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L’étourdit 

 

 
by 

 
 

Jacques Lacan 

 

 
A Bilingual Presentation of the First Turn  

 
 

 

Translator’s note: 

What is presented here is an attempt to render into English a text which 

many argue is unreadable in French. The translation is intended to be 

readable, but only at the cost of considerable effort by the reader. It is a 

literal translation. There may be a value in paraphrasing Lacan but this is not 

what I have tried to do. Hence the English is frequently tortured Ŕ this even 

when I have spent several years and gone though innumerable drafts to get it 

right. The first paragraph is a good example. The insertion of headings from 

Fierens‟ Lecture was prompted by my experience with La Famille. Students 

found the headings of its first edition in the Encylopédie a great help. When 

I was persuaded to lighten the text by removing them they found it very 

difficult to follow. The facing French text from l’archive de L’Ecole 

Lacanienne also makes for heaviness. But what we want to provide is an 

instrument de travail. Fellow workers in the Lacanian field will let us know 

how to sharpen it up.  
 

C. Gallagher 
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First turn: The signifier and the absence of sexual 

relationship 

 
Introduction (5c; 449) 

(5, 449)
1
 In contributing to the 50

th
 birthday celebrations of L‟hôpital Henri-

Rousselle for the favour that my friends and I have received there in a work 

concerning which I will indicate what it has been able to do, namely go 

beyond presentation, I pay homage to Dr. Daumézon who allowed me to do 

it. 

 What follows, as is my custom, does not prejudge anything about the 

interest that was taken in it by those to whom it was addressed: my saying 

(mon dire) at Sainte-Anne was a vacuole just like at Henri-Rousselle, and, 

just imagine, for almost the same time, preserving in any case the price of 

this letter that I say always arrives where it ought. 

 

Chapter 1: Relationship of meaning to sense (5d-7d; 449-452) 

 

Introduction (5d-5e; 449) 

I start from morsels, not philosophical ones to be sure, since they are scraps 

from my seminar of this year (at Paris-1). 

  I wrote on two occasions on the board there (and a third time in Milan 

where on my travels I made it into a headline for a news-flash on “the 

psychoanalytic discourse”) these two sentences:   

 

  That one might be saying (Qu’on dise) remains forgotten behind what is 

said in what is heard.           

   This statement which appears to be an assertion since it is produced in a 

universal form, is in fact modal, existential as such: the subjunctive by 

which its subject is modulated, testifying to this. 

 

   If the welcome that responds to me from my audience is enough for the 

term “seminar” to be not too unworthy for what I contribute there in terms 

of speech, had not enticed me away from these sentences, I would have 

wished from their relationship of meaning (rapport de signification) to 

demonstrate the sense (sens) they take on from psychoanalytic discourse.  

                                                 
1
 J. Lacan, L’étourdit, Scilicet 4 (1973) pp. 5-25. The approximately corresponding pages of 

the version published in Autre écrits, Paris: Seuil, 2001 are given for convenience. The 

page is divided into sections a, b, c, d, e. 
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En contribuant au 50e anniversaire de l‟hôpital Henri-Rousselle pour la 

faveur que les miens et moi y avons reçue dans un travail dont j‟indiquerai 

ce qu‟il savait faire, soit passer la présentation, je rends hommage au 

docteur Daumézon qui me l‟a permis. 

  

 Ce qui suit ne préjuge, selon ma coutume, rien de l‟intérêt qu‟y prendra 

son adresse : mon dire à Sainte-Anne fut vacuole, tout comme Henri-

Rousselle et, l‟imagine-t-on, depuis presque le même temps, y gardant en 

tout état de cause le prix de cette lettre que je dis parvenir toujours où elle  

doit. 

 

 Je pars de miettes, certes pas philosophiques, puisque c‟est de mon 

séminaire de cette année (à Paris I) qu‟elles font relief. 

 

 J‟y ai inscrit à deux reprises au tableau (d‟une troisième à Milan où 

itinérant, j‟en avais fait banderole pour un flash sur « le discours 

psychanalytique ») ces deux phrases : 

 

 Qu‟on dise reste oublié derrière ce qui se dit dans ce qui s‟entend. 

 

 Cet énoncé qui paraît d‟assertion pour se produire dans une forme 

universelle, est de fait modal, existentiel comme tel : le subjonctif dont se 

module son sujet, en témoignant. 

 

 Si le bienvenu qui de mon auditoire me répond assez pour que le terme 

de séminaire ne soit pas trop indigne de ce que j‟y porte de parole, ne 

m‟avait de ces phrases détourné, j‟eusse voulu de leur rapport de 

signification démontrer le sens qu‟elles prennent du discours psych-

analytique.  
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 The opposition that I am evoking here will have to be emphasised later. 

 

1. The signifier and the discourses (5e-6a; 449-450) 

I recall that it is from logic that this discourse touches on the real by 

encountering it as impossible, which is why it is this discourse that raises it 

(6,450) to its final power: science, I have said, of the real. And may I be 

forgiven here by those who even though involved in it, do not know it. Were 

I to spare them again, they would soon learn it from the outcomes. 

 Meaning, by being grammatical, confirms first of all that the second 

sentence bears on the first, by making it its subject in the form of a 

particular. It says: this statement, then qualifies it as assertive because it is 

posed as true, confirming it by being in the form of the proposition 

described as universal in logic: in any case the fact is that the saying remains 

forgotten behind what is said. 

 But by way of antithesis, in other words on the same plane, in a second 

phase it exposes its semblance: by affirming it from the fact that its subject 

is modal, and by proving it from the fact that it is modulated grammatically 

as: that one might be saying. Which it recalls not so much to memory but, as 

they say: to existence. 

 

2. A relationship between heteroclite meanings or the delusion of  

interpretation 

3. The relationship between the meaning of the signifier and 

 interpretation  (6a-7a; 450-451) 

The first sentence is not then on the thetical plane of truth that the first phase 

of the second assures, as is usual, by means of tautologies (here two). What 

is recalled, is that its stating is a moment of existence, is that, situated from 

discourse, it “ex-sists” to truth.   

 Let us recognise here the way in which the necessary happens: in proper 

logic it should be understood, the one that organises its modes by 

proceeding from where it gets to, namely, this impossible, modest 

(modique) no doubt though inconvenient (incommode) from then on, that for 

what is said (dit) to be true, one still must say it, that there should be a 

saying.   

  And this is how grammar already measures the force and the weakness of 

logics that isolate themselves from it, by splitting them with its subjunctive, 

and indicates itself by concentrating the power, to open up all of them. 

  For, I come back to it one more time: “there is no metalanguage” such 

that any of the logics entitled propositional, could use it as a crutch  
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 L‟opposition qu‟ici j‟évoque devant être plus loin accentuée. 

 

 Je rappelle que c‟est de la logique que ce discours touche au réel à le 

rencontrer comme impossible, en quoi c‟est ce discours qui la porte à sa 

puissance dernière : science, ai-je dit, du réel. Qu‟ici me pardonnent ceux 

qui d‟y être intéressés, ne le savent pas. Les ménagerais-je encore, qu‟ils 

l‟apprendraient bientôt des événements. 

 

 La signification, d‟être grammaticale, entérine d‟abord que la seconde 

phrase porte sur la première, à en faire son sujet sous forme d‟un particulier. 

Elle dit : cet énoncé, puis qualifie celui-ci de l‟assertif de se poser comme 

vrai, l‟en confirmant d‟être sous forme de proposition dite universelle en 

logique : c‟est en tout cas que le dire reste oublié derrière le dit. 

 

 Mais d‟antithèse, soit du même plan, en un second temps elle en dénonce 

le semblant : à l‟affirmer du fait que son sujet soit modal, et à le prouver de 

ce qu‟il se module grammaticalement comme : qu‟on dise. Ce qu‟elle 

rappelle non pas tant à la mémoire que, comme on dit : à l‟existence. 

 

 La première phrase n‟est donc pas de ce plan thétique de vérité que le 

premier temps de la seconde assure, comme d‟ordinaire, au moyen de 

tautologies (ici deux). Ce qui est rappelé, c‟est que son énonciation est 

moment d‟existence, c‟est que, située du discours, elle « ex-siste » à la 

vérité. 

 

 Reconnaissons ici la voie par où advient le nécessaire : en bonne logique 

s‟entend, celle qui ordonne ses modes de procéder d‟où elle accède, soit cet 

impossible, modique sans doute quoique dès lors incommode, que pour 

qu‟un dit soit vrai, encore faut-il qu‟on le dise, que dire il y en ait. 

 

 En quoi la grammaire mesure déjà force et faiblesse des logiques qui s‟en 

isolent, pour, de son subjonctif, les cliver, et s‟indique en concentrer la 

puissance, de toutes les frayer. 

 

 Car, j‟y reviens une fois de plus, « il n‟y a pas de métalangage » tel 

qu‟aucune des logiques, à s‟intituler de la proposition, puisse s‟en faire  
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(béquille) Ŕ to each one there remains its own imbecility Ŕ and if people 

believe they can find it in my reference, above, to discourse, I refute it from 

the fact that the sentence which appears there to become the object for the 

second, is no less significantly applied to the former.   

     For, that one might be saying this second, remains forgotten behind what 

is said. And this in a way that is all the more striking, since being, for its 

part, relentlessly assertive to the point of being tautological in the proofs   

(7, 451) that it advances Ŕ by exposing in the first its semblance, it poses its 

own saying as inexistent, since in contesting the former as what is said as 

truth (dit de vérité), it is existence that it makes correspond to its saying, this 

not by making this saying exist since it simply names it, but by denying its 

truth Ŕ without saying so.   

 

4. The universal and the existence of a saying (7a-e; 451)  

By extending this process there is born my own formula that there is no 

universal that must not be contained by an existence that denies it. So that 

the stereotype that every man is mortal is not stated from nowhere. The 

logic that dates it, is only that of a philosophy which feigns this 

“nullubiquity”, this in order to create an alibi for what I name the discourse 

of the master.   

  Now it is not from this discourse alone, but from the place in which the 

others take their turn (the other discourses), the one that I designate as 

semblance, that a saying takes on its sense. 

  This place is not for all, but it ex-sists them, and it is from there that it is 

“homologated” (s’hommologue) that all are mortal. They all cannot but be 

so, because at death we assign them from this place, all it must be, since it is 

there that one looks on the marvel (on veille à la merveille) of the good of 

all. And particularly when what one looks after there creates a semblance of 

the master-signifier or of knowledge. Hence the ritornelle of philosophical 

logic.   

 There is therefore no universal that is not reduced to the possible. Even 

death, since this is the point from which alone it is articulated. However 

universal one may pose it, it always remains only possible. That the law is 

alleviated by being affirmed as formulated from nowhere, namely, as being 

without reason, confirms still more where its saying comes from. 

 Before rendering to analysis the merit of this apperception, let us do our 

duty with respect to our sentences by remarking that “in what is heard” of 

the first, is equally connected to the existence of the “remains forgotten”  
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béquille (qu‟à chacune reste son imbécillité), et si l‟on croit le retrouver 

dans ma référence, plus haut, au discours, je le réfute de ce que la phrase qui 

a l‟air là de faire objet pour la seconde, ne s‟en applique pas moins 

significativement à celle-ci. 

 

Car cette seconde, qu‟on la dise reste oublié derrière ce qu‟elle dit. Et 

ceci de façon d‟autant plus frappante qu‟assertive, elle sans rémission au 

point d‟être tautologique en les preuves qu‟elle avance, Ŕ à dénoncer dans la 

première son semblant, elle pose son propre dire comme inexistant, 

puisqu‟en contestant celle-ci comme dit de vérité, c‟est l‟existence qu‟elle 

fait répondre de son dire, ceci non pas de faire ce dire exister puisque 

seulement elle le dénomme, mais d‟en nier la vérité Ŕ sans le dire. 

 

 À étendre ce procès, naît la formule, mienne, qu‟il n‟y a pas d‟universelle 

qui ne doive se contenir d‟une existence qui la nie. Tel le stéréotype que tout 

homme soit mortel, ne s‟énonce pas de nulle part. La logique qui le date, 

n‟est que celle d‟une philosophie qui feint cette nullibiquité, ce pour faire 

alibi à ce que je dénomme discours du maître. 

 

 Or ce n‟est pas de ce seul discours, mais de la place où font tour d‟autres 

(d‟autres discours), celle que je désigne du semblant, qu‟un dire prend son 

sens. 

 

 Cette place n‟est pas pour tous, mais elle leur ex-siste, et c‟est de là que 

s‟hommologue que tous soient mortels. Ils ne peuvent que l‟être tous, parce 

qu‟à la mort on les délègue de cette place, tous il faut bien, puisque c‟est là 

qu‟on veille à la merveille du bien de tous. Et particulièrement quand ce qui 

y veille y fait semblant du signifiant-maître ou du savoir. D‟où la ritournelle 

de la logique philosophique. 

 

 Il n‟y a donc pas d‟universel qui ne se réduise au possible. Même la mort, 

puisque c‟est là la pointe dont seulement elle s‟articule. Si universelle qu‟on 

la pose, elle ne reste jamais que possible. Que la loi s‟allège de s‟affirmer 

comme formulée de nulle part, c‟est-à-dire d‟être sans raison, confirme 

encore d‟où part son dire. 

 

 Avant de rendre à l‟analyse le mérite de cette aperception, acquittons-

nous envers nos phrases à remarquer que « dans ce qui s‟entend » de la 

première, se branche également sur l‟existence du « reste oublié » que  
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which depends on the second and to the “what is said” that it itself exposes, 

as covering this remains. 

Here I note in passing the defect of the “transformational” attempt to 

make logic out of a recourse to a more profound structure which is supposed 

to be a layered tree.  

 

Chapter 2: Freud’s saying (7e-10d; 451-454) 

 

Introduction (7e-8a; 451) 

And I come back to sense to recall the trouble philosophy must take Ŕ the 

latest one to save its honour by being of a contemporaneity (8, 452) from 

which the analyst is absent Ŕ to notice what is its own everyday resource: 

that nothing is hidden so much as what is unveiled, as the truth, Aletheia = 

Verborgenheit. 

 

1. Ab-sense or Freudian practice (8a-c; 451-452)  

Thus I did not renounce my fraternity with this saying since I only repeat it 

from a practice which, situating itself from another discourse, makes it 

incontestable. 

 For those who listen to me…ou pire, this exercise would only have 

confirmed the logic by which castration and the Oedipus complex are 

articulated in analysis.   

    Freud puts us on the track of the fact that lack-of-sense (ab-sens) 

designates sex: it is by the inflation of this lack-of-sex-sense (sens-absexe) 

that a topology is unfolded where it is the word that decides. 

   Starting from the expression: “it does not go without saying” (ça ne va 

pas sans dire), one sees that this is the case with many things, of even the 

majority, including the Freudian thing as I situated it as being what is said in 

truth.  

 Not to go without ..., is to make a couple which, as they say, “is not all 

that obvious (ne va pas tout seul)”. 

 Thus it is that what is said does not go without a saying. But if what is 

said always poses itself as truth, even though never going beyond a half-

said, as I express it, the saying only couples with it by ex-sisting it, in other 

words by not being of the dit-mension of the truth.  
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relève la seconde et sur le « ce qui se dit » qu‟elle-même dénonce comme, 

ce reste, le couvrant. 

 

 Où je note au passage le défaut de l‟essai « transformationnel » de faire 

logique d‟un recours à une structure profonde qui serait un arbre à étages. 

 

 Et je reviens au sens pour rappeler la peine qu‟il faut à la philosophie Ŕ la 

dernière à en sauver l‟honneur d‟être à la page dont l‟analyste fait 

l‟absence Ŕ pour apercevoir ce qui est sa ressource, à lui, de tous les jours : 

que rien ne cache autant que ce qui dévoile, que la vérité, ήθεια = 

Verborgenheit. 

 

 Ainsi ne renié-je pas la fraternité de ce dire, puisque je ne le répète qu‟à 

partir d‟une pratique qui, se situant d‟un autre discours, le rend 

incontestable. 

 

 Pour ceux qui m‟écoutent… ou pire, cet exercice n‟eût fait que confirmer 

la logique dont s‟articulent dans l‟analyse castration et Œdipe. 

 

 Freud nous met sur la voie de ce que l‟ab-sens désigne le sexe : c‟est à la 

gonfle de ce sens-absexe qu‟une topologie se déploie où c‟est le mot qui 

tranche. 

 

 Partant de la locution : « ça ne va pas sans dire », on voit que c‟est le cas 

de beaucoup de choses, de la plupart même, y compris de la chose 

freudienne telle que je l‟ai située d‟être le dit de la vérité. 

 

 N‟aller pas sans…, c‟est faire couple, ce qui, comme on dit, « ne va pas 

tout seul ». 

 

 C‟est ainsi que le dit ne va pas sans dire. Mais si le dit se pose toujours 

en vérité, fût-ce à ne jamais dépasser un midit (comme je m‟exprime), le 

dire ne s‟y couple que d‟y ex-sister, soit de n‟être pas de la dit-mension de la 

vérité. 
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2. Mathematical saying and the wall of the impossible (8d-e; 452-453) 

It is easy to make this sensible in the discourse of mathematics where what 

is said is constantly renewed by taking its subject from a saying rather than 

from any reality, provided this saying is summoned from the properly 

logical sequence that it implies as what is said. 

No need for Cantor‟s saying to deal with that. It begins with Euclid. 

If I had recourse this year to the first, namely, to set theory, it was to refer 

to it the marvellous efflorescence which by isolating the incomplete from 

the inconsistent in logic, the indemonstrable from the refutable, and even 

adding to it the undecideable, by not managing to exclude itself from 

demonstrability, puts us face to face with the impossible so that there could 

be ejected the „that‟s not it‟ which is the wail of an appeal to the real.   

 

3. A discourse embarrassed by its language (8e-9a; 452-453) 

I said discourse of mathematics. Not its language. This should be noted for 

the moment when I come back to the unconscious, structured like a           

(9,453) language, as I have always said. For it is in analysis that it is 

organised as discourse. 

   It remains to be recorded that the mathematician has the same 

embarrassment with his language as we have with the unconscious, and 

expresses it by this thought that he does not know what he is speaking 

about, even to assure it as being true (Russell). 
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Il est facile de rendre cela sensible dans le discours de la mathématique 

où constamment le dit se renouvelle de prendre sujet d‟un dire plutôt que 

d‟aucune réalité, quitte, ce dire, à le sommer de la suite proprement logique 

qu‟il implique comme dit. 

 

 Pas besoin du dire de Cantor pour toucher cela. Ça commence à Euclide. 

 

 Si j‟ai recouru cette année au premier, soit à la théorie des ensembles, 

c‟est pour y rapporter la merveilleuse efflorescence qui, d‟isoler dans la 

logique l‟incomplet de l‟inconsistant, l‟indémontrable du réfutable, voire 

d‟y adjoindre l‟indécidable de ne pas arriver à s‟exclure de la 

démontrabilité, nous met assez au pied du mur de l‟impossible pour que 

s‟évince le « ce n‟est pas ça », qui est le vagissement de l‟appel au réel. 

 

 J‟ai dit discours de la mathématique. Non langage de la même. Qu‟on y 

prenne garde pour le moment où je reviendrai à l‟inconscient, structuré 

comme un langage, ai-je dit de toujours. Car c‟est dans l‟analyse qu‟il 

s‟ordonne en discours. 

 

 Reste à marquer que le mathématicien a avec son langage le même 

embarras que nous avec l‟inconscient, à le traduire de cette pensée qu‟il ne 

sait pas de quoi il parle, fût-ce à l‟assurer d‟être vrai (Russell). 
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4. Saying in the roundabout of discourses (9b-d; 453) 

Being the language that is most suitable for scientific discourse, 

mathematics is the science without consciousness that our friend Rabelais 

promised, before which a philosopher
1
 can only remain dumb: gay science 

rejoiced by presuming of it the ruin of the soul. Naturally, neurosis survives 

it. 

   Having noted this, the saying is demonstrated, and escapes from what is 

said. From then on it only assures this privilege by being formulated as 

“saying no”, if, by going in the direction of sense, it is containing (contien) 

that is grasped in it, not contradiction Ŕ the response, not being taken up 

again in negation Ŕ rejection, not correction. 

   Responding in that way suspends what is true in what is said. 

   Which clarifies the tangential light (jour rasant) that the analytic 

discourse contributes to the others, by revealing in them the modal loci by 

which their roundabout is accomplished.   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Remark 1:  Philosophy and Mathematical Language  (9 note; 453) 
1
 The philosopher is inscribed (in the sense that one says it of a circumference) in the 

discourse of the master. He plays the role of the fool in it. That does not mean that what he 

says is stupid; it is even more than usable. Read  Shakespeare.   

  That does not mean either, and take note of  this, that he knows what he is saying. The 

court fool has a role: that of being the replacement of the truth. He can be so by expressing 

himself like a language, just like the unconscious. That he is, himself, unconscious of it is 

secondary, what is important is that the role should be held. 

  Thus Hegel in speaking as accurately about mathematical language as Bertrand Russell 

does, loses his bearings no less: the fact is that Bertrand Russell is in the discourse of 

science. 

  Kojève whom I hold to be my master for having initiated me into Hegel, had the same 

bias regarding mathematics but it must be said that he was of Russell‟s time, and that he 

only philosophised under the title of the university discourse into which he had settled 

provisionally, but knowing well that his knowledge only functioned there as a semblance 

and treating it as such: he showed this in all sorts of ways, handing over his notes to 

whoever could profit from them and posthumously showing his derision for the whole 

adventure. 

 This contempt of his was supported by his starting discourse which was also the one  he 

returned to: the great commander knows how to deal with buffoons as well as the others, 

namely, as subjects, which they are, of the sovereign. 
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Pour être le langage le plus propice au discours scientifique, la 

mathématique est la science sans conscience dont fait promesse notre bon 

Rabelais, celle à laquelle un philosophe
2
  ne peut que rester bouché : la gaye 

science se réjouissait d‟en présumer ruine de l‟âme. Bien sûr, la névrose y 

survit. 

 

 Ceci remarqué, le dire se démontre, et d‟échapper au dit. Dès lors ce 

privilège, il ne l‟assure qu‟à se formuler en « dire que non », si, à aller au 

sens, c‟est le contien qu‟on y saisit, non la contradiction, Ŕ la réponse, non 

la reprise en négation, Ŕ le rejet, non la correction. 

 

 Répondre ainsi suspend ce que le dit a de véritable. 

 

 Ce qui s‟éclaire du jour rasant que le discours analytique apporte aux 

autres, y révélant les lieux modaux dont leur ronde s‟accomplit. 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2
 Le philosophe s‟inscrit (au sens où on le dit d‟une circonférence) dans le discours du 

maître. Il y joue le rôle du fou. Ça ne veut pas dire que ce qu‟il dit soit sot ; c‟est même plus 

qu‟utilisable. Lisez Shakespeare. Ça ne dit pas non plus, qu‟on y prenne garde, qu‟il sache 

ce qu‟il dit. Le fou de cour a un rôle : celui d‟être le tenant-lieu de la vérité. Il le peut à 

s‟exprimer comme un langage, tout comme l‟inconscient. Qu‟il en soit, lui, dans 

l‟inconscience est secondaire, ce qui importe est que le rôle soit tenu. Ainsi Hegel, de parler 

aussi juste du langage mathématique que Bertrand Russell, n‟en loupe pas moins la 

commande : c‟est que Bertrand Russell est dans le discours de la science. Kojève que je 

tiens pour mon maître, de m‟avoir initié à Hegel, avait la même partialité à l‟égard des 

mathématiques, mais il faut dire qu‟il en était au temps de Russell, et qu‟il ne philosophisait 

qu‟au titre du discours universitaire où il s‟était rangé par provision, mais sachant bien que 

son savoir n‟y fonctionnait que comme semblant et le traitant comme tel : il l‟a montré de 

toutes manières, livrant ses notes à qui pouvait en faire profit et posthumant sa dérision de 

toute l‟aventure. Ce mépris qui fut le sien, se soutenait de son discours de départ qui fut 

aussi celui où il retourna : le grand commis sait traiter les bouffons aussi bien que les 

autres, soit en sujets, qu‟ils sont, du souverain. 
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Remark 2: “To say what is there” (9c-10d; 454) 

I would metaphorise for the moment as incest the relationship that the truth 

maintains with the real. The saying comes from where it [the real]           

(10, 454) determines it [the truth]. But can there not also be a direct saying?   

   To say what there is, means nothing to you, my dear friends from the 

salle de garde, so called no doubt because it is very careful (se garde bien) 

not to contradict the body of employers to which it aspires (and whatever it 

may be).   

   To say what is there, for a long time raised its man for you to this 

profession that no longer haunts you except by its emptiness: the doctor who 

in every age and over the whole surface of the globe, pronounces on what is 

there. But it is still starting from the fact that what is, only has the interest of 

having to be conjured away.   

    At the point to which history has reduced this sacral function, I under-

stand your uneasiness. Not even possible for you, this no longer being the 

time, to play the philosopher, which was the latest moulting by which, by 

acting as the flunkeys of emperors and princes, doctors survived (read 

Fernel). 

   Know nevertheless, even though analysis is of another siglum Ŕ but that 

it tempts you is comprehensible Ŕ the one that first and foremost I testify to.   

   I say it, because it has been demonstrated without exception by those I 

called my “dandies”: there is not the slightest access to Freud‟s saying 

which is not foreclosed Ŕ and with no return in this case Ŕ by the choice of 

one or other analyst. 

 The fact is that there is no conceivable formation of the analyst outside 

the maintenance of this saying, and that Freud for want of having forged 

with the analytic discourse, the bond that would have held psychoanalytic 

societies, situates them from other discourses that necessarily bar his saying. 

    Which all my writings demonstrate. 
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Je métaphoriserai pour l‟instant de l‟inceste le rapport que la vérité 

entretient avec le réel. Le dire vient d‟où il la commande. 

 
 

Mais ne peut-il y avoir aussi dire direct ? 

 

 Dire ce qu‟il y a, ça ne vous dit rien, chers petits de la salle de garde, sans 

doute dite ainsi de ce qu‟elle se garde bien de contrarier le patronat où elle 

aspire (et quel qu‟il soit). 

 

 Dire ce qu‟il y a, pendant longtemps ça vous haussa son homme jusqu‟à 

cette profession qui ne vous hante plus que de son vide : le médecin qui 

dans tous les âges et sur toute la surface du globe, sur ce qu‟il y a, se 

prononce. Mais c‟est encore à partir de ceci que ce qu‟il y a, n‟a d‟intérêt 

qu‟à devoir être conjuré. 

 

 Au point où l‟histoire a réduit cette fonction sacrale, je comprends votre 

malaise. Pas même possible pour vous, le temps n‟y étant plus, de jouer au 

philosophe qui fut la mue dernière où, de faire la valetaille des empereurs et 

des princes, les médecins se survécurent (lisez Fernel). 

 

 Sachez pourtant, quoique l‟analyse soit d‟un autre sigle Ŕ mais qu‟elle 

vous tente, ça se comprend Ŕ ce dont je témoigne d‟abord. 

 

 Je le dis, de ce que ce soit démontré sans exception de ceux que j‟ai 

appelés mes « dandys » : il n‟y a pas le moindre accès au dire de Freud qui 

ne soit forclos Ŕ et sans retour dans ce cas Ŕ par le choix de tel analyste. 

 

C‟est qu‟il n‟y a pas de formation de l‟analyste concevable hors du 

maintien de ce dire, et que Freud, faute d‟avoir forgé avec le discours de 

l‟analyste, le lien dont auraient tenu les sociétés de psychanalyse, les a 

situées d‟autres discours qui barrent son dire nécessairement. 

 

 Ce que tous mes écrits démontrent. 
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Chapter 3:  There is no sexual relationship (10d-14e; 454-458) 

 

1. The absence of sexual relationship and the two ex-sistences (10d-11d; 

454-455) 

Freud‟s saying is inferred from the logic which takes as source what is said 

by the unconscious. It is in as much as Freud discovered this “what is said” 

(dit) that it ex-sists. 

   Restoring this saying, is necessary for the discourse of analysis to be 

constituted (which is what I am contributing to), this from the experience 

where it is proved to exist.   

    One cannot express this saying in terms of truth since in truth there is 

only a half-said, properly cut, but that there can be this clear half-said (it can 

be conjugated by going back: you meditate, tu médites, I speak ill of, je 

médis) takes on its sense only from this saying. This saying is not free, but is 

(11, 455) produced by relaying it from others that proceed from other 

discourses. It is by being closed in analysis (c.f. my Radiophonie, the 

number just before of this a-periodical) that their roundabout situates the 

loci by which this saying is circled. 

    They circle it as real, namely, from the impossible, which is announced 

as: there is no sexual relationship (il n’y a pas de rapport sexuel). 

    This presupposes that in terms of relationship (of relationship “in 

general”) there is only a statement, and that the real is only assured in it by 

being confirmed from the limit which is demonstrated by the logical 

consequences of the statement.  

    Here an immediate limit, from the fact that „there is nothing‟ (n’y a rien) 

to make a relationship of a statement.   

    Because of this, no logical consequence, which is not deniable (niable), 

but which is not sufficient to support any negation: simply the saying that: 

nya. 

 Nia only contributing to it just the homophony required in French in 

order, from the past that it signifies, to mark that there is no trace (nya la 

trace) of any present whose existence can be connoted there. 

But what is at stake? The relationship of the man and of the woman in as 

much as they would be suitable, from the fact that they inhabit language, to 

make a statement about this relationship. 

    Is it the absence of this relationship that exiles them in this stable habitat 

(stabitat)? Is it by inhabiting it in a labile way (d’labiter) that this 

relationship can only be inter-dicted (inter-dit)?   
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Le dire de Freud s‟infère de la logique qui prend de source le dit de 

l‟inconscient. C‟est en tant que Freud a découvert ce dit qu‟il ex-siste. 

 

 En restituer ce dire, est nécessaire à ce que le discours se constitue de 

l‟analyse (c‟est à quoi j‟aide), ce à partir de l‟expérience où il s‟avère 

exister. 

 

 On ne peut, ce dire, le traduire en termes de vérité puisque de vérité il n‟y 

a que midit, bien coupé, mais qu‟il y ait ce midit net (il se conjugue en 

remontant : tu médites, je médis), ne prend son sens que de ce dire. 

 
 

Ce dire n‟est pas libre, mais se produit d‟en relayer d‟autres qui 

proviennent d‟autres discours. C‟est à se fermer dans l‟analyse (cf. ma 

Radiophonie, le numéro juste d‟avant de cet apériodique) que leur ronde 

situe les lieux dont se cerne ce dire. 

 

 Ils le cernent comme réel, c‟est-à-dire de l‟impossible, lequel s‟annonce : 

il n’y a pas de rapport sexuel. 

 

 Ceci suppose que de rapport (de rapport « en général »), il n‟y a 

qu‟énoncé, et que le réel ne s‟en assure qu‟à se confirmer de la limite qui se 

démontre des suites logiques de l‟énoncé. 

 

 Ici limite immédiate, de ce que « n‟y a » rien à faire rapport d‟un énoncé. 

De ce fait, nulle suite logique, ce qui n‟est pas niable, mais que ne suffit à 

supporter nulle négation : seulement le dire que : nya. 

 

 Nia n‟y apportant que juste d‟homophonie ce qu‟il faut en français pour, 

du passé qu‟il signifie, d‟aucun présent dont s‟y connote l‟existence 

marquer que nya la trace. 

 

Mais de quoi s‟agit-il ? Du rapport de l‟homme et de la femme en tant 

justement qu‟ils seraient propres, de ce qu‟ils habitent le langage, à faire 

énoncé de ce rapport. 

 

 Est-ce l‟absence de ce rapport qui les exile en stabitat ? Est-ce d‟labiter 

que ce rapport ne peut être qu‟inter-dit ? 
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 This is not the question: much more rather the response, and the response 

that supports it Ŕ by being what stimulates it to repeat itself Ŕ is the real. 

    Let us admit it: where it is-there (est-là). Nothing to be expected from 

going back to the flood, when this is already recounted as retribution for the 

relationship of the woman to angels. 

 

2. The absence of sexual relationship and the two universals (11d-12e; 

455-456) 

Let us nevertheless illustrate this function of the response by an apologue, a 

logue that is hard pressed (aux abois) having been provided by the 

psychologist, since the soul has its back to the wall (aboi), and even, by 

pronouncing (a) petit a, (a)boi.   

   The trouble is that the psychologist, since he can only support his sector 

by theology, wants the psychical to be normal, and as a result he elaborates 

what would suppress it. 

   Especially the Innenwelt and the Umwelt, when he would do better to pay 

attention to the volte-man (homme-volte) which makes up the labyrinth from 

(12, 456) which man does not get out. The stimulus-response couple leads 

to the avowal of his fabrications. To call response what would allow the 

individual to keep himself alive is excellent, but that this ends up quickly 

and badly, opens up the question which is solved by the fact that life 

reproduces the individual, and therefore also reproduces the question, which 

means in this case that it is repeated (ré-pète). 

    This indeed is what is uncovered from the unconscious, which from then 

on proves to be a response, but from the fact that it is what stimulates. 

    „Tis (c’t) also why, whatever happens, the psychologist re-enters into 

volte-man of repetition, the one that we know is produced from the 

unconscious. 

 Life no doubt reproduces, God knows what and why. But the response 

only gives rise to a question where there is no relationship to support the 

reproduction of life. 

 Except for the fact that the unconscious formulates: “How is man 

reproduced?”, which is the case. 

 Ŕ “By reproducing the question”, is the response. Or “in order to make 

you speak”, in other words, that the unconscious has, by existing. 
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 Ce n‟est pas la question : bien plutôt la réponse, et la réponse qui la 

supporte, Ŕ d‟être ce qui la stimule à se répéter Ŕ, c‟est le réel. 

 

 Admettons-le : où il est-là. Rien à attendre de remonter au déluge, alors 

que déjà celui-ci se raconte de rétribuer le rapport de la femme aux anges. 

 

 Illustrons pourtant cette fonction de la réponse d‟un apologue, logue aux 

abois d‟être fourni par le psychologue, puisque l‟âme est aboi, et même, à 

prononcer (a) petit a, (a)boi. 

 

 Le malheur est que le psychologue, pour ne soutenir son secteur que de la 

théologie, veut que le psychique soit normal, moyennant quoi il élabore ce 

qui le supprimerait. 

 

 L’Innenwelt et l‟Umwelt notamment, alors qu‟il ferait mieux de 

s‟occuper de l‟homme-volte qui fait le labyrinthe dont l‟homme ne sort pas. 

 
 

Le couple stimulus-réponse passe à l‟aveu de ses inventions. Appeler 

réponse ce qui permettrait à l‟individu de se maintenir en vie est excellent, 

mais que ça se termine vite et mal, ouvre la question qui se résout de ce que 

la vie reproduit l‟individu, donc reproduit aussi bien la question, ce qui se 

dit dans ce cas qu‟elle se ré-pète. 

 

 C‟est bien ce qui se découvre de l‟inconscient, lequel dès lors s‟avère être 

réponse, mais de ce que ce soit elle qui stimule. 

 

 C‟t aussi en quoi, quoi qu‟il en ait, le psychologue rentre dans l‟homme-

volte de la répétition, celle qu‟on sait se produire de l‟inconscient. 

 La vie sans doute reproduit, Dieu sait quoi et pourquoi. Mais la réponse 

ne fait question que là où il n‟y a pas de rapport à supporter la reproduction 

de la vie. 

 

 Sauf à ce que l‟inconscient formule : « Comment l‟homme se reproduit 

il ? », ce qui est le cas. 

 

 Ŕ « À reproduire la question », c‟est la réponse. Ou « pour te faire 

parler », autrement dit qu‟a l‟inconscient, d‟ex-sister. 
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It is from there that we must obtain two universals, two alls sufficiently 

consistent to separate among -- speakers who, by being plural (des), believe 

themselves Ŕ beings, two moieties such that they will not get too entangled 

in coiteration when they get there.  

 

3. The absence of sexual relationship and the phallus (12d-13e; 456-457) 

Moiety in French means that it is an ego-affair (moitié/moi), the half-

chicken which began my first reading book having besides opened up for 

me the division of the subject. 

   The body of speakers is subject to being divided by its organs, enough to 

have to find them a function. It sometimes takes ages: for a foreskin that 

takes on usage in circumcision, indeed for the appendage to wait for it for 

centuries, from surgery. 

   It is thus that from psychoanalytic discourse, an organ makes itself the 

signifier.  The one that can be said to be isolated in corporeal reality as bait, 

by functioning in it (the function being delegated to it from a discourse): 

 a) as a phanerogam favoured by its aspect of detachable addition 

accentuated by its erectility,  

    b) by being a snare, to which this last accent contributes, in the  different 

(13, 457) catches (pêches) that make discourses of the voracities by which 

the inexistence of the sexual relationship is plugged. 

    We recognise, even from this mode of evacuation, of course the organ 

which by being, let us say, “credited to” the male, makes the active of the 

verb in what is said about copulation, be decerned to the latter. It is the same 

one that its diverse names, in the tongue that I use, quite symptomatically 

feminise. 

    One should all the same not be deceived by this: because of the function 

that derives it from discourse, it has passed to the signifier. A signifier can 

be used for many things just like an organ, but not for the same. As regards 

castration for example, if it makes use of it, it has not (luckily in general) the 

same consequences as if it were the organ. As regards the function of bait, if 

it is the organ that offers itself as a hook for the voracities that we were 

situating just now, let us say: of female origin [d’origyne], the signifier on 

the contrary is the fish to gulp down what is necessary for discourses to 

maintain themselves.   
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 C‟est à partir de là qu‟il nous faut obtenir deux universels, deux tous 

suffisamment consistants pour séparer chez des êtres parlants, Ŕ qui, d‟être 

des, se croient des êtres Ŕ, deux moitiés telles qu‟elles ne s‟embrouillent pas 

trop dans la coïtération quand ils y arrivent. 

 

 Moitié dit en français que c‟est une affaire de moi, la moitié de poulet qui 

ouvrait mon premier livre de lecture m‟ayant en outre frayé la division du 

sujet. 

 

 Le corps des parlants est sujet à se diviser des organes, assez pour avoir à 

leur trouver fonction. Il y faut parfois des âges : pour un prépuce qui prend 

usage de la circoncision, voyez l‟appendice l‟attendre pendant des siècles, 

de la chirurgie. 

 

 C‟est ainsi que du discours psychanalytique, un organe se fait le 

signifiant. Celui qu‟on peut dire s‟isoler dans la réalité corporelle comme 

appât, d‟y fonctionner (la fonction lui étant déléguée d‟un discours) : 

 a)  en tant que phanère à la faveur de son aspect de plaquage amovible 

qui s‟accentue de son érectilité, 

 b) pour être attrape, où ce dernier accent contribue, dans les diverses 

pêches qui font discours des voracités dont se tamponne l‟inexistence du 

rapport sexuel. 

 

 On reconnaît, même de ce mode d‟évacuation, bien sûr l‟organe qui 

d‟être, disons, « à l‟actif » du mâle, fait à celui-ci, dans le dit de la 

copulation, décerner l‟actif du verbe. C‟est le même que ses noms divers, 

dans la langue dont j‟use, bien symptomatiquement féminisent. 

 

 Il ne faut pourtant pas s‟y tromper : pour la fonction qu‟il tient du 

discours, il est passé au signifiant. Un signifiant peut servir à bien des 

choses tout comme un organe, mais pas aux mêmes. Pour la castration par 

exemple, s‟il fait usage, ça n‟a (bonheur en général) pas les mêmes suites 

que si c‟était l‟organe. Pour la fonction d‟appât, si c‟est l‟organe qui s‟offre 

hameçon aux voracités que nous situions à l‟instant, disons : d‟origyne, le 

signifiant au contraire est le poisson à engloutir ce qu‟il faut aux discours 

pour s‟entretenir. 
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   This organ, gone on to being the signifier, hollows out the place from 

which an effect is had on the speaker, let us follow him in that he thinks 

himself: to be, the inexistence of the sexual relationship. 

 The present state of the discourses which feed therefore on these beings, 

is situated by this fact of inexistence, by this impossible, not to be said, but 

which, squeezed by all these “what is saids”, shows itself as the real.  

 Posed in this way Freud‟s saying is justified first and foremost by what 

he said, from which it is proved, what I said, Ŕ is confirmed by having been 

acknowledged by the stagnation of analytic experience, that I expose, Ŕ 

might develop from the re-emergence of the analytic discourse, at which I 

occupy myself, since, even though without resources, it falls under my 

jurisdiction.
2
 

 

4. From Freud to the phallic function (13e-14e; 457-458) 

In the confusion where the parasitic organism that Freud grafted onto his 

saying, itself makes a graft of what he said, it is no easy matter for a cat to 

find its kittens, nor the reader a sense. 

   The muddle is insurmountable about what is pinpointed there about 

castration, about the defiles by which love is sustained from incest, about 

the function of the father, about the myth in which the Oedipus complex is 

reduplicated by the comedy of the orang-Father (Père-orang) or the          

(14, 458) speechifying Outang. It is well known that for ten years I had 

taken the trouble to make a French garden of these tracks Freud was able to 

stick to in his design, the first, even though it could always be spotted how 

twisted they were by whoever wanted to get to the bottom of what supplies 

for the sexual relationship.  

    It was still necessary that the distinction of the symbolic, the imaginary 

and the real should come to light: this so that the identification to the man 

moiety and to the woman moiety, where as I have just called to mind the 

business of the ego dominates, should not be confused with their 

relationship. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2
 Here stops what appeared concurrently in the memorial d‟Henri Rousselle. 
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 Cet organe, passé au signifiant, creuse la place d‟où prend effet pour le 

parlant, suivons-le à ce qu‟il se pense : être, l‟inexistence du rapport sexuel. 

L‟état présent des discours qui s‟alimentent donc de ces êtres, se situe de ce 

fait d‟inexistence, de cet impossible, non pas à dire, mais qui, serré de tous 

les dits, s‟en démontre pour le réel. 

 

 Le dire de Freud ainsi posé se justifie de ses dits d‟abord, dont il se 

prouve, ce que j‟ai dit, Ŕ se confirme à s‟être avoué de la stagnation de 

l‟expérience analytique, ce que je dénonce, Ŕ se développerait de la ressortie 

du discours analytique, ce à quoi je m‟emploie, puisque, quoique sans 

ressource, c‟est de mon ressort
2
. 

 

 Dans la confusion où l‟organisme parasite que Freud a greffé sur son 

dire, fait lui-même greffe de ses dits, ce n‟est pas petite affaire qu‟une chatte 

y retrouve ses petits, ni le lecteur un sens. 

 

 Le fouillis est insurmontable de ce qui s‟y épingle de la castration, des 

défilés par où l‟amour s‟entretient de l‟inceste, de la fonction du père, du 

mythe où l‟Œdipe se redouble de la comédie du Père-Orang, du pérorant 

Outang. 

 
 

On sait que j‟avais dix ans pris soin de faire jardin à la française de ces 

voies à quoi Freud a su coller dans son dessin, le premier, quand pourtant de 

toujours ce qu‟elles ont de tordu était repérable pour quiconque eût voulu en 

avoir le cœur net sur ce qui supplée au rapport sexuel. 

 

 Encore fallait-il que fût venue au jour la distinction du symbolique, de 

l‟imaginaire et du réel : ceci pour que l‟identification à la moitié homme et à 

la moitié femme, où je viens d‟évoquer que l‟affaire du moi domine, ne fût 

pas avec leur rapport confondue. 

 

                                                 
2
 Ici s‟arrête ce qui paraît concurremment dans le mémorial d‟Henri Rousselle. 
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It is enough for the business of the ego like the business of the phallus 

where you were kind enough to follow me just now, to be articulated in 

language to become the business of the subject and to no longer fall under 

the jurisdiction of the imaginary. Just fancy that since the year „56 all of this 

could have been taken as acquired, if there had been consent about the 

analytic discourse. 

    For it is in the “question preliminary” of my Ecrits, which was to be read 

as the response given by the perceived (le perçu) in psychosis, that I 

introduce the Name of the Father and the fields (in this Ecrit, put in a graph) 

by which it allows psychosis itself to be arranged, that one can measure its 

power. 

    There is nothing excessive with regard to what experience provides us, to 

put under the heading of being or having the phallus (cf. my Bedeutung in 

the Ecrits) the function that supplies for the sexual relationship. 

    Hence a possible inscription (in the meaning where the possible is a 

foundational, Leibnizien) of this function as   , to which people are going 

to respond in their fashion by arguing about it. This articulation of the 

function as proposition is that of Frege.   

 It is simply of the order of complement that I contribute above to every 

position of the universal as such, that it would be necessary at a point of the 

discourse that an existence, as they say: opposes the phallic function, so that 

to pose it may be “possible”, which is the little of which it can lay claim to 

existence. 

   It is indeed in this logic that there can be summarised everything (tout) 

involved in the Oedipus complex. 
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Il suffit que l‟affaire de moi comme l‟affaire de phallus où l‟on a bien 

voulu me suivre à l‟instant, s‟articulent dans le langage, pour devenir affaire 

de sujet et n‟être plus du seul ressort de l‟imaginaire. Qu‟on songe que c‟est 

depuis l‟année 56 que tout cela eût pu passer pour acquis, y eût-il eu 

consentement du discours analytique. 

 

 Car c‟est dans « la question préalable » de mes Écrits, laquelle était à lire 

comme la réponse donnée par le perçu dans la psychose, que j‟introduis le 

Nom-du-Père et qu‟aux champs (dans cet Écrit, mis en graphe) dont il 

permet d‟ordonner la psychose elle-même, on peut mesurer sa puissance. 

 

 Il n‟y a rien d‟excessif au regard de ce que nous donne l‟expérience, à 

mettre au chef de l‟être ou avoir le phallus (cf. ma Bedeutung des Écrits) la 

fonction qui supplée au rapport sexuel. 

 

 D‟où une inscription possible (dans la signification où le possible est 

fondateur, leibnizienne) de cette fonction comme   , à quoi les êtres vont 

répondre par leur mode d‟y faire argument. Cette articulation de la fonction 

comme proposition est celle de Frege. 

 

 Il est seulement de l‟ordre du complément que j‟apporte plus haut à toute 

position de l‟universel comme tel, qu‟il faille qu‟en un point du discours une 

existence, comme on dit : s‟inscrive en faux contre la fonction phallique 

pour que la poser soit « possible », ce qui est le peu de quoi elle peut 

prétendre à l‟existence. 

 

 C‟est bien à cette logique que se résume tout ce qu‟il en et du complexe 

d‟Œdipe. 
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Chapter 4. The phallic function and the formulae of  

   sexuation (14e-25d; 458-495) 

 

1. The first two formulae and the Oedipus complex (14e-17b; 458-460) 

All of it can be maintained by being developed around what I advance about 

the logical correlation of two formulae which, being inscribed mathematic-

ally       and      , are stated:  

 the first, for all  ,    is satisfied, which can be expressed by a T (15, 

459) noting truth-value. This, expressed in the analytic discourse where the 

practice is to make sense, “means to say” (veut dire) that every subject as 

such, because that is what is at stake in this discourse, is inscribed in the 

phallic function to guard against the absence of the sexual relationship (the 

practice of making sense, is precisely to refer oneself to this ab-sense); 

   the second, there is by exception the case, familiar in mathematics (the 

argument x = 0 in the exponential [sic] function 1/x), the case where there 

exists an x for which   , the function, is not satisfied, namely, by not 

functioning, is in effect excluded. 

   This is precisely from where I combine the all of the universal, more 

modified than is imagined in the forall of  the quantifier, to the there exists 

one that the quantic pairs with it, its difference to what the proposition that 

Aristotle described as particular implies, is patent. I combine them from the 

fact that the there exists one in question, by creating a limit to the forall, is 

what affirms or confirms it, (which a proverb already objects to in 

Aristotle‟s contradictory). 

    The reason for this is that what the analytic discourse concerns is the 

subject, which, as effect of meaning, is response to the real. This I 

articulated, from 11 April 56, having recovered the text, from a quotation 

about the non-semantic signifier, this for the people who might have taken 

an interest in it for feeling themselves called by it to a function of waste 

product (déjet). 

    A clearing of the way to be sure not suited to anyone who having come 

out of the academic discourse, diverts it into this hermeneutic, indeed 

semiologising dripping, that I see myself responding to, streaming from 

every corner, due to the failure of analysis to fix its deontology.   

     

  



J. LACAN                                                  L’étourdit              THE LETTER 41 (2009) 31-80 

 

57 

 

Tout peut en être maintenu à se développer autour de ce que j‟avance de 

la corrélation logique de deux formules qui, à s‟inscrire mathématiquement 

      et      , s‟énoncent : 

la première, pour tout x,    est satisfait, ce qui peut se traduire d‟un V 

notant valeur de vérité. Ceci, traduit dans le discours analytique dont c‟est la 

pratique de faire sens, « veut dire » que tout sujet en tant que tel, puisque 

c‟est là l‟enjeu de ce discours, s‟inscrit dans la fonction phallique pour parer 

à l‟absence du rapport sexuel (la pratique de faire sens, c‟est justement de se 

référer à cet ab-sens); 

la seconde, il y a par exception le cas, familier en mathématique (l‟argument 

x = 0) dans la fonction hyperbolique 1/x) le cas où il existe un x pour lequel 

  , la fonction, n‟est pas satisfaite, c‟est-à-dire ne fonctionnant pas, est 

exclue de fait. 

 

 C‟est précisément d‟où je conjugue le tous de l‟universelle, plus modifié 

qu‟on ne s‟imagine dans le pourtout du quanteur, à l‟il existe un que le 

quantique lui apparie, sa différence étant patente avec ce qu‟implique la 

proposition qu‟Aristote dit particulière. Je les conjugue de ce que l‟il existe 

un en question, à faire limite au pourtout, est ce qui l‟affirme ou le confirme 

(ce qu‟un proverbe objecte déjà au contradictoire d‟Aristote). 

 

 La raison en est que ce que le discours analytique concerne, c‟est le sujet, 

qui, comme effet de signification, est réponse du réel. Cela je l‟articulai, dès 

l‟onze avril 56, en ayant texte recueilli, d‟une citation du signifiant 

asémantique, ce pour des gens qui y eussent pu prendre intérêt à s‟y sentir 

appelés à une fonction de déjet. 

 

 Frayage certes pas fait pour qui que ce soit qui à se lever du discours 

universitaire, le dévie en cette dégoulinade herméneutique, voire 

sémiologisante, dont je m‟imagine répondre, ruisselante qu‟elle est 

maintenant de partout, faute de ce que l‟analyse en ait fixé la déontologie. 
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That I state the existence of a subject by posing it from a saying no to the 

propositional function   , implies that it is inscribed from a quantifier from 

which this function finds itself cut off because of the fact that at this point it 

has no value that can be noted as truth, which means not of error either, the 

false simply to be heard as falsus as what has fallen, which I have already 

stressed.   

    In classical logic, when one thinks about it, the false can only be 

perceived as being the inverse of the truth, and it designates it just as well. 

  It is therefore correct to write as I do:      . The one that exists, is (16, 

460) the subject supposed from the fact that the phallic function is forfeited 

in it. This is a simply hopeless way of gaining access to the sexual 

relationship, the syncope of the function which only supports itself by 

resembling it (d’y sembler), by precipitating itself on it from the beginning 

(de s’y embler), I would say, not being able to suffice to simply inaugurate 

this relationship, but being on the contrary necessary to achieve the 

consistency of supplement that it makes of it, and this by fixing the limit at 

which this semblance is nothing more than the fall of sense/decency (dé-

sens). 

    Nothing operates therefore except from signifying equivocation, or from 

the trick by which the ab-sens of the relationship might be plugged at the 

suspension point of the function. 

    It is indeed the fall of sense that by putting it under the heading of 

castration I denoted as symbolic, also from 1956 (at the beginning of the 

academic year: object relations, Freudian structures: there is a report of it) 

thus distinguishing it from imaginary frustration and real   

    The subject found itself already supposed there, merely by grasping it 

from the context that Schreber, through Freud, had furnished me about the 

exhausting of his psychosis.   

    It is here that the Name-of-the-Father, by acting as the locus of its beach-

head (plage), demonstrated its responsibility for it according to tradition.   

    The real of this beach-head, since the semblance lands on it, “realises” no 

doubt the relationship of which the semblance acts as the supplement, but it 

is not so any more than the phantasy supports our reality, no less so either 

since it is everything, except for the five senses, if I am to be believed. 

    Castration in effect relays a link to the father, that which in each 

discourse is connoted as virility. There are therefore two dit-mensions of the 

forallmen (pourtouthomme), that of the discourse by which he is foralled (il 

se pourtoute) and that of the loci by which this is man-cut (dont ça se 

thomme).  
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 Que j‟énonce l‟existence d‟un sujet à la poser d‟un dire que non à la 

fonction propositionnelle   , implique qu‟elle s‟inscrive d‟un quanteur 

dont cette fonction se trouve coupée de ce qu‟elle n‟ait en ce point aucune 

valeur qu‟on puisse noter de vérité, ce qui veut dire d‟erreur pas plus, le 

faux seulement à entendre falsus comme du chu, ce où j‟ai déjà mis l‟accent. 

En logique classique, qu‟on y pense, le faux ne s‟aperçoit pas qu‟à être de la 

vérité l‟envers, il la désigne aussi bien. 

 

 Il est donc juste d‟écrire comme je le fais :      . L‟un qui existe, c‟est 

le sujet supposé de ce que la fonction phallique y fasse forfait. Ce n‟est au 

rapport sexuel que mode d‟accès sans espoir, la syncope de la fonction qui 

ne se soutient que d‟y sembler que de s‟y embler, dirai-je, ne pouvant 

suffire, ce rapport, à seulement l‟inaugurer, mais étant par contre nécessaire 

à achever la consistance du supplément qu‟elle en fait, et ce de fixer la 

limite où ce semblant n‟est plus que dé-sens. 

 

 Rien n‟opère donc que d‟équivoque signifiante, soit de l‟astuce par quoi 

l‟ab-sens du rapport se tamponnerait au point de suspens de la fonction. 

 

 C‟est bien le dé-sens qu‟à le mettre au compte de la castration, je 

dénotais du symbolique dès 56 aussi (à la rentrée : relation d‟objet, 

structures freudiennes : il y en a compte rendu), le démarquant par là de la 

frustration, imaginaire, de la privation, réelle. 

 

 Le sujet s‟y trouvait déjà supposé, rien qu‟à le saisir du contexte que 

Schreber, par Freud, m‟avait fourni de l‟exhaustion de sa psychose. 

 

 C‟est là que le Nom-du-Père, à faire lieu de sa plage, s‟en démontrait le 

responsable selon la tradition. 

 

 Le réel de cette plage, à ce qu‟y échoue le semblant, « réalise » sans 

doute le rapport dont le semblant fait le supplément, mais ce n‟est pas plus 

que le fantasme ne soutient notre réalité, pas peu non plus puisque c‟est 

toute, aux cinq sens près, si l‟on m‟en croit. 

 

 La castration relaie de fait comme lien au père, ce qui dans chaque 

discours se connote de virilité. Il y a donc deux dit-mensions du 

pourtouthomme, celle du discours dont il se pourtoute et celle des lieux dont 

ça se thomme. 
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 The psychoanalytic discourse is inspired from Freud‟s saying by 

proceeding initially from the second, and from an established decency by 

starting from these Ŕ to whom biological heritage makes a handsome gift of 

the semblance. Chance which does not seem to have to be reduced right 

away to this breakdown (répartition) is formulated as the “sex ratio” of the 

species, stable it seems, without being able to know why: these  Ŕ  are valid 

therefore for a moiety (moitié), unluckily (mâle heur) for me, a male.   

 The loci of this thommage are located by making sense of the semblance, 

Ŕ through it, of the truth that there is no relationship, Ŕ  of an enjoyment that 

supplies for it, Ŕ indeed of the product of their complex, of the effect called 

(through my good offices) surplus enjoying. 

  (17, 461) No doubt the privilege of these elegant pathways might be 

advantaged by apportioning in a more reasoned dividend than this game of 

heads or tails (the proportions of the “sex ratio”), if it was not proved from 

the other dimension by which the man-cutting is foralled, that this would 

aggravate the case.   

    The semblance of good luck for one moiety proves in effect to be of a 

strictly inverse order to the implication that makes it seem destined to the 

office of a discourse. 

    I will limit myself to proving it from what the organ itself suffers from it.   

    Not simply because its man-cutting is an a priori prejudice by placing the 

subject there in his parents saying, because for the girl, it can be worse. 

 

2. The prejudice of the first two formulae (17c-18c; 461-462) 

It is rather that the more it is snapped up (happé) by the a posteriori of the 

discourses that await it (happiness as it is called in the U.S.A.) the more 

does the organ have things to carry from them. 

   It is put down to it being emotional… Ah! Could it not have been better 

trained, I mean educated. For that you have another think coming.  

  We see clearly in the Satyricon that to be constrained, indeed implored, 

supervised from the earliest years, studied in vitro, changes nothing in its 

moods, that one is mistaken to make its nature responsible, when, on the 

contrary, it is simply because of the fact that it is not happy with what it is 

made say, what it is coming up against.    
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Le discours psychanalytique s‟inspire du dire de Freud à procéder de la 

seconde d‟abord, et d‟une décence établie à prendre départ de ces Ŕ à qui 

l‟héritage biologique fait largesse du semblant. Le hasard qui semble ne 

devoir pas se réduire de sitôt en cette répartition se formule de la sex ratio 

de l‟espèce, stable, semble-t-il, sans qu‟on puisse savoir pourquoi : ces Ŕ 

valent donc pour une moitié, mâle heur à moi. 

  

Les lieux de ce thommage se repèrent de faire sens du semblant, Ŕ par 

lui, de la vérité qu‟il n‟y a pas de rapport, Ŕ d‟une jouissance qui y 

supplée, Ŕ voire du produit de leur complexe, de l‟effet dit (par mon office) 

du plus-de-jouir. 

 
 

Sans doute le privilège de ces allées élégantes serait-il gain à répartir 

d‟un dividende plus raisonné que ce jeu de pile ou face (dosage de la sex 

ratio), s‟il ne se prouvait pas de l‟autre dimension dont ce thommage se 

pourtoute, que ça en aggraverait le cas. 

 

 Le semblant d‟heur pour une moitié s‟avère en effet être d‟un ordre 

strictement inverse à l‟implication qui la promet à l‟office d‟un discours. 

 

 Je m‟en tiendrai à le prouver de ce qu‟en pâtisse l‟organe lui-même. 

 

 Pas seulement de ce que son thommage soit un dommage a priori d‟y 

faire sujet dans le dire de ses parents, car pour la fille, ça peut être pire. 

 

 C‟est plutôt que tant plus de l’a posteriori des discours qui l‟attendent il 

est happé (la happiness qu‟on dit ça aux U.S.A.), tant plus l‟organe a-t-il 

d‟affaires à en porter. 

 

 On lui impute d‟être émotif… Ah ! n‟eût-on pu mieux le dresser, je veux 

dire l‟éduquer. Pour ça on peut toujours courir. 

 

 On voit bien dans le Satyricon que d‟être commandé, voire imploré, 

surveillé dès le premier âge, mis à l‟étude in vitro, ne change rien à ses 

humeurs, qu‟on se trompe de mettre au compte de sa nature, quand, au 

contraire, ce n‟est que du fait que ne lui plaise pas ce qu‟on lui fait dire, 

qu‟il se bute. 
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 To tame it, it would be better to have this topology on which its virtues 

depend, which is the one I spoke of to whoever was willing to hear me 

while the conspiracy intended to shut me up was being pursued (the year 

‟61-‟62 on identification). I drew it as a cross-cap or a mitre, as it is also 

called…. It is not surprising that the bishops s’en chapotent [s’en coiffent + 

s’en chipotent + s’en capotent, cap themselves with it, quibble about it, 

hood themselves with it Ŕ capote also means condom].   

 It must be said that nothing can be done if one does not know how with a 

circular cut, Ŕ of what? what is it? not even a surface, being separated by 

nothing as regards space, Ŕ it is nevertheless undone. 

It is a matter of structure, in other words of what is not learned from 

practice, which explains for those who know it that it has only recently 

become known. Yes, but how (mais comment)? Just like that: mécomment 

(c.f. méconnaissance). 

   It is indeed from the angle of this function that the bastardy of organo-

dynamics explodes, even more than from elsewhere. Can it be            

(18,462) believed that it is by the organ itself that the Eternal feminine 

draws you on high, and that it works better (or worse) because the marrow 

frees it from signifying. 

    I say that for the good old times of a salle de garde which by allowing 

itself to get lost in all of this, admits that its reputation for vulgarity does not 

simply depend on the songs yelped out there. 

   Fiction and the song of speech and of language, all the same, might not 

the boys and girls have permitted themselves against the Permissive Father 

Masters (Permaîtres) whose habits it must be said they had already 

acquired, to take the two hundred steps to get to where I spoke for all of ten 

years. But not one of those to whom I was interdicted actually did so.   

   After all who knows? Stupidity has its own impenetrable ways. And if 

psychoanalysis propagates it, I have been heard, precisely at Henri- 

Rousselle, re-assuring myself that more good than harm results from it. 

    Let us conclude that there is a misdeal (maldonne) somewhere. The 

Oedipus complex is what I say, not what is believed. 
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Mieux vaudrait pour l‟apprivoiser avoir cette topologie dont relèvent ses 

vertus, pour être celle que j‟ai dite à qui voulait m‟entendre pendant que se 

poursuivait la trame destinée à me faire taire (année 61-62 sur 

l‟identification). Je l‟ai dessinée d‟un cross-cap, ou mitre qu‟on l‟appelle 

encore… Que les évêques s‟en chapotent, n‟étonne pas. 

 

Il faut dire qu‟il n‟y a rien à faire si on ne sait pas d‟une coupure 

circulaire, Ŕ de quoi ? qu‟est-elle ? pas même surface, de ne rien d‟espace 

séparer Ŕ, comment pourtant ça se défait. 

 

 Il s‟agit de structure, soit de ce qui ne s‟apprend pas de la pratique, ce qui 

explique pour ceux qui le savent qu‟on ne l‟ait su que récemment. Oui, mais 

comment ? Ŕ Justement comme ça : mécomment. 

 

 C‟est bien du biais de cette fonction que la bâtardise de l‟organo-

dynamisme éclate, plus encore que d‟ailleurs. Croit-on que ce soit par 

l‟organe même que l‟Éternel féminin vous attire en haut, et que ça marche 

mieux (ou pire) à ce que la moelle le libère de signifier ? 

 

 Je dis ça pour le bon vieux temps d‟une salle de garde qui d‟en tout cela 

se laisse paumer, avoue que sa réputation de foutoir ne tient qu‟aux 

chansons qui s‟y glapissent. 

 

 Fiction et chant de la parole et du langage, pourtant n‟en eussent-ils pu, 

garçons et filles, se permettre contre les Permaîtres dont il faut dire qu‟ils 

avaient le pli, les deux cents pas à faire pour se rendre là où je parlai dix ans 

durant. Mais pas un ne le fit de ceux à qui j‟étais interdit. 

 

 Après tout qui sait ? La bêtise a ses voies qui sont impénétrables. Et si la 

psychanalyse la propage, l‟on m‟a entendu, à Henri-Rousselle justement, 

m‟en assurer à professer qu‟il en résulte plus de bien que de mal. 

 

 Concluons qu‟il y a maldonne quelque part. L‟Œdipe est ce que je dis, 

pas ce qu‟on croit. 
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Remark:  The discourses and their racism (18b-19d; 462-463) 

This through a slip that Freud was not able to avoid by implicating Ŕ in the 

universality of the interbreeding of the species where it talks (où ça parle), 

or in the seemingly fruitful maintenance of the sex ratio (moiety-moiety) 

among those who form the greatest number, of their mixed blood Ŕ the 

universal “signifiance” [significance + jouissance?] that he discovered for 

the organ, among its bearers. 

  It is curious that the recognition, so strongly emphasised by Freud, of the 

bi-sexuality of somatic organs (when moreover he lacked chromosomatic 

sexuality), did not lead him to the blanketing function of the phallus with 

regard to the germen.   

 But his allmanity (touthommie) acknowledged its truth from the myth 

that he creates in Totem and Taboo, less reliable than that of the Bible even 

though carrying its mark, to account for the twisted ways along which the 

sexual act proceeds, where it speaks (où ça parle).   

Will we presume that if there remains a biological trace of allman, it is 

only because there is only a race by thomme-ing itself and zilch (qu’dale) to 

forall it. 

    Let me explain: the race of which I speak is not what an anthropology 

calling itself physical supports, the one that Hegel well denoted as of the 

skull and which still deserves it by finding in it, well after Lavater and Gall 

the most weighty of its measurements. 

   (19, 463) For it is not there, as was seen in a grotesque attempt to found 

on it a Reich described as third, the way in which any race is constituted is 

not there (nor in effect that particular racism).   

  It is constituted according to the mode in which symbolic places are 

transmitted by the order of a discourse, those by which there is perpetuated 

the race of masters and no less of slaves, of pedants (pédants) also, to 

respond to which there must be the fags (pédés), the bores (scients), I would 

say, even though they are not to be found without the shits (sciés). 

  Therefore I will dispense completely with the time of cervage [servage + 

cervix; slavery and the chained neck], with the Barbarians rejected from 

where the Greeks situate themselves, with the ethnography of primitives and 

the recourse to elementary structures, to secure what discourses in action 

involve in terms of racism. 
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     Ce d‟un glissement que Freud n‟a pas su éviter à impliquer Ŕ dans 

l‟universalité des croisements dans l‟espèce où ça parle, soit dans le 

maintien, fécond semble-t-il, de la sex ratio (moitié-moitié) chez ceux qui y 

font le plus grand nombre, de leurs sangs mêlés Ŕ, la signifiance qu‟il 

découvrait à l‟organe, universelle chez ses porteurs. 

 

 Il est curieux que la reconnaissance, si fortement accentuée par Freud, de 

la bisexualité des organes somatiques (où d‟ailleurs lui fait défaut la 

sexualité chromosomique), ne l‟ait pas conduit à la fonction de couverture 

du phallus à l‟égard du germen. 

 

 Mais sa touthommie avoue sa vérité du mythe qu‟il crée dans Totem et 

Tabou, moins sûr que celui de la Bible bien qu‟en portant la marque, pour 

rendre compte des voies tordues par où procède, là où ça parle, l‟acte sexuel. 
 

 Présumerons-nous que de touthomme, si reste trace biologique, c‟est 

qu‟il n‟y en ait que d‟race à se thommer, et qu‟dale à se pourtouter. 

 

 Je m‟explique : la race dont je parle n‟est pas ce qu‟une anthropologie 

soutient de se dire physique, celle que Hegel a bien dénotée du crâne et qui 

le mérite encore d‟y trouver bien après Lavater et Gall le plus lourd de ses 

mensurations. 

 
 

Car ce n‟est pas là, comme on l‟a vu d‟une tentative grotesque d‟y fonder 

un Reich dit troisième, ce n‟est pas là ce dont aucune race se constitue (ce 

racisme-là dans le fait non plus). 

 

 Elle se constitue du mode dont se transmettent par l‟ordre d‟un discours 

les places symboliques, celles dont se perpétue la race des maîtres et pas 

moins des esclaves, des pédants aussi bien, à quoi il faut pour en répondre 

des pédés, des scients, dirai-je encore à ce qu‟ils n‟aillent pas sans des sciés. 

 

 Je me passe donc parfaitement du temps du cervage, des Barbares rejetés 

d‟où les Grecs se situent, de l‟ethnographie des primitifs et du recours aux 

structures élémentaires, pour assurer ce qu‟il en est du racisme des discours 

en action. 
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 I would prefer to base myself on the fact that as regards races, what we 

hold to be most reliable is the achievement of horticulture, or indeed of 

animals which live from our domestication, the results of skill, therefore of 

discourse: these races of man are maintained on the same principle as those 

of the dog or the horse. 

   This before observing that the analytic discourse foralls that by a reverse 

slope, which can be imagined if it happens to close the real by its buckle.    

   Because it is the one where the analyst must first of all be someone 

analysed (l’analysé), if, as we know, this indeed is the order in which his 

career is traced out. The analysand, even though it is only due to me that he 

is so named (but what powder-trail is equal to the success of this activation), 

the analysand is indeed the one whose cervice [cervage + service] (oh, salle 

de garde), bowed neck, must straighten itself. 

 

3. Feminine Sexuality (19d-21e; 463-465) 

Up to now we have no more than followed Freud on what is stated about the 

sexual function in terms of a forall, but moreover by remaining at one 

moiety, of the two that he located, as far as he was concerned, of the same 

measure by referring them to the same dit-mensions.  

   This carryover onto the other sufficiently demonstrates what is involved 

in the ab-sens of the sexual relationship. But it is rather to force this ab-

sens. 

    It is in fact the scandal of psychoanalytic discourse, and it says enough 

about the way things are at in the Society that supports it, that this scandal is 

only expressed by being stifled, as one might say, at birth. To the point that 

(20, 464) it requires the utmost effort to raise this debate defunct since the 

1930‟s, not to be sure that to the Master‟s thought, there are not confronted 

those of Karen Horney, Helene Deutsch, indeed Ernst Jones, and still others.   

   But the lid kept on it ever since, since Freud‟s death, by sufficing to 

ensure that the least puff of it no longer filters out, says a lot about the 

retention-splint (contention) that Freud, in his pessimism, deliberately relied 

on to lose his discourse, in wanting to save it. 

    Let us simply point out that the women here named, appealed in it Ŕ this 

is their leaning in this discourse Ŕ from the unconscious to the voice of 

body, as if precisely it was not from the unconscious that the body took its 

voice. It is curious to note, intact in the analytic discourse, the lack of 

measure that exists between the impression of authority that these women 

give and the triviality of the solutions by which this impression is produced. 
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J‟aimerais mieux m‟appuyer sur le fait que des races, ce que nous tenons 

de plus sûr est le fait de l‟horticulteur, voire des animaux qui vivent de notre 

domestique, effets de l‟art, donc du discours : ces races d‟homme, ça 

s‟entretient du même principe que celles de chien et de cheval. 

 

 Ceci avant de remarquer que le discours analytique pourtoute ça à 

contrepente, ce qui se conçoit s‟il se trouve en fermer de sa boucle le réel. 

 

 Car c‟est celui où l‟analyste doit être d‟abord l‟analysé, si, comme on le 

sait, c‟est bien l‟ordre dont se trace sa carrière. L‟analysant, encore que ce 

ne soit qu‟à moi qu‟il doive d‟être ainsi désigné (mais quelle traînée de 

poudre s‟égale au succès de cette activation), l‟analysant est bien ce dont le 

cervice (ô salle de garde), le cou qui se ploie, devait se redresser. 

 

Nous avons jusqu‟ici suivi Freud sans plus sur ce qui de la fonction 

sexuelle s‟énonce d‟un pourtout, mais aussi bien à en rester à une moitié, 

des deux qu‟il repère, quant à lui, de la même toise d‟y reporter dit-

mensions les mêmes. 

 

 Ce report sur l‟autre démontre assez ce qu‟il en est de l‟ab-sens du 

rapport sexuel. Mais c‟est plutôt, cet ab-sens, le forcer. 

 

 C‟est de fait le scandale du discours psychanalytique, et c‟est assez dire 

où les choses en sont dans la Société qui le supporte, que ce scandale ne se 

traduise que d‟être étouffé, si l‟on peut dire, au jour. 

 
 

Au point que c‟est un monde à soulever que ce débat défunt des années 

30, non certes qu‟à la pensée du Maître ne s‟affrontent pas Karen Horney, 

Hélène Deutsch, voire Ernest Jones, d‟autres encore. 

 

 Mais le couvercle mis dessus depuis, depuis la mort de Freud, à suffire à 

ce que n‟en filtre plus la moindre fumée, en dit long sur la contention à quoi 

Freud s‟en est, dans son pessimisme, délibérément remis pour perdre, à 

vouloir le sauver, son discours. 

 

 Indiquons seulement que les femmes ici nommées, y firent appel Ŕ c‟est 

leur penchant dans ce discours Ŕ de l‟inconscient à la voix du corps, comme 

si justement ce n‟était pas de l‟inconscient que le corps prenait voix. Il est 

curieux de constater, intacte dans le discours analytique, la démesure qu‟il y  
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 I am touched by the flowers, all the more so because they come from 

rhetoric, with which Karen, Helene Ŕ it does not matter who, I forget now 

because I do not like to reopen my seminars Ŕ, with which therefore Horney 

or Deutsch furnish the charming fingerstall which acts as their water reserve 

on the bodice as it displays itself for dating, or that from which a 

relationship is expected, were it only from what he said. 

   For Jones, the angle of service (c.f. the final line before the last break) 

that he takes in qualifying the woman by deutero-phallicity, sic, in other 

words in saying exactly the contrary of Freud, namely, that they have 

nothing to do with the phallus, while all the time appearing to say the same 

thing, namely, that they have nothing to do with the phallus, while all the 

time appearing to say the same thing, namely, that they bypass it by 

castration, is no doubt here the masterpiece by which Freud recognised that 

for the çervilité to be expected of a biographer, he had his man. 

 I add that logical subtlety does not rule out mental deficiency which, as a 

woman of my school demonstrated, results from the parents‟ saying rather 

than from an inborn obtuseness. It is because of this that Jones was the best 

of the goyim, since with the Jews Freud was sure of nothing.   

    But I am going astray by coming back to a time when I chewed this over, 

chewed it over for whom?   

    The there is no sexual relationship does not imply that there is not a 

relationship to sex. This indeed is even the very thing that castration        

(21, 465) demonstrates, but not anything more: namely, that this relationship 

to sex may not be distinct in each moiety, by the very fact that it apportions 

them.   

    I underline. I did not say: that it apportions them by restarting there from 

the organ, a fog in which Karen, Helene, may God receive their souls if it 

has not happened already, lost their way. For what is important, is not that it 

starts from the tickling that these little darlings feel in the moiety of their 

bodies which is to be put under its high-ego (moi-haut), it is that this moiety 

takes the stage there as empress so that it only comes on again as a 

me‟being(master)-signifier (m’être-signifiant) of this affair of relationship to 

sex. This quite explicitly (there in effect Freud is right) from the phallic 

function, for the reason that it is indeed from a unique phanere that by 

originating in a supplement, for its part, this function, organises itself, finds 

the organon that I am revising here. 
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a entre l‟autorité dont les femmes font effet et le léger des solutions dont cet 

effet se produit. 

 

 Les fleurs me touchent, d‟autant plus qu‟elles sont de rhétorique, dont 

Karen, Hélène, Ŕ laquelle n‟importe, j‟oublie maintenant, car je n‟aime pas 

de rouvrir mes séminaires Ŕ, dont donc Horney ou la Deutsch meublent le 

charmant doigtier qui leur fait réserve d‟eau au corsage tel qu‟il s‟apporte au 

dating, soit ce dont il semble qu‟un rapport s‟en attende, ne serait-ce que de 

son dit. 

 

 Pour Jones, le biais de cervice (cf. dernière ligne avant le dernier 

intervalle) qu‟il prend à qualifier la femme de la deutérophallicité, sic, soit à 

dire exactement le contraire de Freud, à savoir qu‟elles n‟ont rien à faire 

avec le phallus, tout en ayant l‟air de dire la même chose, à savoir qu‟elles 

en passent par la castration, c‟est sans doute là le chef-d‟œuvre à quoi Freud 

a reconnu que pour la cervilité à attendre d‟un biographe, il avait là son 

homme. 

 

J‟ajoute que la subtilité logique n‟exclut pas la débilité mentale qui, 

comme une femme de mon école le démontre, ressortit du dire parental 

plutôt que d‟une obtusion native. C‟est à partir de là que Jones était le mieux 

d‟entre les goym, puisqu‟avec les juifs Freud n‟était sûr de rien. 

 

 Mais je m‟égare à revenir au temps où ceci, je l‟ai mâché, mâché pour 

qui? L‟il n’y a pas de rapport sexuel n‟implique pas qu‟il n‟y ait pas de 

rapport au sexe. C‟est bien là même ce que la castration démontre, 
(21)

mais 

non pas plus : à savoir que ce rapport au sexe ne soit pas distinct en chaque 

moitié, du fait même qu‟il les répartisse. 

 

 Je souligne. Je n‟ai pas dit : qu‟il les répartisse d‟y répartir l‟organe, voile 

où se sont fourvoyées Karen, Hélène, Dieu ait leurs âmes si ce n‟est déjà 

fait. Car ce qui est important, ce n‟est pas que ça parte des titillations que les 

chers mignons dans la moitié de leur corps ressentent qui est à rendre à son 

moi-haut, c‟est que cette moitié y fasse entrée en emperesse pour qu‟elle n‟y 

rentre que comme signifiant-m‟être de cette affaire de rapport au sexe. Ceci 

tout uniment (là en effet Freud a raison) de la fonction phallique, pour ce 

que c‟est bien d‟un phanère unique qu‟à procéder de supplément, elle, cette 

fonction, s‟organise, trouve l‟organon qu‟ici je revise. 
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 I am doing so in that over against him, Ŕ as regards women nothing 

guided him, this is even what allowed him to advance so much about them 

by listening to the hysterics who “play/make the man” (font l’homme) Ŕ, 

over against him, I repeat, I will not impose on women the obligation of 

measuring by the yardstick of castration the charming sheath that they do 

not raise to the signifier, even if this yardstick, on the other hand, helps not 

only the signifier but also joy (pied). 

    By being exactly suited, to be sure, for this joy, women (and may I be 

pardoned among them for this generality that I soon repudiate, but men are 

hard of hearing on this subject), women, I say, make use of it on occasion.  

That a shoe-horn is recommended for it, follows thereafter, but that they can 

do without it should be foreseen, this, not only by the M.L.F. [Movement for 

the Liberation of Women] which is in the news today, but from the fact that  

there is no sexual relationship, which the current state of affairs is only the 

testimony of, even though, I fear, temporarily.   

    For that reason the Freudian lucubration about the Oedipus complex, 

which makes the woman like a fish in water in it, since in her case castration 

is the starting point (Freud dixit), woefully contrasts with the fact of the 

devastation that is, in the case of the woman for the most part, her 

relationship to her mother, from whom she seems indeed to expect as 

woman more substance than from her father Ŕ the trouble she has with him 

is secondary, in this devastation. 

   Here I lay my cards on the table by posing the quantic mode under which 

the other moiety, moiety of the subject, is produced from a function to 

satisfy it, or to complete it by it its argument.   

 

4. The third and fourth formulae of sexuation (22a-23c; 465)  

(22, 466) That the subject here proposes itself to be called woman depends 

on two modes.  Here they are:  

                                              

      and       

 

Their inscription is not usual in mathematics. To deny, as the bar over the 

quantifier marks it, to deny that there exists one is not done, and still less 

that forall is fornotalled (pourpastoute). 

   It is here nevertheless that there is revealed the sense of the saying, from 

the fact that, combining there the nyania (thereisnotonewasdenied), that 

produces the sound-effects of the sexes in company, it supplies for the fact 

that between them, there was no relationship (de rapport nyait pas). 
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    Je le fais en ce qu‟à sa différence, Ŕ pour les femmes rien ne le guidait, 

c‟est même ce qui lui a permis d‟en avancer autant à écouter les hystériques 

qui « font l‟homme » Ŕ, à sa différence, répété-je, je ne ferai pas aux 

femmes obligation d‟auner au chaussoir de la castration la gaine charmante 

qu‟elles n‟élèvent pas au signifiant, même si le chaussoir, de l‟autre côté, ce 

n‟est pas seulement au signifiant, mais bien aussi au pied qu‟il aide. 

 

 De faire chaussure, c‟est sûr, à ce pied, les femmes (et qu‟on m‟y 

pardonne d‟entre elles cette généralité que je répudie bientôt, mais les 

hommes là-dessus sont durs de la feuille), les femmes, dis-je, se font emploi 

à l‟occasion. Que le chausse-pied s‟y recommande, s‟ensuit dès lors, mais 

qu‟elles puissent s‟en passer doit être prévu, ce, pas seulement au M.L.F. 

qui est d‟actualité, mais de ce qu‟il n‟y ait pas de rapport sexuel, ce dont 

l‟actuel n‟est que témoignage, quoique, je le crains, momentané. 

 

 À ce titre l‟élucubration freudienne du complexe d‟Œdipe, qui y fait la 

femme poisson dans l‟eau, de ce que la castration soit chez elle de départ 

(Freud dixit), contraste douloureusement avec le fait du ravage qu‟est chez 

la femme, pour la plupart, le rapport à sa mère, d‟où elle semble bien 

attendre comme femme plus de subsistance que de son père, Ŕ ce qui ne va 

pas avec lui étant second, dans ce ravage. 

 

 Ici j‟abats mes cartes à poser le mode quantique sous lequel l‟autre 

moitié, moitié du sujet, se produit d‟une fonction à la satisfaire, soit à la 

compléter de son argument. 

 

 De deux modes dépend que le sujet ici se propose d‟être dit femme. Les 

voici : 

 

      et       
 

Leur inscription n‟est pas d‟usage en mathématique. Nier, comme la barre 

mise au-dessus du quanteur le marque, nier qu’existe un ne se fait pas, et 

moins encore que pourtout se pourpastoute. 

 

 C‟est là pourtant que se livre le sens du dire, de ce que, s‟y conjuguant le 

nyania qui bruit des sexes en compagnie, il supplée à ce qu‟entre eux, de 

rapport nyait pas. 
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 This, which is to be taken not in the sense that, to reduce our quantifiers 

to their reading according to Aristotle, would make the nexistun 

(onedoesnotexist) equal to the nulnest (thereisno) of his universal negative, 

would bring back the me pantes, the notall (which he nevertheless was able 

to formulate), by testifying to the existence of a subject to say no to the 

phallic function, this by supposing it from the contrariety described as that 

of two particulars. 

   That is not the sense of the saying, which is inscribed here from these 

quantifiers. 

   It is: that by introducing as moiety those to be called (à dire) women, the 

subject is determined by the fact that, not existing as being suspended on the 

phallic function, everything (tout) here can be said about it, even if it 

proceeds without reason (du sans raison). But it is an all (tout) outside 

universe, which is read right away from the second quantifier as notall. 

    The subject in the moiety where it is determined by denied quantifiers,  

arises from the fact that nothing existent creates a limit to the function, that 

would not be able to secure for itself anything whatsoever from a universe. 

Thus even basing oneself on this moiety, “they (elles)” are not notalls 

(pastoutes), with the consequence and by the very fact, that none of them is 

all (toute) either. 

    I could here, by developing the inscription that I constructed by a 

hyperbolic function, of Schreber‟s psychosis, demonstrate in it how sardonic 

is the effect of push-to-the-woman (pousse-à-la-femme) that is specified 

from the first quantifier: having clearly specified that it is from the irruption 

of A-father as without reason (sans raison), that there is precipitated here 

the effect experienced as forcing, in the field of an Other in thinking itself as 

most foreign to all sense.   

   But to carry the function to its power of extreme logic, would lead away 

from the right path. I was already able to measure the trouble that good will 

took in applying it to Hölderlin: without success.   

 How much more easy is it not, indeed a delight to promise oneself, to 

(23, 467) attribute to the other quantifier, the singular of a “confine” 

(confin), from the fact that it might make the logical power of the notall be 

inhabited from the recess of enjoyment that femininity conceals, even to the 

point of being espoused to what plays/makes the cut-man (thomme) …. 

   Because this “confine” though stated here from logic, is indeed the one 

behind which Ovid protects himself by depicting it as Tiresias in myth. To 

say that a woman is not all, this is what the myth points out to us in that  
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Ce qui est à prendre non pas dans le sens qui, de réduire nos quanteurs à 

leur lecture selon Aristote, égalerait le nexistun au nulnest de son universelle 

négative, ferait revenir le μή πάντεϛ, le pastout (qu‟il a pourtant su 

formuler), à témoigner de l‟existence d‟un sujet à dire que non à la fonction 

phallique, ce à le supposer de la contrariété dite de deux particulières. Ce 

n‟est pas là le sens du dire, qui s‟inscrit de ces quanteurs. 

 

 Il est : que pour s‟introduire comme moitié à dire des femmes, le sujet se 

détermine de ce que, n‟existant pas de suspens à la fonction phallique, tout 

puisse ici s‟en dire, même à provenir du sans raison. Mais c‟est un tout 

d‟hors univers, lequel se lit tout de go du second quanteur comme pastout. 

 

 Le sujet dans la moitié où il se détermine des quanteurs niés, c‟est de ce 

que rien d‟existant ne fasse limite de la fonction, que ne saurait s‟en assurer 

quoi que ce soit d‟un univers. Ainsi à se fonder de cette moitié, « elles » ne 

sont pastoutes avec pour suite et du même fait, qu‟aucune non plus n‟est 

toute. 

 

 Je pourrais ici, à développer l‟inscription que j‟ai faite par une fonction 

hyperbolique, de la psychose de Schreber, y démontrer dans ce qu‟il a de 

sardonique l‟effet de pousse-à-la-femme qui se spécifie du premier 

quanteur : ayant bien précisé que c‟est de l‟irruption d‟Un-père comme sans 

raison, que se précipite ici l‟effet ressenti comme de forçage, au champ d‟un 

Autre à se penser comme à tout sens le plus étranger. 

 

 Mais à porter à sa puissance d‟extrême logique la fonction, cela 

dérouterait. J‟ai déjà pu mesurer la peine que la bonne volonté a prise de 

l‟appliquer à Hölderlin : sans succès. 

 

 Combien plus aisé n‟est-il pas, voire délice à se promettre, de mettre au 

compte de l‟autre quanteur, le singulier d‟un « confin », à ce qu‟il fasse la 

puissance logique du pastout s‟habiter du recès de la jouissance que la 

féminité dérobe, même à ce qu‟elle vienne à se conjoindre à ce qui fait 

thomme… 

 

 Car ce « confin » de s‟énoncer ici de logique, est bien le même dont 

s‟abrite Ovide à le figurer de Tirésias en mythe. Dire qu‟une femme n‟est 

pas toute, c‟est ce que le mythe nous indique de ce qu‟elle soit la seule à ce 

que sa jouissance dépasse, celle qui se fait du coït. 
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she is the only one in that her enjoyment goes beyond, the one that is 

created from coitus. 

   It is moreover why it is as the only one that she wants to be recognised 

from the other side: we know about it only too well. 

   But it is again where there is grasped what is to be learned there, namely, 

that though one satisfies there the requirement of love, the enjoyment that 

one has of a woman divides her, making her a partner of her solitude, while 

union remains on the threshold.   

For to what could the man acknowledge as best serving the woman he 

wants to enjoy, than rendering to her own enjoyment which does not make it 

all his: to re-surrect something of it in her. 

 

5. The notall or the Heteros (23c-24c; 467-468) 

What is called sex (or even the second, when it is by a ninny) is properly, by 

supporting itself from notall (pastoute), the Heteros which cannot be 

staunched by a universe.  

 Let us call heterosexual by definition, one who loves women, whatever 

may be his/her own sex. This will be clearer.  

 I said: to love, not: being engaged to them by a relationship that is not 

there. This is even what the insatiability of love implies, which is explained 

by this premise. 

    That it should have required the analytic discourse that this might come 

to be said (à se dire), sufficiently shows that it is not in every discourse that 

a saying comes to ex-sist. For the question was tossed around for centuries 

in terms of the intuition of the subject, which was very well able to see it, 

indeed to gloat over it, without it ever having been taken seriously. 

    It is the logic of the Heteros which must be got going, the remarkable 

thing about it being that the Parmenides ends up with it starting from the 

incompatibility of the One and Being. But how give a commentary on this 

text before seven hundred people? 

    There remains the career always open to the equivocation of the signifier: 

the Heteros, by being declined into the Hetera, is etherised, or even (24, 

467) hetaerised.  

 The prop of the deux to make d’eux that this notall (pastoute) seems to 

offer us, creates an illusion, but the repetition which is in short transfinite, 

shows that it is a matter of an inaccessible, starting from which, the 

enumerable of it being sure, the reduction also becomes so.   
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 C‟est aussi bien pourquoi c‟est comme la seule qu‟elle veut être reconnue 

de l‟autre part : on ne l‟y sait que trop. 

 

 Mais c‟est encore où se saisit ce qu‟on y a à apprendre, à savoir qu‟y 

satisfît-on à l‟exigence de l‟amour, la jouissance qu‟on a d‟une femme la 

divise, lui faisant de sa solitude partenaire, tandis que l‟union reste au seuil. 

 

Car à quoi l‟homme s‟avouerait-il servir de mieux pour la femme dont il 

veut jouir, qu‟à lui rendre cette jouissance sienne qui ne la fait pas toute à 

lui : d‟en elle la re-susciter. 

  

 Ce qu‟on appelle le sexe (voire le deuxième, quand c‟est une sotte) est 

proprement, à se supporter de pastoute, l‟ Έτεροϛ, qui ne peut s‟étancher 

d‟univers. Disons hétérosexuel par définition, ce qui aime les femmes, quel 

que soit son sexe propre. Ce sera plus clair. 

 

J‟ai dit : aimer, non pas : à elles être promis d‟un rapport qu‟il n‟y a pas. 

C‟est même ce qui implique l‟insatiable de l‟amour, lequel s‟explique de 

cette prémisse. 

 

 Qu‟il ait fallu le discours analytique pour que cela vienne à se dire, 

montre assez que ce n‟est pas en tout discours qu‟un dire vient à ex-sister. 

Car la question en fut des siècles rebattue en termes d‟intuition du sujet, 

lequel était fort capable de le voir, voire d‟en faire des gorges chaudes, sans 

que jamais ç‟ait été pris au sérieux. 

 

 C‟est la logique de l‟Έτεροϛ qui est à faire partir, y étant remarquable 

qu‟y débouche le Parménide à partir de l‟incompatibilité de l‟Un à l‟Etre. 

Mais comment commenter ce texte devant sept cents personnes ? 

 

 Reste la carrière toujours ouverte à l‟équivoque du signifiant : l‟Έτεροϛ, 

de se décliner en l‟Έτερα, s‟éthérise, voire s‟hétaïrise… 

 
 

L‟appui du deux à faire d‟eux que semble nous tendre ce pastout, fait 

illusion, mais la répétition qui est en somme le transfini, montre qu‟il s‟agit 

d‟un inaccessible, à partir de quoi, l‟énumérable en étant sûr, la réduction le 

devient aussi. 
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It is here that there is precipitated (s’emble), I mean: is sown (s’emblave), 

the semblable whose equivocation I alone have tried to unknot, by having 

dug it out from the “hommosexed” (l’hommosexué), or from what was 

called up to now man as an abbreviation, who is the prototype of the 

semblable (c.f. my mirror stage). 

    It is the Heteros, let us note, which beginning there from discord, erects 

man in his status which is that of the hommosexual. Not with my help, I 

underline, but that of Freud who, spelling it out, restores this appendage to 

him.   

    It is nevertheless only precipitated in this way from a saying when it is 

already well advanced. What is striking at first, is the point to which the 

manofwhatissaid (hommodit) was able to make do with the run-of-the-mill 

of the unconscious, until the moment when, by saying it was “structured like 

a language”, I allowed it to be conceived that in speaking so much about it, 

what is said about it is not very weighty:  that it causes, that it chatters (que 

ça cause, que ça cause), but that it is all it is able to do. I was so little 

comprehended, so much the better, that I can expect that one of these days 

someone will make objections. 

 

The congruence of the phallic function (24d; 468)  

In short we float away from the islet phallus, to what is cut off from it 

because of what fortifies itself against it. 

 In this way history is made up of naval manoeuvres where the boats 

perform their ballet from a limited number of figures. 

    It is interesting that some women do not disdain to take up the running in 

it: that is even why dance is an art that flourishes when the discourses hold 

in place, those who have what it takes, for the congruent signifier, leading. 
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C‟est ici que s‟emble, je veux dire : s‟emblave, le semblable dont moi 

seul ai tenté de dénouer l‟équivoque, de l‟avoir fouillée de l‟hommosexué, 

soit de ce qu‟on appelait jusqu‟ici l‟homme en abrégé, qui est le prototype 

du semblable (cf. mon stade du miroir). 

 

 C‟est l‟ Έτεροϛ, remarquons-le, qui, à s‟y embler de discord, érige 

l‟homme dans son statut qui est celui de l‟hommosexuel. Non de mon 

office, je le souligne, de celui de Freud qui, cet appendice, le lui rend, et en 

toutes lettres. 

 

 Il ne s‟emble ainsi pourtant que d‟un dire à s‟être déjà bien avancé. Ce 

qui frappe d‟abord, c‟est à quel point l‟hommodit a pu se suffire du tout-

venant de l‟inconscient, jusqu‟au moment où, à le dire « structuré comme un 

langage », j‟ai laissé à penser qu‟à tant parler, ce n‟est pas lourd qui en est 

dit : que ça cause, que ça cause, mais que c‟est tout ce que ça sait faire. On 

m‟a si peu compris, tant mieux, que je peux m‟attendre à ce qu‟un jour on 

m‟en fasse objection. 

 

Bref on flotte de l‟îlot phallus, à ce qu‟on s‟y retranche de ce qui s‟en 

retranche. 

 

 Ainsi l‟histoire se fait de manœuvres navales où les bateaux font leur 

ballet d‟un nombre limité de figures. 

 

 Il est intéressant que des femmes ne dédaignent pas d‟y prendre rang : 

c‟est même pour cela que la danse est un art qui florit quand les discours 

tiennent en place, y ayant le pas ceux qui ont de quoi, pour le signifiant 

congru. 
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From one turn to the other (24e-25e; 468-469) 

 
The riddle of the notall (24e-25b; 468) 

But when the notall (pastoute) has just said that it does not recognise itself 

in them, what does it say, if not what it finds in what I brought to it, namely:  

 the quadripod of the truth and of the semblance, of enjoying and of that 

which from a surplus Ŕ, slopes away having failed to protect itself from it,  

 and the bipod whose separation shows the ab-sens of the relationship,  

 then the tripod which is restored by the re-entrance of the sublime (25, 

469) phallus which guides man towards his true bed, the one he has lost his 

way to. 

   “You have satisfied me, little(cut)man (petithomme). You have 

comprehended, that is what was required (fallait). On [you] go (Vas), there 

is not too much étourdit for it to return to you after being half-said (l’après 

midit). Thanks to the hand that will respond to you, because you call her 

Antigone, the very one who can tear you apart because I sphynx my notall 

(pastoute) in her, you will even be able towards evening to make yourself 

the equal of Tiresias and like him, because of having played the Other, 

divine what I told you”. 

    Here is a superego/moiety-ness (surmoitié) which doe not superego itself 

as easily as the universal conscience. 

    What is said by it (ses dits) can only be completed, be refuted, be shown 

as inconsistent, as indemonstrable, as undecideable by starting from what 

ex-sists by way of its saying. 

 

 A logic for the analyst (25c-d; 468-469) 

Whence the analyst from a source other than this Other, the Other of my 

graph and signified as S of O barred: notall (pastoute), where would he be 

able to take exception to what flourishes from the logical chicane in which 

the relationship to sex goes astray, by wanting its paths to go to the other 

moiety? 

    That a woman here is of use to a man only when he ceases to love 

another one: that not being able to do so is held against her by him, so that it 

is indeed by succeeding in it, that she misses it,  

 Ŕ that being awkward, he imagines that to have two of them makes her all 

(toute),  

 Ŕ that the woman should be the boss among the common people, that 

elsewhere the man would want her to know nothing:  
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 Mais quand le pastoute vient à dire qu‟il ne se reconnaît pas dans celles-

là, que dit-il, sinon ce qu‟il trouve dans ce que je lui ai apporté, soit : le 

quadripode de la vérité et du semblant, du jouir et de ce qui d‟un plus de Ŕ, 

s‟en défile à se démentir de s‟en défendre, et le bipode dont l‟écart montre 

l‟ab-sens du rapport, puis le trépied qui se restitue de la rentrée du phallus 

sublime qui guide l‟homme vers sa vraie couche, de ce que sa route, il l‟ait 

perdue. 

 

 « Tu m‟as satisfaite, petithomme. Tu as compris, c‟est ce qu‟il fallait. 

Vas, d‟étourdit il n‟y en a pas de trop, pour qu‟il te revienne l‟après midit. 

Grâce à la main qui te répondra à ce qu‟Antigone tu l‟appelles, la même qui 

peut te déchirer de ce que j‟en sphynge mon pastoute, tu sauras même vers 

le soir te faire l‟égal de Tirésias et comme lui, d‟avoir fait l‟Autre, deviner 

ce que je t‟ai dit ». 

 

 C‟est là surmoitié qui ne se surmoite pas si facilement que la conscience 

universelle. 

 

 Ses dits ne sauraient se compléter, se réfuter, s‟inconsister, 

s‟indémontrer, s‟indécider qu‟à partir de ce qui ex-siste des voies de son 

dire. 

 

 D‟où l‟analyste d‟une autre source que de cet Autre, l‟Autre de mon 

graphe et signifié de S de A barré : pastoute d‟où saurait-il trouver à redire à 

ce qui foisonne de la chicane logique dont le rapport au sexe s‟égare, à 

vouloir que ses chemins aillent à l‟autre moitié ? 

 

 Qu‟une femme ici ne serve à l‟homme qu‟à ce qu‟il cesse d‟en aimer une 

autre ; que de n‟y pas parvenir soit de lui contre elle retenu, alors que c‟est 

bien d‟y réussir, qu‟elle le rate, Ŕ que maladroit, le même s‟imagine que 

d‟en avoir deux la fait toute, Ŕ que la femme dans le peuple soit la 

bourgeoise, qu‟ailleurs l‟homme veuille qu‟elle ne sache rien : d‟où saurait-

il s‟y retrouver en ces gentillesses Ŕ il y en a d‟autres Ŕ, sauf de la logique 

qui s‟y dénonce et à quoi je prétends le rompre ? 
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where would he be able to find his bearings in these sweet nothings Ŕ there 

are others Ŕ except by the logic which is exposed here and which I claim to 

break him into?


