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Lacan and Badiou: Re-thinking Politics, Ethics and Aesthetics
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e REE R HE S ER ERE A0 T BEE4E /S On the Shores of Politics, Disagreement: Politics and Philosophy, The Flesh
of Words: The Politics of Writing, The Politics of Aesthetics, The Future of the Image, Hatred of Democracy.
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® “It is no longer spectacles that are seen or stories that are told, but world-events, world-schemes. ... It is always
schemes of appearance and disappearance, presence and absence, unfolding and refolding.” (Ranciére 2007: 94)
® «Between Mallarm? and Behrens, between the pure poet and the functionalist engineer, there therefore exists this
singular link: the same idea of streamlined forms and the same function attributed to these forms — to define a new
texture of communal existence.” (Ranciére 2007: 97)
TR - EESERE R AR BREE BN S o B T S B, - Rk Ry BB R RS
SHALEBRAE A -
8 “The simplicity of the product, its style corresponding to its function, is much more than a ‘brand image’: it is the
mark of a spiritual unity that is to unify the community...... When Peter Behrens becomes artistic advisor to AEG
and uses Ruskin’s principles to design the firm’s logos and adverts, the new-Gothic idyll reveals its prosaic truth: the
production line.” (Ranciére 2007: 100-101)

“... guarantors of painting’s evolution into abstractionism: an art that expresses only the volition — the idea — of the
artist, by means of symbols which are signs translating an internal necessity. (Ranciére 2007: 103)
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CHESHE PSR TE S MU N E RO AR BT Ann
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NRRIEH A B B oy LB 2T L EHEHEE > a0 - Bl R - B R
- el u;ﬁﬂ T FERGAE BE - B AEA N2 L £ 8 g B R P aesthetics o
Pprif s Rpe g0 L)t o g X AL ﬁ* e B AL EX AU st h v
4 o fu PRy TR a1 gy (the factory of the sensible) e 4 » kP A 4ofe A H #1422
FE Y RBLRY pAF R AGE AR F TR AL Aok 2L S
3 FC s e 4 (politikon zoon) s e & FA LA Y e 0 AL € A Ry > ]
Foiplhanbde o LA g AR AL R R G OR ML ST AT R REY
R R PARBrEREZ AR oD ETFIZERRF - B RS ENT R
T ATA- TNt R T R &—%i’#”,fi&;ﬁf’ A e %‘ﬁ»#”,f PRI - £ 3R o R PR4p
NiTE B3 WL R G st A e AL b B T AOT Y At R G K

MenA fel£ 3 Ak i (Ranciére 1999: 26, fr. 48; Ranciére 2004a: 42) o 4 or dpth o 47

CHREHRERE > AT RIS £ S RC B AR, ZKEJW@H%W\T% M~ AR B A 2 SR AT
TATURE HE A BT A Y 04 - AE S5 T A By ISR AU RE S RIS A IS, - a8 - BURERER - @R ER
5 TE R BR AT G RE - e HIS Rl 5o e PR s 4 B Bk ~ R ERLIRR R - IH:?I\ » R ST 1) e oy L
AR PR A El’]i%?% EIPABLHER: - #5 A RLRE S 4R - B2 - U ERSR It AR EE A2 Y &
A5 LB EERE o (R BT El 2 RO RAST - T RS S AU RS RE - Ranciére 2000: “Literature, Politics, Aesthetics:
Approaches to Democratic Disagreement,” p. 13.

1 Gr, AGYOS \word, speech, discourse, reason, f. AOY . ablaut-variant of A€¥- in AEY €27 1o say.  Oxford English
Dictionary. http:/dictionary.oed.com )

2 Gy, alobnoes 5 perceiving, f. vbl. stem aiofe_ perceive. Oxford English Dictionary. http://dictionary.oed.com

3 “The speech that causes politics to exist is the same that gauges the very gap between speech and the account of it.
And the aisthésis that shows itself in this speech is the very quarrel over the constitution of the aisthésis, over this
partition of the perceptible through which bodies find themselves in community.” (Ranciére 1999: 26) “A common
world is never simply an ethos, a shared abode...... It is always a polemical distribution of modes of being and

‘occupations’ in a space of possibilities.” (Ranciére 2004a: 42)
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Y "The police is, essentially, the law, generally implicit, that defines a party's share or lack of it. But to define this,
you first must define the configuration of the perceptible in which one or the other is inscribed. The police is thus
first an order of bodies that defines the allocation of ways of doing, ways of being, and ways of saying, and sees that
those bodies are assigned by name to a particular place and task; it is an order of the visible and the sayable that sees
that a particular activity is visible and another is not, that this speech is understood as discourse and another as
noise." Jacques Ranciere, Disagreement: Politics and Philosophy (La Mésentente: Politique et philosophie, 1995)
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1999. p. 29.
> | now propose to reserve the term politics for an extremely determined activity antagonistic to policing: whatever
breaks with the tangible configuration whereby parties and parts or lack of them are defined by a presupposition that,
by definition, has no place in that configuration -- that of the part of those who have no part. This break is manifest in
a series of actions that reconfigure the space where parties, parts, or lack of parts have been defined. Political activity
is whatever shifts a body from the place assigned to it or changes a place's destination. It makes visible what had no
business being seen, and makes heard a discourse where once there was only place for noise; it makes understood as
discourse what was once only heard as noise." Ranciéere 1999: 29-30.

11



LR EE g b2 Bapedg o CieBip+ g < dp S LA K (Gcart)dh 24
@, A TALE P AREEE- BN 2 BRI

PR R G B BBl R Lk R X R PAPNY T B EHT A

B FENF Y DT LA R IR R D R SR BAR s EAF AR o
frersl hif B~ B SR B AR R S e B R PRa G B g BT
Foehs B AR 018 3 RGBT R F R g 0 @ & IF ) ss 8 T 3 0 3E(Ranciére 2000a:
13)c it fhr - BATRBHRALNIRT L ARPERTUAALTRALEATE T A
BV LR 0 frh BB R AN R A il E 2R 0 A L E B NI 9
PRk 0 3 g 5 T BRAD OEOIE 0 A R AN EFE L T # 0T
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50T %9

A PRip o 1 A1 (subjectivization) R g B & At EE ’fﬁp\ ;B2 Jﬁ’f RSP

e

-~

TOORFAGALFENT LR - JES o § @ TARRA B QA

B o Eiwpis A B g s ?:U%%?t“ %o Mzbsa  (lamésentente) e+ 4 48 e
AL o Fris A AR PR R A T TR R 2 4R Rk oy s % BB (police logic) 0z A F
- BEHR NI - BRAD FATERIERAALAEL A N TR ARE K- B
D s AR F o A Y Fap e NI EMEILA e Ra o £ F
NI BEEFIHFIE > RERAET BRI, B2 S s
PE o BB ITLE MG A MY AL H W FABEFERPT R BR AR REREY

LR % FR iS5k eh% i) o (Ranciére 1999: 35-36)8

18 “The essence of politics is dissensus. Dissensus is not the confrontation between interests or opinions. It is the
manifestation of a distance of the sensible from itself.” (Rancicre 2001)

’ “The historicists’ partition between the thinkable and the unthinkable seems to me to cover up the more basic
partition concerning the very right to think. So that where Foucault thinks in terms of limits, closure and exclusion, |
think in terms of internal division and transgression...... Here we are in a polemical arena rather than an
archeological one. And thus it’s the question of equality—which for Foucault had no theoretical pertinence—that
makes the difference between us.”  (Ranciére 1999: 13)

18 political subjectification produces a multiple that was not given in the police constitution of the community, a

multiple whose count poses itself as contradictory in terms of police logic. The commons, the people, are the first of

these multiples that split up the community, the first inscription of a subject and a sphere where that subject appears

as a backdrop for other modes of subjectification to inscribe other 'existing bodies,' other subjects of political conflict.
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AL P RADY R A R RAT LRGP Y e Gy o B AITS
R e E E 2 B iEE (speech)r B3 (voice)z P enffr Rk » g A § hifr R o Fpt > T

Nk enER R B B AN P ARELBRNp e e 3A 0 A R AL
- B RBRET IR DI o BRAF T34 eE e SR EF R EE
#14 £ (the power of logos) “4= # - &3k LS P AR PRI R pa R g A AR 2

PSEER 0N

34

B inhi e o FUs A M Ry FRAE DA R OEEREY RO
LAY AY o TR HA B A BERMORERRES AWM AR A g Pl

P B3 o P e gl T S8k 4§82 ¢ o (Ranciére 1999: 36-37; fr.

59-60)™

B R PRt AT 5 - B (unen-plus)iimt B o E R s A R
BRF PR AR e R R o J 1 @Ry Y h AP, P2 R
LB & 0@ B - B DB 88 (sujet excédentaire) ot PR e B TiEFI ARG [ E

N

-

s 7w AL (démontrent) p & A7 H 35 cHIT 2 pF 45 & (manifestant) s £ £ Bl o 2 BT L

FOAAGRE BN AT B 0 MRS L FAM A e R B h o S8 A W

21 F

Py s Az I H A Eoen(surnumeéraire) v A A 2 T L 5 H B RE f#(Ranciére 1999: 58, fr.

N
i~

89) o Fripthin® e { 3 T s (T d 0 F AIL MR O g 2 H g A e

SR K2 T 0 A TR T o R A B ABHE - RIS R LA MhE F AN 0 Ot

A mode of subjectification does not create subjects ex nihilo; it creates them by transforming identities defined in the
natural order of the allocation of functions and places into instances of experience of a dispute.”" (Ranciére 1999:
35-36)
19 «proletarian' political subjectification, as I have tried to show elsewhere, is in no way a form of 'culture,’ of some
collective ethos capable of finding a voice. It presupposes, on the contrary, a multiplicity of fractures separating
worker bodies from their ethos and from the voice that is supposed to express the soul of this ethos: a multiplicity of
speech events -- that is, of one-off experiences of conflict over speech and voice, over the partition of the perceptible.
'Speaking out' is not awareness and expression of a self asserting what belongs to it. It is the occupation of space in
which the logos defines a nature other than the ph?n?. This occupation presupposes that the fates of 'workers' are
somehow turned around by an experience of the power of logo? in which resurrection of ancient political inscriptions
can combine with the revealed secret of the Alexandrine. The modern political animal is first a literary animal,
caught in the circuit of a literariness that undoes the relationship between the order of words and the order of bodies
that determine the place of each. A political subjectification is the product of these multiple fracture lines by which
individuals and networks of individuals subjectify the gap between their condition as animals endowed with a voice
and the violence encounter with the equality of the logos."  (Ranciére 1999: 36-37)
% “polictical interlocution is one such area par excellence. Having to do with the very nexus of the logos and its
being taken into account with the aisth?sis (the partition of the perceptible), its logic of demonstration is indissolubly
an aesthetic of expression.” (Ranciére 1999: 57)
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PrE QAR EFErFT - F RO AR ARE N EF SRR
FhRABEVREMEED POl - 2FREDIAJUSFTHE RELAL R 2P F P
S R o FI o PR B Y FHGHALF Lo fpF e 2R R4
WHE s B - 2 Fchp f it - PIRAF R ML RDRPfE > IR AL EH- R
FTEHRDEPH - St PHER - e 70 975 AP A F8 kP e At
(Ranciére 1999: 57-58) - %

TR FREEET NS TG Zfﬁt#”/f"*‘m%# ZRIE o R L T H e PP chFtia A
oA DE > AR M E R AT A S F 1 Ao § s F Ao PRE B
LW EFUSB S o TR AR EFR - BRSO E TR A USSR
Lok v glig - B - BEPHER - F-IFEh R SamERER 2B
WA S P2 fayihy o Retsemitg FAPS 3 W TAPyFa W TApL s,
WA~ BAZS A pEA Ak 3 E end d(surplus subject) > 48 f B RS AR & 2T T 4
SRR EE S (A F  RAFREEREE R L v lvha B A s h o @
B R A AL ERE R AR PR R F T L A G PR B & 258

FE s RS BT E R MASUS AL B kT2 T > TR

i
)
=
.
3

TS L s R PG R AR R L dpe
FREIE 0 A AL WA PR FLLAM S A LM R k- LB R

Pl T @ gyEien T4 ) g £ 84T & (Ranciére 1999: 58-59) o %

21 «“The aesthetic configuration in which what the speaking being says leaves its mark has always been the very
stakes of the dispute that politics enlists in the police order. This says a lot for how wrong it is to identify ‘aesthetics’
with the sphere of 'self-referentiality’ that sidetracks the logic of interlocution. 'Aesthetics' is on the contrary what
allows separate regimes of expression to be pooled....The autonomization of aesthetics means first freeing up the
norms of representation, and second, constituting a kind of community of sense experience that works on the world
of assumption, of the as if that includes those who are not included by revealing a mode of existence of sense
experience that has eluded the allocation of parties and lots." (Ranciere 1999: 57-58)

22 “It is a surplus subject defined by the manifesting its distancing structure, its structure of relationship between the
common and the not common. Modern politics exists through the multiplication of the common/litigious worlds
deductible over the surface of social activities and orders. It exists through the subjects that this multiplication
authorizes, subjects whose count is always supernumerary.” (Ranciére 1999: 58)

2 It is also that the relationship of the 'we," the subject of the utterance that opens the sequence, to the subject
announced, whose identity is served upon a variety of forms (citizens, workers, women, proletariants), is defined
solely by the set of relationships and operations in the demonstrative sequence. Neither the we or the identity
assigned to it, nor the apposition of the two defines a subject. There are political subjects or rather modes of
subjectification only in the set of 'persons,’ the complete play of identities and alterities implicated in the
demonstration and the worlds--common or separate--where these are defined." (Ranciere 1999: 59) #ifEERAE (EUE

HyE#E) (Of the Shore of Politics)Eil ( R FHIZEIR) (The Hatred of Democracy) » &z & HLECEM: FAS DK R

FECEH B
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bR AR

PR PR T R A AR RN Y R AFEE TR A E AR LR L

CREF L g T BB =Y o 2 {4 B > AR R L s

£ A
PEF R R e Ha LR e LRI s IR USSR AR D 4

A PR IR BN T Mk S ~ g2 (TR A TR o RA > A
EFARE R FABEE 2 FAET - F2 LR ? P i) 4 ¢ apk
% 4+

AR AP R A 0 R A MR PR PRy R G E iR B g ?

ﬁv

~ PR B F P L iRakend sl R
& PR Shee 3 2 B s 2 BAL AT L S R SU
(Jean-Luc Nancy) =% 8h % 5 58 42 $+p6 > + H £ B >0 s 972 e 3 (partage/sharing) &2
2 & £ |- 4 (literary community) spe & > #5335 48/ ¢ & (corpus/flesh) sz f® » 12 2 e T %
BN - BB s - A TR IR R R PR g B o 2
| #k/43
Fom PRag i 2 B2 ) ehd it (disincorporation) » $+¥ TG gt Ak s e B4R

Flt oot R E AR B hhe - 0@ 9 ot dh a7 5o B 881 (political collective)

25 FREH AE“Ten Theses on Politics” 4% 25 © “Political demonstrations are thus always of the moment and their
subjects are always provisional. Political difference is always on the shore of its own disappearance: the people are
close to sinking into the sea of the population or of race, the proletariat borders on being confused with workers
defending their interests, the space of a people’s public demonstration is always at risk of being confused with the
merchant's agora, etc.”
Pl EER T R A RE M A EE I AR o B4 The Inoperative Community,
The Birth of Presence, Retreating the Political, Being Singular Plural, A Finite Thinking, Multiple Arts: the Muses I,
The Ground of Image. 2&3@@@?& ZF— M RIERH RS LR (2 (e LA s B (BB U] vy s e ] f g — P B
ﬁ/m fitﬂfﬁﬂﬁf?iﬁﬁé uFFH °
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< 7 2 A £ o4k £ 8 (communal body) (Ranciére 2004a: 40) o iz i 2R Ak B8 @ i 53

et drts FHE > RFREE Y F5 S o G RMA S A LT RETR N DY B
e Ry enPr 4 o

Bk n 1995 & - Bk T~ £ £ B4 (“Around the Notion of Literary Communism”) £
TR B A (FET f= 48 ) (“The Inoperative Community”)#73% 1} e § X ¢

P s A A B 2 E RS 25N (figuration) 2. pF > B_F T oA A iE o~ i dfe (8> A F
FOLERTR B % (figure)shd & 2 2R 1 Bk AT o0& B A (community) & £ IR R

32 (Nancy 2006[1995]: 30) - B akdr & » M & e &l | £ B w23l 4 e £frx £ BT § papeh
PEE - FAPEZHEFMEFANERRF P AATEHMPF  EBEFe S 2HE

FREMPAEPE B OERME AV APRIZIEDT T EEAHA B AR A BN

g-oRehh PHAE R Badpd > B D FRRS AN LY S TR A
e FIRLEHF 50 R AA M- v @ § R4 (fusion)eh s 2 w2k ¢ B B & PR

AR ST F R SV BEBAEAGE 2a BiERT 0 W Fe
LR o BEhE PR TR L ,%-+f~ BEFIR B S KT 2 EE E Hke(techng)
ol MR - HERTES RS PR A S RS R o Ta Rk
taF el R AATEFEA L FonR R BE 0 At AT R R IERFOC
B2 T E R ek b (singularity) 45 § kR g 2 iR o %

Bk EieAlg o A mlcEF LT - M TS 0 2 W R L i
Mg (clinamen) o iR ak L 2 B b PR g TE RN 0 REITTLER L P

ERA Y- B g D UORET A PPN AR AT NERAAEA KD

PANREEMS T o BB EIM SIS - ERTEE > e BmEn - AR 81 TEE
e [F— It - fRECIAENEE R immanentism 2SR LEEIEEURG 2 008 - B2 HEE S E R E Kt
RIGAHHTAE -
2T “the goal of achieving a community of beings producing in essence their own essence as their work, and
furthermore producing precisely this essence as community.” (2)
“We are stubbornly bound to this regulative idea, even when we consider that this ‘fashioning’ is itself only a
‘regulative idea’. Consequently, economic ties, technological operations, and political fusion (into a body or under a
leader) represent or rather present, expose, and realize this essence necessarily in themselves. Essence is set to work
in them; through them, it becomes its own work. This is what we have called ‘totalitarianism,’ but it might be better
named ‘immanentism,” as long as we do not restrict the term to designating certain types of societies or regimes but
rather see in it the general horizon of our time, encompassing both democracies and their fragile juridical parapets.”
(Nancy 2001[1983]: 3)

“immancence, if it were to come about, would instantly suppress community, or communication, as such.” (Nancy
2001[1983]: 12)
% “One cannot make a world with simple atoms. There has to be a clinamen. There has to be an inclination of an
inclining from one toward the other, of one by the other, or from one to the other.” (Nancy 2001[1983]:3)
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B EZE BN E T o BaRIRP o T R EerEan DA T % & (‘Sovereignty is
NOTHING™) » 45217 % ki fgfes c T a4 ) 29 L3 WEsHF 6 > Lp L2 b,
T EFFANNI AT A S EETE AR R A g R T p P iR
BB LFA MGl AN o drg R i AD E2E BB R BB 2L RaR @h{
Bo- A e o e eyl LR Lo BAF R RO £ FHF Ll
ﬁmearPWW$J¢uW"#%“@*ﬁﬁiﬁ—W$ﬁuW'V%°%

Bk 0 MR b S5 A 3 (sharing [partage]) ~ A fe ~ X R - k& - BB
PR S T PR S B - M A L P 3 g (dis-location) 2 ¥ - B
Foo BRFEN BRI RO T AR A D BRAEHRO T AR > T3 B AR PR
wmehk FA AR A2 Fhofid a LEEFTREZRFL R Lanfh- K% E B
B~ e R TR > 27 L AAL g Y dd g o 5 Lp oo

f%g%g;—,;,g\;j,x_gg-_%ff»;}tmga ' X A hte /\_E’/j);}t;;'u;\;ga s om F 55; |73t A e

Pz g AL G| A p L@l o MRk g B B A AU T T AR B

¥ «Community therefore occupies a singular place: it assumes the impossibility of its own immanence, the
impossibility of a communitarian being in the form of a subject. In a certain sense community acknowledges and
inscribes—this is its peculiar gesture—the impossibility of community. A community is not a project of fusion, or in
some general way a productive or operative project—nor is it a project at all (once again, this is its radical difference
from ‘the spirit of a people,’...... (Nancy 2001[1983]: 15)

31 “In the ‘NOTHING’ or in nothing—in sovereignty—being is ‘outside itself”’; it is in an exteriority that is
impossible to recapture, or perhaps we should say that is of this exteriority, that it is of an outside that it cannot relate
to itself, but with which it entertains an essential and incommensurable relation. This relation prescribes the place of
the singular being. (Nancy 2001[1983]: 18)

%2 Bataille: “I can imagine a community with as loose a form as you will—even formless: the only condition is that
an experience of moral freedom be shared in common, and not reduced to the flat, self-cancelling, self-denying
meaning of particular freedom.” Qtd in Nancy 2001[1983]:21)

3 These ‘places of communication’ are no longer places of fusion, even though in them one passes from one to the
other; they are defined and exposed by their dislocation. Thus, the communication of sharing would be this very
dis-location.” (Nancy 2001[1983]: 25)
¥ <1 do not rediscover myself, nor do I recognize myself in the other: I experience the other’s alterity, or I
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experience alterity in the other together with the alteration that ‘in me’ sets my singularity outside me and infinitely
delimits it.” (Nancy 2001[1983]:34)

> “Community is, in a sense, resistance itself: namely, resistance to immanence.” (Nancy 2001[1983]:35)

% “The political dimension of literature has been usually explained through social science and political interpretation.
By turning matters upside-down, I have been unwilling to account for politics and social sciences through the mere
transformations of poetical categories. My wish has been simply to propose a closer look at their intertwinings.”
(Ranciere 2004c: 23-24)

7 “Meaning was no longer a relationship between one will and another. It turned out to be a relationship between
signs and other signs.... The words of literature had to display and decipher the signs and symptoms written in a
“mute writing” on the body of things and in the fabric of language....From that point of view, the muteness of
literature took on another meaning, and that meaning involved a different “politics.” (Ranciére 2004c: 16-17)
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B > EpRMens 2> { EHE R LAy FannBiuns 4 ke 59 208
ik ¥ %z v7 (the chattering silence of the dead letter) = $o/ PR3l » A Fen@ v H A |
fow o NPT J'l'?i PEEYFAahBR Foofas iyl N2 R BiE T2V LS
F L e o PHE R f FUR BRdn s 8RB p 3ens B 2 A I ALY F 8 Rl s
TREEE R LAY c R PR D 0 2 A S F R T A B T ez
e RS p e A T B LR ) (quasi-bodies) » WY F R i 0 HERAL € DiFR
Wk o AipBASRBEY FTHET &4 T M4 (excursions [sorties] ) » %
I ARF YT EHEEAANY > 5 PR ERF ORGSR A F RPN R
A @ FEMBERS EHa 2 L Fd a4 £ o (Ranciére 2004b: 4)

P AP DIFUR PR Y A g e L e A3 7 HH - T s & AR &
B o2 ARNME- BIETR RS DB LM NEIFIALE Y 7 enfirR
Fopdho 2 AA e, MR LA R B aE i R Yo R
A4 A2 i ahd B oo gy Bl A R ptip B ah R L AR A A Bt poo
AR F BT FAVRE R FFERFRO B PE R LA R R Pp e L
TR P A e M A PRI T BRSO ER AR G Ep T E

PR, XA WS MM pE o B P ARz Pl PN RS e

N

Mo g A T HE AR B R AR ¢hig T (Ranciere 2004a: 40) o

SHUFEHLH 2001 4EHRR T L'Inconscient esth?tique. H: FHBA A B kB > [ - (S RBBRMEEE 2 1 (FEE
[E]—Me > Mt E— A EE AR SRt - Guénoun B4 EEHY » Bl HEHY SEEL MRS BH S AE i fth ¥ 72 5L
FHVIBR—EW RIS DU SCFERYEEEM: © “As a major conceptual proposal, ‘the aesthetic unconscious’
depends on Ranci?res notion of the ‘mute-loquacious word’ and on its two ways of making things speak, its way of
taking into account the identity of the opposites between conscious and unconscious, between pathos and logos. On
the one hand, if one considers this identity as the ‘immanence of the logos in pathos.”” (Guénoun 35)

9 “The chattering silence of the dead letter blocks the multiple powers by which the logos constitutes its theater,
imitates itself to perform living speech, to travel the path of its oration, to become seed able to bear fruit in the soul
of the disciple.” (Rancicre 2004b: 3)

“0 “This is the theater that will be at issue here, the way a text gives itself the body of its incarnation to escape the
fate of the letter released into the world, whence it comes, and the place toward which it heads: a sort of human
theater where speech [parole] becomes action, takes possession of souls, leads bodies and gives rhythm to their
walk.” (Ranciére 2004b: 4)

1 “They do not produce collective bodies. Instead, they introduce lines of fracture and disincorporation into

imaginary collective bodies.” (Ranciére 2004a: 40)
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“2 “Literature finds itself between democratic literarity and a metapolitical goal: the goal of a discourse and a
knowledge about the community that would speak the truth, underlying or running counter to democratic literarity.
The subjects of a perceptible experience invented by literature bear witness to this duality. Thus Flaubert’s characters
bear witness to both the democratic circulation of letters and a bodily and passive mode of perception that challenges
this, moving from the human scale to a sub-atomic one.” (Ranciére 2000a: 17)
% 48 “Bquality must be seen as a point of departure, and not as a destination. We must assume that all intelligences
are equal, and work under this assumption.” (Ranciére 2000a: 3)
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(monstrously shown) 21 .04 R o B2 F)pt BT 4 enfd 58 | (force-sign) » 25m » 4 £_%
o s H R PEIEE 0 B o - REAENER A X Z R TS AR

TR AR o Bk F - BRI AA RS > BB L S PP TR e

— R A A B AR AR R A PRt B A RE F (Nancy 2005: 21-26) o O it gk

# “The political, if this word may serve to designate not the organization of society but the disposition of
community as such, the destination of its sharing, must not be the assumption or the work of love or of death. It
needs neither find, nor regain, nor effect a communion taken to be lost or still to come. If the political is not dissolved
in the sociotechnical element of forces and needs (in which, in effect, it seems to be dissolving under our eyes), it
must inscribe the sharing of community. The outline of singularity would be ‘political’—as would be the outline of
its communication and its ecstasy. ‘Political”’ would mean a community ordering itself to the unworking of its
communication, or destined to this unworking: a community consciously undergoing the experience of its sharing.”
(Nancy 2001[1983]:40)
** «“While lovers’ speech seeks a duration for their joy that joy eludes, ‘writing,” in this sense, would on the contrary
inscribe the collective and social duration of time in the instant of communication, in the sharing. ‘Literary
communism’ would be the sharing of the sovereignty that lovers, in their passion, expose to the outside rather than
produce: they expose it first of all to themselves, to their singular beings but as singular beings these beings already,
as soon as the lovers embrace, compeer in and before an entire community.” (Nancy 2001[1983]:39)
% «The image not only exceeds the form, the aspect, the calm surface of representation, but in order to do so it must
draw upon a ground—or a groundlessness—of excessive power. The image must be imagined; that is to say, it must
extract from its absence the unity of force that the thing merely at hand does not present. Imagination is not the
faculty of representing something in its absence; it is the force that draws the form of presence out of absence: that is
to say, the force of ‘self-presenting.”” (Nancy 2005: 22)
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AT EY 0 AP E I BRAR A D L U Rt R o i

AEY A FF AR rﬂ—\éz\)}‘dl’}?_’? T g o

= S Fip B enip R &

S BITE T S U N ST R P E RV S IOy
Ve B E R S T L A AL DA G AR 5 - o & d A
Sim B 02U L R R RV R B R LML -

N
e 230 R L EEMOTFERA o R PR D P E LR R B R X 2

o

TEFOMNRE MR 2 e A Bas Je ok S et o R RaR TR

S+

PR T A R PR A A S EERE A B H LB R R B EY
¥ K p AR

i s - M AT e AT P e R B HATRIT ¥ - SR E deie i 5

TR RgpREHp- Hali g L B r i T#”ﬁ 24 A ?;rsﬁ;

B Ad FIP 2R R RLE I T R R e

RN T EZQR AP I - BRI PR Ly F0 30 3 PFREF 2 M ko dofe 1
Bl AR ES m R I RE L BN e Y F iR A PIPFR A R
SRER 0 R doie BLRETREEM A F“F“ CFe A A AP IR o (R AR T PR e
PR g R B e T @ R 4R ) ka0 k—"the difficulty of saying”
(Nancy 2006[1995]:30) 2 4rfe 4 sc f3 &4 2 5 LT B R Q4o i fg A d B3 kepfe
Pro 2GR P T A D R eRe Ve i b AR A iR 0 2 64 “f TARE R A
FFEHL AT RE AU 7 AR PR IT A B R A B E B F R
R g - BRI A& > dml AL TR TREKE gk A A ST

N

feerzhit =% o

\*ﬂ

TheT W B A (HERFis) - 20 ari s A R E 4 @ A (heif)hE 0 AR 2

\m

:r— ]%, )ﬁ&(mter\/an s JE A :iz.g Z %{E%"J‘r”i\uﬁg K2 ) LS S S fﬁp{ —*ﬁr—;ﬁa}ﬁ— g]- ﬂf;@
WL A K end e IR B ARG RORBL AR E RS BRI A Ll 2 g g
4 Rk ER A A E A HRE 0 L & hR 2 (Badiou 2005: 108-109) <+ PR % 4

pe -+ 7

T4 AT vk € (the community of equals)2 42 3% » #rdg 12§ e B 5 pin ¥ 10 IF L5

£

FTRN
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#“eniz ¥ (Badiou 2005: 110) © ipd Frip g » fRAT b g TR AL 0 T X
Gt e 00 USRI R L G P AR NS FOwtie AR A A EE
TR et oz Tips » ALBER DR 4 ed hdly o BB FRULE GRS & LR R
BWETH?LARARIE] DAL S R RHfEnRE s N K8 d 5 L
R0 Frrd 48 Teh R 72 i (statist constructions) 5 & 2 T 1 g g dp A o bk B R GRL
47 (Badiou 2005: 70) -
%ﬁ"”*é'%#ﬁﬂ B B PR B BT D U PR AT A R 0 2 AT -

(singularity) » fe &_> o PR AN BT Pt LR - AR E R B fF R R ek

TP 7(the State) 7 = % 5 3 Hoat enptig S ETA 2 T A 4 AogsdR e T SRS 0 R B
dpcin A TR TS s ?]*u{?fu TR E A PE R BRI R bR % > A BT
T R T A A IR T e PR LY TEE N - o gt
LRI ILERARKDEELE A ESAD T RIS () IR 2 -
oot 43 PR LY AREM T - ) gt e T RN % £ 2R
RE WS F kg Fck ks 0 R Arlanss# 42 (Badiou 2005: 116-122) -

P B AR IR e T G PR AL ARG A PRt s ehd se B g ey
P (€cart) > r1 2 (RaR AR 4 R 0 FRE T 3§ oD riﬁ“",ﬁ% JPEET M s N BET W

N ':"ﬁFFB’?}E" =

AN

SRBE o A R AR EREL R R T s AR A2 T

s

Wi

WOE TR DT (TR L MDA dp e 0 R R B2 N
ﬁ{ﬂr~JzJ%érﬁﬁﬁﬂjéﬁémiy»%ﬁﬁuggﬁ;’%Wwﬁﬂfhbutm

FA ok EFEEGOTEE > AP EEERE LR o e JRMATHE £ - Badiou

oo B AE O EZES T R ERT R FASY T 2R A AR
wi A £ oBadiou o FEEESL T A FIERERE S FHELAN R LY - B
wl— ek 2 § 25 T - e 3 multiple-without-oneness (Badiou, “The Question
of Being Today,” 39-41) = = i & 45 4} » & A H/L B % [ - | (the One)ship 'L » e pr & ¥
R RZEZ B AR PRS- E P - SR “,% (Badiou, “The Event as

Trans-Being,” 98) » igipif > " @ G L5 A LT - dopa j LRSS

TR M v B R—a& # L %7(the undecidable) - & ;# %35 (the indiscernible) » % # |4 (the
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generic) ™ % & ;% ¢ % (the unnameable) - » /T}uéu\»é] Sl B e a‘r% EEE R Y 4
‘2% o E AT KA R 2 R a‘r“,f RS a‘r",f S 2 PR JRA Y a‘r",f %)
AT P R Ak A W 230 4otk e 2 & 4 (Badiou, “On

Subtraction,” 103-108) » = i § 57 » M M ABHfHL 0 4 A 0 ¢ P EFT PR R

S R@RMEE R R 0 B LR el 20 dn 0 BAMB P LRI PR
UG EE S SRR A AR e e SRR R T S e i 0 ]

>

|

7% § - L o (Badiou, “Truth: Forcing and the Unnameable”120) %8 #% » = @ & j&4> B Jiw
ik PlAges o L2 E R A ko

RAEZ S E T mAE R 2?5 R a‘ﬂf F R AT AR omE? T W g
WA Ak AEOE Lok B F /LY - A A R AR T LS LA 0 ok
AE/EE R s T - (theOne)iiB L s P B R ELEL RE - BHEORN > QRPRE
Fr- xF i - R “f > (Badiou, “The Event as Trans-Being,” Theoretical Writing, p. 98) &=
w g oenfg e ol 0 A (whatis)eh— A s iE it P alr“,f 104 5 B (what happens)
 TE R > RIABHTFRY - B 2 (afragment of being) » — B - 1% B
(singular pultiplicity) » & @ &5 » T £ TF 245 - eventalsitec ¥ £ > =@ g4 01— B
Pt D RHEEG - BERES AT M EFEFE R Lo T2 Bt g (the
elements of an evental site are such that none of their own elements belong to the site). (Badiou,
“The Event as Trans-Being,” Theoretical Writing, pp. 98-99) = & & 4> 3-8 (site) T 7 - B T
ETHBILERY a- iy Hérg a3 AF’K/%@? % #& 8 % ) (the abstract definition of a
site is that it is a part of a situation all of whose elements are on the edge of the void) - *"3% $ 32
W mE ARG (Al) MR- 0 BN @R AR D I 2

THERP TP ALBWNED T ARG AP W ITRBR B RRT EARL G
B R R0 S otz B eod7 ) (gap between two heterogeneous multiplicities) » @ gt %77 i =
TOAE B A B BTN 3R A B et i - —‘g 2_ [ enf® % (the fold between extensive segmentation

and the intensive continuum) > & #* e /A ¥ 2 47 % (evental fold) e & & p 30 4p 2 & i

Y U AT BT AR R BT - SRIASIRAYE S © VTR 2 MATRERIR B o R Bt
FCAHBEAY 431 (molecules) B3 B #iRE - 3 ARG WA EHR A a4 En - (58 - S FHVEa R T
ZEHEN IR 0 FTeE 2 > void > L EME RS » SCEEGAS o REHIEHEE 75 iy 4 datyE B — 156 h 45
R - EHR St T S HI4HAE/ 51 - (Badiou, “The Event as Trans-Being,” Theoretical Writing, p. 99)
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R AP TR o RN R R i B R A HI AR R

@ Badiou Pl5g A p AP EITLE2PEE 2 (99) 0 T B Bt § e AR R
Mehe @ xb B oergend 2 A Hold s 02 a4 e B e Tt 2 B (the being of the
event both as a rupture of the law of segmented multiplicities and as homogeneous to this law.) %
ﬁ{—%%@’{—%Uﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬁ’@{’iﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬂ%uﬁﬁﬁiﬁk%ﬁ
&?&ﬁéﬂi—’4ﬁ{%ﬂmi&éﬂnﬁ{j%?ﬁ(%%éﬂXMmmdeMMn
or Axiom of regularity) - (Badiou, “The Event as Trans-Being,” Theoretical Writing, pp. 99-100)
EREASELTAERIEELY 20 - BAAE 2 AR L A
o BAFEEA DI EELEZAF T 24 o (Badiou, “The Event as Trans-Being,”
Theoretical Writing, p. 100)® i & 3n % » st Aund Mh2 €& B A - f- B T 5 6
ﬁ?ﬁ’@ﬂs/*Jﬁﬁﬂéﬁmﬂzymﬁk‘ﬁ%34%bii’éﬁ%%%?]w$W€HﬂW-%
%tk & & tha % o (Badiou, “The Event as Trans-Being,” Theoretical Writing, p. 100)*°

AP ERILFE L E 0 3 AT A BT B AR S 2R AP AL
BhnF o dr2 B ET R E o g APE LR 2T ST REE LY B A

REZEPL R EDRF] bldert K2 Lor 2 a2 f 0 gt R A R B S ek e £

&8

Eenle BE AT A 2 BRI PR SR R G R B AR E TS o R
B R E - o 0 LRIV NI aEs o
Wﬁ%ﬁ’iﬁibif%iiﬁiﬂﬁﬁgﬁﬁg°iﬁi%$&$%ﬂ$§—%
'%’km*‘%ﬁ“"f F®o T E - B 5 #ch & hy g B A » el i ¢ 9% > “a fragment
of multiplicity wrested from all inclusion.” ,T‘ Lhofe A HE L BB ch- BEA O ZRT R oA

the B RAR Rk L o € i 0 &I #1(Gauss) e 1 (Galois) i B - 30LR

“® That in every multiple, there is at least one element that ‘founds’ this multiple, in the following sense: there is an
element that has no element in common with the initial multiple.” (Badiou, “The Event as Trans-Being,” Theoretical
Writing, p. 100

* The ontological import of this axiom is clear: the decomposition of a multiplicity always includes a halting point.
At a given moment, you will come upon an element of the multiplicity whose own composition no longer belongs to
this multiplicity. In other words: there is no infinite descent into the constituents of a multiplicity. A multiplicity can
certainly be (and generally is) infinite in extension (it possesses an infinity of elements), but is is not infinite
‘genealogically’, or in depth. The existence of such a halting point stabilizes every multiplicity upon itself, and
guarantees that in one point at least it encounters something that is no longer itself.” (Badiou, “The Event as
Trans-Being,” Theoretical Writing, p. 100)
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3 A#H ' g5 o It comes - (Badiou, “The Event as Trans-Being,” Theoretical Writing, p. 101)*°
FERARE e A A T o TR R TEN DI E L T EART
(trans-being) = " &4 - | (untra-One) - = @ § dpdi o Aol R B2 A A WL £

grige T— A By s P EFATESE M B R  Eiirh j’r‘ﬁ
PR e A PR s RS SRR L A BEH D R o (LB E
HPLF T HE2 o NP RRAPEE L RARABRERLTE 248% 0 g1 kT
gk 0 M LvE S ER o) Afb- M E 24 2 7 5 (Badiou, “One, Multiple,
Multiplicities,” Theoretical Writing, pp. 79-80) o = b g 33 24 ] 3R R 48 > R rﬂi*u ERE A
7R i)é‘“‘,f;‘é%irf?%‘i ?T @B B EanFa iy T AR KT R AR

' 2

HE xmzE»aE g aagms 2@ (I proffer speech, the better to re-immerse it in its own
inanity) > 28> EBEILERNTFIFAIET AL > B EF T R '«u‘r"‘f R JI {7
oo b B Ho ek il fm@ﬁ’ FRP- s 3 E @ F 47 235 & e (Nothing can be granted
existence ... without undergoing the trial of its subtraction.)® i § 7 — AF £ 47 fe e p? o> 3¢ ¢
P % * A #cen > B4R 1F42 A 5 = © the undecidable, the indiscernible, the generic, and the

unnameable—& £ & %7 ~ @ EFE s B 4 e &% 0 £ o (Badiou, “On Subtraction,”

Theoretical Writings. p. 103) 5 % » 4_i& ;# /&-%7 {4 (the undecidable) » ~ i}{ﬁg | 7 el I B

¢ #r“,$ B jEE R Y #r% o gl i L dTid s :T‘&%Lﬁ& BEBRGEERAFER L Y R
HE a‘r% P URIIEBEREF LG OR o H & g E pesd(the indiscernible) o+ Y{

BAR2Zfhied doif o SR HL R Y doif 0 - BRRRC 278 BT I DL & 0 A
S

BIPMENRE ) T REILR I Aot 0 FEIEER Y o0 BAPMIE R AR IRE
TREEAEED BEAFER 2 BEBRPER - ¥ = o HF 4 (4 (the generic) > » ﬁh{ﬁjﬁ
LA #r“ﬁ% B TR - P A #r“ﬁ% cARMSIT RS BRERN ARERH B
Rt L - > Ft Y Ea e Frma 2 i & L399
BRIEELE S RB IR BRI RERFTE SR R FT R E P P -

#r“,f o kB fé 0 H_@& ;% & %1+ (unnameable) > + )T*q\ﬁ;és A Th ;}rﬁf > (Badiou, “On

%0 “Ultimately, an event is the advent of a situated multiple (there is a site of the event) and is in a position to be its
own element. The exact meaning of this formulation is that an event is an unfounded multiple. It is this defection of
the foundation that turns it into a pure chance supplement of the multiple-situation for which it is an event, and from
which it ‘wrests’ a site from its founded inclusion.” (Badiou, “The Event as Trans-Being,” Theoretical Writing, p.
101)
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Subtraction,” Theoretical Writings. pp. 104-108)

A R 3] 0 Badiou %@ BRebdr o At R 2R e 4 44 (singularity from within,
multiples-without-oneness) o = i § 3iLis {ofg ¥4 % — % > 3558 3 s - BEDT LT T
- o T A B R AT pa(virtual) 0 @A A AT f(actual) o e o T g
B I AR R ARl Y B ETIE TR A o (79) @ - Badiou 45 0t 0 4R34
FHPEEFTLHEE > UL RRAPET R L BRI R L 2% 0 R0
ALK M LV AF AR A F R o 4pF > Badiou 2R IEF TR - P &

multiple-without-oneness » & B 33 5 &2 B 3xendt = > By 5 "L @ U2

.
=3
\H\
>

=

N

~
-~
Ry

3

Bl P feriB il excess ) BiBFE T ARFS At F R N F Y 3V AT b
Eoox B FoAet o 47 % E L 2 48 2 universal singularity - (79-80)

T BT B FES L WP EF L TS ik o Spinoza-TF o & LG
"# , , God is a being absolutely infinite. >'#7 % 37045 & > Foft it Forg ok o o e

H 5{1 e s ERL St e %’fj\ fF’T Fp oo ’:"-i—?‘;ﬁ g fL o {”T;ﬁ g o [ Bt i B

-

Mool o 4 Mg ' f § oo g o 5ol 7 1R e there is iy 4 0 & Jﬁ" U B
Ry B R f o T 4 00 F B L o R i AR B
< 48 K J 0 “the intellect occupies the position of a fold” ; & &> F i p & a2 >
F a3t H Tg4 | “the intellect is an operator of torsion” (84) » # 3 fb— 1B ||+ > singular
localization » = %% there is > #* thereis el 4¢ cEE IR o = b £ 305 > 2 B4 4 24 2 >

32 % Spinoza % § Tk ehrw o ek Lucretius 32 % 2o @8 clinamen s s > A B &

‘3

W 4 g A 20 3P B continuum ik o il R o

¥ & Badiou #13 force of thought » :T‘&%Lé_ intuition e HEEAF ~ A E - A
LA 0 ¥ 11 53 Kristeva #13 i revolt - 2 §_Freud #1355 vorstellung, ambivalence =&
PEE PR > Bl enS 8 Sz B enBl Moo BB T LA e en i {8 (cogitatia) 0 #r3) en
5% ¥ a0 8 > absolute thought » @ ¢t & ¥4 8 &2 = intellect .7 - $k< Spinoza: “By

intellect (as is known thought itself) we understand not absolute thought, but only a certain mode

! Infinite: Spinoza: “a substance consisting of an infinity of attributes, of which each one expresses an eternal and
infinite essence.” (bk 1,def.6) (83)[FLEE RS eachness, Attribute: Spinoza: “By attribute, I understand what the
intellect perceives of a substance, as constituting its essence.” (Bk,1,def.4)(83)
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of thinking, which mode differs from the others, such as desire, love, and the like.” (Bk 1, Prop.
M%—Wﬁsﬁ’ﬂW?uﬁ’&ﬁﬁiﬁﬁax%%m’ﬂé&ﬁﬁ{fﬁ%%&’a
el P E B e IRIB R > @ B IR A Ik gt 4 o (84)

Badiou izt Mt A B~ B -2 4 G A L A EA N 0 4 R 3T

w g w‘;} o PHNEER (XERIT RS S Pen EHER TEEH LR

27 4033 o (“Truth: Forcing and the Unnameable,” Theoretical Writings,119) - ¢ 2 12 = % d¢
3@ 4 ey i H_ T B2 (castration) » E 32 FiE 7B 2 ¥ i = 2w g Y(veil) » =

Frammdi- X x B g d s o BB ESA Lgicdi e £ o (“Truth: Forcing
and the Unnameable,” Theoretical Writings, p. 120)> st P2 .3 » = g # F 4507 £ 32eh
ﬁaﬁ’iﬁ{i’ﬁﬂ/iﬁﬁé*i o e E o BT B D L andiid g4 o
@ p doeh A % (total image) IR o gtk o T B gt s dp ) Bl F MG Y e -
AT AARTHRE 38 B AAR S PR TRA DI G YR B R
%%‘Jfﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁj‘ﬁ’ ;. )’j*w‘l;ﬁa TitEg Tt REFLIEEZ R WD c HE KA
TOORAT G BRI AR B RA Y B R 0T B R A 2w e I A e
¢t o (“Truth: Forcing and the Unnameable,” Theoretical Writings, p. 120)
cWw BT TPk A-4 - QFSHETEELE )I‘{*“ﬁ“m 4 4k AL o B BARE IR AT
g4 oo oA I fﬁ{% 2] -, the love of truth is the love of that weakness whose veil

we have lifted; it is the love of that which is hidden by truth, and which is called castration. (1970

seminar) (Badiou 120)* b g3 > € 2122 L > HF KA T L L IRIEL o Yef 2] i®r o

)

Fpt o BHCER D BT e om0 B RS R
PG ARGARET LT RLT S A 2 T RS 2R R A Lx 2w

(“Truth: Forcing and the Unnameable,” Theoretical Writings, p. 120)>*

%2 |Lacan makes the radical claim that since truth is primordially a kind of powerlessness or weakness; if there is such
a thing as the love of truth, it can only be the love of this powerlessness, the love of this weakness.” “Truth: Forcing
and the Unnameable,” Theoretical Writings,119

%% “That which affect truth with its very insurmountable restriction is, obviously enough, castration. Truth is the veil
thrown over the impossibility of saying it all, of saying all of truth. It is both what can only be half-said and what
disguises this acute powerlessness that restricts the access to saying—in an act of pretence, whereby it transforms
itself into a total image of itself. Truth is the mask of its own weakness.” (“Truth: Forcing and the Unnameable,”
Theoretical Writings, p. 120)

> “The philosopher will reformulate the matter as follows: truth is bearable for thought, which is to say,
philososphically lovable, only in so far as one attempts to grasp it in what drives its subtractive dimension, as
opposed to seeking its plenitude or complete saying.” (“Truth: Forcing and the Unnameable,” Theoretical



=@ g G M E g £ 4 gr(quadruple disjunction) > kA4t 3B eng 4 2 g4 > B
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a3 FET chE g s g BT a ikt 7k
LEAT R LRI ERBAE AT b L A EEE R FR AL R EF
REE o Mg A A BN £ p 5 ;}r% (quadruply subtracted from the

exposition of its being) - £ 22 % % &_supremum (*FFeft ) » 2 . p Ea ¥ R 3 ¥4 S
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WLEFAU SRR UL REPRA TR RN B2 E 0 4 R LS
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o X §HBBE AR5 % (121)

FAOCMWEESPN AR T Fdg T > BILRG FR LG AR R EK

>
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S ERB LR LAFEY 2 o 2 T A 2 By &

"&\

*E_ % £ 4F - 7] > Badiou

-

BT AR AL 0@ 2 RAm2 ) 4 > dole B & 48 e primal scene v i £ i o
MR EZARAT S R BEr RS N3 Rk o 2B RAHFE LY - BEEMR
%%ﬁﬁaévﬁﬂ{ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁgﬂﬂ%ﬁfﬂ,r&&%ﬁ%@ﬁ@ﬁ%i%a
Mt B & (I23) ¢ e T w0 B 3P0 £k drEinimpasse » 3 il b o F D R E
Zouk LB A2 R S e predicate trait - fE S PEL 0 A S PRI A Lo e iR
2EAHFERIFEDAG LA e REMALF T RUPFT S LR iR
Jk(123) o dofe A KB I L A ArEh e PSS B 2 do % AR O AR Faraiap B
¢yaﬁ? m«h’ﬂwy% TR AHMPN AMPRIEET o ok APl (TR E A

L LR

FT

eqev—__\‘ L tx‘F’_ A BldrEc BT R 2 RN IFB'T}:L’_E ;mbkifr';g\‘/‘:‘l

1

Flaf bt d Lzt B FINPREAR IR R EREPAITHES REEFI T £ K

BFRERATR Fen® s > @2 > B3R ERAAT I AV orehe 22445 [
#erk | Va truth is essentially unknown; that it quite literally constitutes a hole in forms of
knowledge” (123) o = @ § 385 » o #7dg I e8> DA 2452 £t o @ L4850
FAAFEL A AR RS FEH G o (124) TR fapd > BARFF I AT REEr R

A ST SR e s I e T A R R R e p o BR

Writings, p. 120)
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FOLLEAP At o P RALEEE L R G2 Bl it T f4pd 0 e 7%{
T TERE M- L edta R R BREA BT L F AR AR - B RS -
1* HoF - BEHATK D SEE N TRt - fhifiH(i.e., rather than a form of knowledge,

proceeds in its singularity) o ##4¢ & 47 chfpf L ¥ $HAPEA 5 > T TR EE 0 Fla oo 1o
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e
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BA B b o s APEE E T @RI A E

&5 ILnE - fl?ifiﬁﬁz;ﬁ%”é{a‘gt‘ﬂ% wA Rz EAe R H %E?%Eﬁ:g';/ N -

¥

B0 5 B EIReDE 2 p(generic)shRP AT o T Fapdl 0 B2 EgF Y TE RS

(constructible sets) » @ ¥ i€ & (genericsets) » Fl i3 E w2 idl-g >  H 24z E -

L EOEE o w2 LI T UEpE > T g dg 0 2k chobjet petita v 3 917
B g RF] 4 g iﬁiﬁiﬂoﬁﬂ’L@%@ﬁikff@ Fpoo e
EHAEF o A T G4l kLY VU2 Fenprg @ e g AR (TR R

HIp% Sk i—ﬁ Yo T b B F £ ¥ B 3¢ (Cantor) e+ 3= ¢ Cantor’s non-denumerable
transfinite cardinals ([ # ¥ #cerdg 22 28 ? ] represent “an object which I would have to
characterize as mythic.”® 1 & 5334 > 2 7 R 3884 b cih 2o | & R a‘r?f_‘ﬁx% EL 0 11T
PHRIE2 g U FEF R {287 (12607 @ 450 TER - L 2w
et Ut A BTSN AR A ] AP B Ap L 4 & A 8o s power
of the true, a power required in order to found the concept of its eventual powerlessness” * i g
B 55 A NE P4 § o ,T*u%;’\:f:ﬂr poedrenE iy § 0w 4 2 fig truth is powerlessness -

4 Bt 48 e working through 5 = i 4 3% i Cohen #7343 hforcing » > ks p o

% Forcing, Jii%, fllE (Paul Cohen) Y /Tl &SR FETIAE 5553 @ (ramified hierarchy ) > J7ii% /el
ORISR 705 © 467E — (B M DURBSRI N —(E iR (B =), i i 4 (generic) & C v KIS A3
5% o NEEEAEMNA - FrllEE—EEEAER -
http://zh.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=%E5%8A%9IB%E8%BF%AB_%28%E6%95%B0%ES%AD%A6%29&V
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Like an ordinary Scheme procedure, a generic procedure takes arguments, performs a series of operations, and
perhaps returns useful values. An ordinary procedure has a single body of code that is always executed when the
procedure is called. A generic procedure has a set of multiple bodies of code, called methods, from which a subset is
selected for execution. The selected bodies of code and the manner of their combination are determined by the
classes of one or more of the arguments to the generic procedure.
“the term ‘generic’ positively designates that what does not allow itself to be discerned is in reality the general truth
of a situation, the truth of its being, as considered as the foundation of all knowledge to come.” (Badiou, BE, 327)
A truth is always that which makes a hole in a knowledge.” (Badiou, BE, 327)
“The generic is the being-multiple of a truth.” (Badiou, BE, 328)
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