more than the fact that | am stating it. Only, if |
spoke in connection with discourse about the artefact, it is because
for discourse, there is no fact, as | might say, already there, there is
only a fact from the fact of saying it, the stated fact is entirely a fact
of discourse. This is what | am designating by the term artefact, and
of course, this is what has to be reduced. Because if | speak about
artefact, it is not to give rise in it to the idea of something that might
be different, a nature, that you would be wrong to get engaged in with
a view to tackling its obstacles, because you would never get out of
it. The question is not set up in the terms: is it or is it not discourse,
but in the following: it is said or it is not said. | start from what is
said, in a discourse whose artefact is supposed to be sufficient for you
to be there; a cut here, because | am not adding, that you should be
(13) here in the state of pressurised surplus enjoying. | said a cut
because it is questionable whether it is already as pressurised surplus
enjoying that my discourse gathers you together. It is not decided,
whatever one or other may think, that it is this discourse, the one
made up of the series of statements that | present you, that places you
where? In this position from which it can be questioned by the “not

talking” of the discourse which might not be a semblance.

D 'un semblant, what does that mean in this statement? A semblance
of discourse, for example. You know that this is the position
described as logical positivism. The fact is that if starting from a
signifier, to be put to the test of something that decides by yes or no,
what cannot present itself for this test, this is what is defined as
meaning nothing. And with that, people think they have finished
with a certain number of questions described as metaphysical. This is

certainly not what | hold to. | want to point out to you that the
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position of logical positivism is untenable, in any case starting from

analytic experience in particular.

If analytic experience finds itself implicated by taking its claims to
nobility from the Oedipal myth, it is indeed because it preserves the
cutting edge of the oracle’s enunciation, and I would say more, that in
it interpretation always remains at the same level. Itis only true by
its consequences, like every oracle. Interpretation is not put to the
test of a truth that can be settled by a yes or a no, it unleashes truth as
such. lItistrue only in so far as it is truly followed. We will see later
that the schemas of implication, | mean of logical implication, in their
most classical form, these schemas themselves require the foundation
of this truthfulness in so far as it belongs to the word, even if it is
properly speaking senseless. The passage from the moment where
the truth is settled by its simple unleashing, to that of a logic that is
going to try to embody this truth, is precisely the moment when
discourse, qua representative of representation, is dismissed,
disqualified. But if it can be so, it is because some part of it is always
there, and this is what is called repression. It is no longer a
representation that it represents, it is this continuation of discourse

that is characterised as effect of truth.

The effect of truth is not a semblance. The Oedipus complex is there
to teach us, if you will allow me, to teach us that it is red blood. Only
there you are, red blood does not reject the semblance, it colours it, it
makes it re-semble (re-semblant), it propagates it. A little bit of
sawdust and the circus starts up again. This indeed it is why it is at
(14) the level of the artefact of the structure of discourse, that the
guestion can be raised about a discourse that might not be a
semblance. In the meantime, there is no semblance of discourse,
there is no meta-language to judge it, there is no Other of the Other,
there is no true of the true.
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| amused myself one day by making the truth speak. I ask where is
the paradox, what could be more true than stating ‘I am lying’? The
classical quibbling that is stated under the term of paradox is only
embodied if you put this I am lying on paper, as something written.
Everyone knows that there is nothing truer that one can say on some
occasions than to say: ‘I am lying’. It is even very certainly the only
truth that in this case is not broken (brisée). Everyone knows that in
saying: ‘I am not lying’, one is absolutely not protected from saying
something false. What does that mean? The truth that is at stake,
when it speaks, the one that | said speaks I, which states itself as an

oracle, who speaks?

This semblance is the signifier in itself. Who can fail to see that what
characterises this signifier that, as far as linguists are concerned, | use
in a way that embarrasses them, there were some who wrote these
lines designed to clearly warn that undoubtedly Ferdinand de
Saussure did not have the slightest idea about it. What do we know
about it? Ferdinand de Saussure was like me, he did not say
everything; the proof is that people found in his papers, things that
were never said in his classes. People think that the signifier is a nice
little thing that has been tamed by structuralism, people think that it is
the Other, qua Other, and the battery of signifiers, and everything that
| explain, of course. Naturally it comes down from heaven, because

from time to time | am an idealist!

Artefact, | said initially; naturally, the artefact, it is absolutely certain
that it is our everyday fate that we find it at every street corner,
within reach of the slightest gestures of our hands. If there is
something that is a sustainable, or at least sustained discourse,
specifically that of science, it is perhaps no harm to remember that it
started very specially from the consideration of semblances. The
start of scientific thinking, 1 am talking about history, what is it? The
observation of the stars, what is it if not the constellation, namely, the

very type of a semblance. What do the first steps of modern physics
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turn around at the start? Not, as is believed, elements, because the
elements, the four and even if you wish to add a fifth essence, are
already discourse, philosophical discourse, and how! They are

(15) atmospheric phenomena (météores). Descartes wrote a Traité
des Météores. The decisive step, one of the decisive steps turned
around the theory of the rainbow, and when 1 talk about a meteor, it is
something that is defined by being qualified as such as a semblance.
No one has ever believed that the rainbow, even among the most
primitive people, that the rainbow was something there, set up in a
curve. Itis questioned as an atmospheric phenomenon. The most
characteristic atmospheric phenomenon, the most original one, the
one that without any doubt is linked to, has the very structure of
discourse, is thunder. If | ended my Rome discourse on the evocation
of thunder, it is absolutely not like that, by fantasy, no Name of the
Father is tenable without thunder, and everyone knows very well that
we do not even know what thunder is the sign of. It is the very figure
of the semblance. This is why there is no semblance of discourse,
everything that is discourse, can only present itself as semblance, and
nothing is built on it that is not at the basis of this something that is
called signifier, which, in the light in which | put it forward for you

today, is identical to this status as such of the semblance.

On a discourse that will not be a semblance; for it to be stated, it is
necessary then that this a semblance can in no way be completed by
reference to discourse. It is something else that is at stake, the
referent no doubt! Restrain yourselves a little bit. This referent is
probably not immediately an object, because precisely what that
means, is that this referent, is precisely what is walking around. The
semblance in which the discourse is identical to itself, is at the level
of the term semblance, it is the semblance in nature. It is not for
nothing that | reminded you that no discourse that evokes nature ever
did anything other than start from what in nature is a semblance.
Because nature is full of them. | am not talking about animal nature,

which quite obviously superabounds with them. This is even what
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ensures that there are gentle dreamers who think that the entire
animal nature, from fish to birds, sings divine praises, it is self-
evident. Every time they open like that, something, a mouth, an
operculum, it is a manifest semblance, nothing requires there to be
gaps. When we go into something whose efficacy has not been
settled, for the simple reason that we do not know how it has come
about that there were, as | might say, an accumulation of signifiers,
because signifiers, huh, I can tell you, are scattered throughout the
world, in nature, they are there by the shovelful. For language to
come to birth, it is already something to initiate that, for language to
be born, it was necessary that there should be established somewhere
(16) this something that I already indicated to you in connection with
the wager, it was Pascal’s wager, we do not remember it. In
presupposing this, the trouble is that this already presupposes the
functioning of language because what is at stake is the unconscious.
The unconscious and its operation, means that among the numerous
signifiers that travel the world there is going to be in addition the
fragmented body. There are, all the same, things from which one can
start by thinking that they already exist. They already exist in a
certain functioning in which we would not be forced to consider the
accumulation of the signifier. It is this business about territory. If the
signifier ‘your right arm’ enters the territory of your neighbour to
pick up something — these are things that happen all the time —
naturally your neighbour grasps your signifier ‘right arm’ and throws
it back over the dividing wall. This is what you very curiously call
projection, do you not, it is the way of understanding one another! It
is from a phenomenon like that that we have to start. If your right
arm, in your neighbour’s property, was not entirely occupied in
picking apples, for example, if it had stayed quiet, it is fairly probable
that your neighbour would have adored it, it is the origin of the
master signifier, a right arm, the sceptre. The master signifier only
needs to begin like that, right at the beginning.
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Unfortunately it requires a little bit more, it is an unsatisfactory
schema. Going a little further, that gives you the sceptre, right away
you see the thing materialising as signifier. The process of history
shows itself according to every testimony, in the ones that we have, a
little more complicated. It is certain that the little parable, the one
with which | first began, the arm that is thrown back from one
territory into another, it is not necessarily your arm that comes back
to you, because signifiers are not individual, one does not know who
owns which. So there you see, here we enter into a different kind of
original operation as regards the function of chance and that of
myths. You construct a world, on this occasion let us say a schema, a
support divided like that into a certain number of territorial cells.
This happens at a certain level, the one at which it is a matter of
putting forward, where it is a matter of understanding a little what has

happened.

After all, not alone can one get an arm that is not one’s own, in the
process of expulsion that you have called, | do not know why,
projection, if it is only that, you are projected, of course, not simply
an arm which is not yours, but several other arms, so then from that
moment on, it is no longer important whether it is yours or whether it
(17) is not yours. But anyway, since after all, inside a territory, one
only knows one’s own frontiers, one does not have to know that on
this frontier there are six other territories. You throw it a little bit as
you wish, so then it can happen that there is a whole shower of
territories. The idea of the relationship that may exist between the
rejection of something and the birth of what | earlier called the master
signifier, is certainly an idea to remember. But for it to have its
whole value, it is certainly necessary that there should have been, by
a process of chance, at certain points, an accumulation of signifiers.
Starting from there it is possible to conceive something that might be
the birth of a language. What we see properly speaking being built
up as a first way of supporting in writing what serves as language,

gives in any case a certain idea. Everyone knows that the letter A is a
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bull’s head turned upside down, and that a certain number of
elements like this, movable, still leave their trace. What is important,
IS not to go too fast and to see where holes continue to remain. For
example, it is quite obvious that the start of this outline was already
linked to something marking the body with a possibility of ectopia
and of excursion (d ectopie et de balade) that obviously remains
problematic. After all here again, everything is still there. We have
finally, this is a very sensitive point, that we can still test every day.
Not too long ago, again this week, something, very pretty photos in
the newspaper, that everyone was delighted with, the possibilities of
the practice of cutting up a human being on another human being are
quite impressive. It is from there that everything started.

There remains another hole. As you know, people have tormented
themselves about it, people have noted that Hegel is all very well, but
there is all the same something that he did not explain. He explains
the dialectic of the master and the slave, he does not explain how
there can be a society of masters. It is quite clear that what | have
just explained to you is certainly interesting in that, by the simple
operation of projection, of retort (rétorsion), it is clear that at the end
of a certain number of throws, there will certainly be, I would say, a
greater average of signifiers in certain territories than in others.
Anyway, it still remains to be seen how the signifier is going to be
able to construct a society of signifiers in this territory. One should
never leave in the shadows what one does not explain, under the
pretext that one has succeeded in giving some little beginning of

explanation.

(18) In any case, the statement of our title this year, On a discourse
that is not a semblance, concerns something that deals with an
economy. Here we will hide (nous tairons) the a semblance from
itself, it is not a semblance of something else, it is to be taken in the
sense of the objective genitive, what is at stake is the semblance as

proper object by which there is ruled the economy of discourse. Are
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we going to say that it is also a subjective genitive? Does du
semblant concern also what gives the discourse? The word
subjective is the only one to be rejected here for the 