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Second Series of Paradoxes of Surface Effects

The Stoics also distinguish between two kinds of things. First, there are
bodies with their tensions, physical qualities, actions and passions, and the

These states of affairs, actions and
passions, are determined by the mixtures of bodies. At the limit, there is a
unity of all bodies in virtue of a primordial Fire into which they become
absorbed and from which they develop according to their respective
tensions. The only time of bodies and states of affairs is the present. For the
living present is the temporal extension which accompanies the act,
expresses and measures the action of the agent and the passion of the

CC

responding “states of affairs.

patient. But to the degree that there is a unity of bodies among themselves,
to the degree that there is a unity of active and passive principles, a cosmic
present embraces the entire universe: only bodies exist in space, and only
the present exists in time. There are no causes and effects among bodies.
Rather, all bodies are causes—causes in relation to each other and for each
other. In the scope of the cosmic present, the unity is called Destiny.
Second, all bodies are causes in relation to each other, and causes for
each other—but causes of what? They are causes of certain things of an

entirely different nature. These effects are not bodies, but, properly speak-

. “incorporeal” entities. They are not physical qualities and properties,
events. We cannot say that they exist, but rather that they subsist or inhere
(having this minimum of being which is appropriate to that which is not a

but rather logical or dialectical attributes. They are not things or facts, but

thing, a nonexisting entity). They are not substantives or adjectives but
verbs. They are neither agents nor patients, but results of actions and
Passions. They are “impassive” entities—impassive results. They are not
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living presents, but infinitives: the unlimited Aion, the becoming which
divides itself infinitely in past and futu re and always eludes the present,
Thus time must be grasped twice, in two complementary though mutually

o1 d entirely as the living present i

,

the present exists in time and gathers
future. But only the past and future
infinitely. These are not three succ
ous readings of time.

inhere in time and divide each present
essive dimensions, but two simultane-

In his fine reconstruction of Stoic thought, Emile Bréhier says:

when the scalpel cuts through the flesh,

the first body produces upon the
second not a new property

but a new attribute, that of being cut. The artribuze
does not designate any real quality . .., itis, to the contrary, always expressed
by the verb, which means that it is not a being, but a way of being. .
of being finds itself somehow at the limit, at the surface of being, the nature of
which it is not able 1o change: it is, in fact, neither active nor passive, for
passivity would presuppose a corporeal nature
purely and simply a result, or an effect whic
beings. ... [The Sioics distinguished] radicall
that no one had done before them: on the
force; on the other, the plane of facts, whic
constitute an endle

- . This way:

which undergoes an action. It is
h is not to be classified among
¥ two planes of being, something
one hand, real and profound being,
h frolic on the surface of being, and
ss multiplicity of incorporeal beings.

Yet, what is more intimate or essential to bodies than events such as
growing, becoming smaller, or being cut? What do the Stoics mean when
they contrast the thickness of bodies with these incorporeal events which
would play only on the surface, like a mist over the prairie (even less than
a mist, since a mist is after all a body)? Mixtures are in bodies, and in the
depth of bodies: a body penetrates another and coexists with it in al] of its
parts, like a drop of wine in the ocean, or fire in iron. One body withdraws
from another, like liquid from a vase, Mixtures in general determine the
Quantitative and qualitative states of affairs: the dimensions of an ensem-
ble—the red of iron, the green of a tree. But what we mean by “to grow,”
“to diminish,” “10 become red,” “to become green,” “to cut,” and “to be
cut,” etc., is something entirely different. These are no longer states of
affairs—mixtures deep inside bodies—buyt incorporeal events at the surface
which are the resuls of these mixtures. The tree “greens.” .

.. * The genius
of a philosophy must first be mea

sured by the new distribution which it

SECOND SERIES OF PARADOXES OF SURFACE EFFECTS

> ings and concepts. The Stoics are in the process of tracing :E
B s i here had not been one before. In this
and of forming a ?.E:mm_ EWMHM the
g m”mm_ﬂ”.nmﬂw_n_nﬂmm Amﬂclzmm:m about, first, an entirely new m_mw,\mmm

j;“< Mﬂw_m__ relation. They dismember this relation, even at the risk of
ot n 7 a unity on each side. They refer causes to causes and place a
Rn?.m:*:m. ses between them (destiny). They refer effects to n,:n..gm and
i ?.._E. S between them. But these two operations are
pose certain bonds of effects be R T
not accomplished in the same manner. Incorp R
themselves causes in relation to each other; _.B.U.mh they Y
causes” following laws which perhaps express in each Mmm.m i
unity or mixture of bodies on which they depend for SE,H. —
d.::h freedom is preserved in two complementary BEM:E.M. M.EE s
interiority of destiny as a connection Un:aemw nm””mmm._.wwmowzﬁnﬂm s s
e o m:, m<mﬂm_~wwm”mwwﬂaqu .MHM”EmHM formulated another cleav-
oppose destiny an ssity. > o

se of causality, which also grounds freedom. They noh.in?m ke
”mn.wwmc_. nm:m%\m:g effect, but cut up nmcmm_:ijmanMaMHWnHmHSﬁM»_MwMM
E:o.mm respective independence is m:mem::w? Y .. T |1.Hrm« il
destiny without necessity, but causality @:EE amv.:@. _.a,_:”_ ~ zum.cw
one begins by splitting the causal relation, instead of Em::w:_.u _m. J -

ity as Ari e had done and Kant would do. And :zm.% :w way

MM_F.“M_HM MMﬁMnﬁ_M:_““_:m:mmm. either to the nxw.ﬁnnnw of a m.m&m.:wax of causes
or, as we shall see, to the existence of a conjugation of effects. 2 1.3

This new dualism of bodies or states of affairs E.E effects or ESDWC n.m:
events entails an upheaval in philosophy. In >:m5:w. r:..oxmﬂmwmm:
categories are said of Being; and difference is Enwn:.H .5 W.:Mm‘acnan_mﬁa
substance as the primary sense and the other categories which a E
1o it as accidents. For the Stoics, on the other :.m:g, states Fc a : E‘.
quantities, and qualities are no less beings (or bodies) than m:.,“.._ﬂ\ﬂn: mm
they are a part of substance, and in this sense they are wo.E.EWﬁM.::Q ,_,:....
extra-Being which constitutes the incorporeal as m ::zmx_m.::r. : :m:..mm .
highest Fmﬁ: therefore is not Being, but V,aEm.,w.:xm Erw:”&\ insc s
subsumes being and non-being, existence and E:mam.:»m. Moreo mmmnm_
Stoics are the first to reverse Platonism and to bring mco.z.# ar o
inversion. For if bodies with their states, qualities, and quantities, mwmm:nw
all the characteristics of substance and cause, Q:._<E.mn_<.. :..:., nrm.q‘.mﬁr:v:m.
of the Idea are relegated to the other side, that is to this impassive ex
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Being which is sterile, inefficacious,
ideational or the incorporeal can no longer be anything other than an “effect.”

These consequences are extremely important. In Plato, an obscure
debate was raging in the depth of things, in the depth of the earth, betwee 1
that which undergoes the action of the Idea and that which eludes this
action (copies and simulacra). An echo of this debate resonates when
Socrates asks: is there an Idea of everything, even of hair, dirt, and
mud—or rather is there something which always and obstinately escapes:
the Idea? In Plato, however, this something is never sufficiently hidden,

driven back, pushed deeply into the depth of the body, or drowned in th
ocean. Everything now

and on the surface of things: the

returns to the surface. This is the result of the Stoig
operation: the unlimited returns. Becoming-mad, becoming unlimited is
no longer a ground which rumbles, It climbs to the surface of things and
becomes impassive. It is no longer a question of simulacra which elude the
ground and insinuate themselves everywhere, but rather a question of
effects which manifest themselves and act in their place. These are effe S
in the causal sense, but also sonorous, optical, or linguistic “effects”—and
even less, or much more, since they are no longer corporeal entities, but
rather form the entire Idea. What was eluding the Idea climbed up to the
surface, that is, the incorporeal limit, and represents now all possible
ideality, the latter being stripped of its causal and spiritual efficacy. The
Stoics discovered surface effects, Simulacra cease to be subterranean rebels
and make the most of their effects (that is, what might be called
“phantasms,” independently of the Stoic terminology). The most concealed
becomes the most manifest. All the old paradoxes of becoming must again
take shape in a new youthfulness—transmutation.

Becoming unlimited comes to be the ide
with all of its characteristic reversals between future and past, active and
passive, cause and effect, more and less, too much and not enough, already
and not yet. The infinitely divisible event is always both at once. 1t is
eternally that which has just happened and that which is about to happen,
but never that which is happening (to cut too deeply and not enough), The
event, being itself impassive, allows the active and the passive to be

interchanged more easily, since it is neither the one nor the other, but rather
their common result (to cut—to be cut). Concerning the cause and the
effect, events, being always only effects, are better able to form among
themselves functions of quasi-causes or relations of quasi-causality which
are always reversible (the wound and the scar).

ational and incorporeal event,

SECOND SERIES OF PARADOXES OF SURFACE EFFECTS

The Stoics are amateurs and inventors of mmnma.oxn.m. It is :mmmmmmq.wmm
-read the astonishing portrait of Chrysippus given in mm<3w_ Umm,pm wri
_.:mm_. ius. Perhaps the Stoics used the paradox in a completely
by Diogenes Laertius. Pe . p e
. anner—both as an instrument for the ana ﬁ_m.o : g :
o :,ﬂ f synthesizing events. Dialectics is precisely this science of iricorpo-
_:mm:w. . 3<mm they are expressed in propositions, and of the nc::m.nm:u:m
- n.,ﬂ:m.e.m:ﬂm as they are expressed in relations between Eovcm..:onm.
WMM_MM.MG is, indeed, the art of conjugation ﬁ.mm.m the Exwﬁﬂwm or M@M_Mmo”u“
events which depend on one another). But it is the task of langu .mn_:amm
to establish limits and to go beyond them. ,:SF.E.E _mzm:mwm. _: N
s hich do not cease to displace their extension and which ma
il ion i i series (thus too much and
possible a reversal of the connection in .m given s ey i e
not enough, few and many). The event is coextensive wi o m memd-
becoming is itself coextensive with language; n:w paradox _.m.~ us s
tially a “sorites,” that is a series of m:ﬁch.mm:,\n .?..ovom:_w_:m dearu
mc__mg:rm becoming, proceed through successive man_:_o.:m an a:w rene
ments. Everything happens at the boundary c.m:am.m: things Mz _”“r co_.:
tions. Chrysippus taught: “If you say something, it ﬁmmmnm_.ﬁ nwﬂaqm<mm !
lips; so, if you say ‘chariot,” a chariot passes W.:Scmr your wtm. oo
use of paradox the only equivalents of s&_nJ are to be o::r o
Buddhism on one hand and in English or American ‘,N.axmmww% ont Mo :u.
In one case, that which is most profound is the E:dma_mwm. E the ot mﬁm e
immediate is found in language. Paradox appears as a dismissal of dept m.m
display of events at the surface, and a deployment of language m.__o:m MT_M
limit. Humor is the art of the surface, which is owvom.mm to the old irony, ;
art of depths and heights. The Sophists m::._ ﬂf:nm had m.___,‘ummnwmﬂ““n%
humor a philosophical weapon against monqm:.n :E.:n.. but wit _ﬁ _n .m:,:m
humor found its dialectics, its dialectical principle or its natural place
it ilosophical concept. .
mm“w_““_nn umw_wmwmcnmimm out Mvr._m operation, inaugurated by the m.ﬁ:nm‘ MH
rather, he takes it up again. In all his works, .mmzo: mmeE.mm m M
difference between events, things, and states of affairs. But ﬂ.rn m::_wm .”Ga
half of Alice still seeks the secret of events and of the Umno_:im ::Q:M. _Mm
which they imply, in the depths of the mm_.:;,. in m:m o:.ﬁ.mr.m:w an %m:m
Wwhich plunge beneath, and in the mixture of bodies S&_.pr ._::u:un:n.. e
and coexist. As one advances in the story, however, the digging and :._n::m
gives way to a lateral sliding from right to left and left ¢5 right. ATMMEEM_M
below ground become secondary, giving way to card figures which have ;
thickness. One could say that the old depth having been spread out becam

11
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width. The becoming unlimited is maintained entirely within this inverteg
width. “Depth” is no longer a complement, Only animals are deep, angd
they are not the noblest for that; the noblest are the flat animals. Eventg

. but to slide the whole length in such a way :E.
the old depth no longer exists at all, having been reduced 1o the opposite

side of the surface, By sliding, one passes to the other side, since the other
side is nothing but the opposite direction. If there is nothing to see behing
the curtain, it is because everything is visible, or rather all possible science
is along the length of the curtain. It suffices to follow it far enough,
precisely enough, and superficially enough, in order 1o reverse sides and tg
make the right side become the left or vice versa. It is not therefore a
question of the adventures of Alice, but of Alice’s adventure: her climb to the
surface, her disavowal of false depth and her discovery that everything

happens at the border. This is why Carroll abandons the original title of the
book: Alice’s Adventures Underground.

This is the case—even

more so—in Through the Looking-Glass. Here

ist which escapes from bodies,
nvelops them, a mirror which reflects them,
a chessboard on which they are organized according to plan. Alice is no.
longer able to make her way through to the depths. Instead, she releases

her incorporeal double. 1t is by following the border. by skirting the surface, that

one passes from bodies to the incorporeal. Paul Valéry had a profound idea:
what is most deep is the skin. This is a Stoic discovery, which presupposes

S an entire ethic. It is the discovery of the
hes only from the edges—a surface which
knows that the more the events traverse
nsion, the more they affect bodies which they cut
and bruise. Later, the adults are snapped up by the ground, fal] again, and,
being too deep, they no longer understand, w
examples continue 1o inspire Lewis Carroll?
cuts, the battle will or will not take

;.

little girl, who grows and diminis
reddens and becomes green. She
the entire, depthless exte

hy do the same Stoic
—the tree greens, the scalpel

place. ... Ttisin front of the trees that
Alice loses her name. Itis a tree which Humpty Dumpty addresses without

looking at Alice., Recitations announce battles, and everywhere there are
injuries and cuts. But are these examples? Or rather, is it the case that

every event is of this type—forest, battle and wound—al] the

more
profound since it occurs at the surface? The

more it skirts bodies, the more

SECOND SERIES OF PARADOXES OF SURFACE EFFECTS

: eal it is. History teaches us that sound ﬂommm :mmm no foundation,
ey ly a thin layer of the earth is fertile.
g mmcmm._ﬁf\ mewﬂw Stoic sage is not reserved to the little girl. Indeed,
: Hr_m aMﬁMWMWMMM_m Carroll detests boys in mmzﬁm_” ._,rm..w have too much
—tie d false depth at that, false wisdom, and animality. The Hm_m Um.g
am?? .mz. transformed into a pig. As a general rule, only little girls
b _ma Stoicism; they have the sense of the event and release an
c:%nﬂmw 1 double m.E it happens sometimes that a little boy is a mE:m.:;.
.58:#:_5 anna m:.a thus conquers sense as the double sense or direction
2y _n:.,gm*: ce .nmﬂo__.m hatred of boys is not attributable to a awnv
e :.Aw _M“”MM _u.E rather to a superficial inversion, a properly nmwﬁo_:ms
MHH”_MMA In m.las.m and Bruno, it is the ::._m ﬂo«‘ who has .ﬁﬁ“& .HM,\MHM”MM M“_m
learning his lessons in all manners, inside-out, O:G_” Am.“ .Sm i
below, but never “in depth.” This important :o<.n,._ pus n.m OQ  Thetaat
the evolution which had begun in E_N.R.. and ”M_mm_mnmwﬂm__ﬂcm :_u i
the Looking-Glass. The admirable conc :m_.c: 0 ol i R i
of the East, from which comes all that is mooa.n the su MJWM Sl
hoped for, and the existence of things noﬁ m.mms. Here M\m«. e iinl
neither rises nor falls, but goes lengthwise, sideways, and giv vy n:mmEm.
weather. A stretching machine even lengthens songs. >.: ortun, "
nted as a Mobius strip, is made of rmnnwﬁng.mmm mm<,,5 .E .
WMMM MHH: such a manner that its outer surface is nou::ﬂﬂ.uﬁumwmm“w
_::cw surface: it envelops the entire SSWJ\ ..n:a M:MMMMM:“WLF:E:M ,
on the outside and vice versa.® In Sylvie an - the .
Wmma:m from reality to dream, and from wo&mm to the _ﬂnmmmmﬁﬂ_. M
multiplied, completely renewed, and carried out to perfec mmn.m. b Hr,n_.
however, still by skirting the surface, or the _“.vcamh that one pa ri ey
other side, by virtue of the strip. The continuity __f..ng.mmz qm.«.mwmm e
side replaces all the levels of depth; and the surface effects in o:m. 5
same Event, which would hold for all events, bring .5 language mmﬁﬂa\w
and its paradoxes.” As Carroll says in an article entitled The Umxmax s
Farti-cle: “Plain Superficiality is the character of a speech. ...

i3



Notes

1 Emile Bréhier, La Théorie des incorporels dans I'ancien stoicisme (Par
1928), pp. 11-13.

Vrin,

2 On this example, see the commentary of Bréhier, p. 20.

3 On the distinction between real internal causes and external causes entering

1o limited relations of “conlatality,” see Cicero, De Fato, 9, 13, 15, and 16.

4 The Epicurean notion of the event is very similar to that of the Stoics:
Epicurus, To Herodotus, 39-40, 68-73; and Lucretius, De Rerum Natura, 1:449ff,
As he analyzes the event, “the rape of Tyndareus’ daughter
contrasts eventa (servitude-liberty,

...,” Lucretius
. poverty-wealth, war-peace) with conjuncla
(real qualities which are inseparable from bodies). Events are not exactly
incorporeal entities. They are presented nevertheless as not existing by
themselves—impassible, pure results of the movements of matter, or actions
and passions of bodies. It does not seem likel
developed this theory of the even

though that the Epicureans
t—perhaps because they bent it to the
demands of a he mogeneous causality and subsumed it under
conception of the simulacrum. See appendix 2

their own

5 On the account of Stoic categories, see Plotinus, 6:1.25. See also Bréhier, p.
43,

6 This description of the purse comprises some of Carroll’s best writing: Sylvie
and Bruno Concluded, ch. 7.

7 This discovery of the surface and this critique of depth represent

a constant in
modern literature. They inspire the work of Robbe-Gri

et. In another form,
we find them again in Klossowski, in the lation between Roberte’

s epidermis
and her glove: see Klossowski’s remarks to this effe

ct in the postface to Lois de
Uhospitalité, pp. 135, 344: see also Michel Tournier’s Friday, trans. Norman
Denny (New York: Pantheon Books, 1985, by arrangement with Doubleday),
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7. “It is a strange prejudice which sets a higher value ,E an_:‘: ~.:m: 4_:_
B i 'hi A:,annﬁ._u ‘superficial” as meaning not ‘of wide extent ?.: 0
e Er._ 5__ r, -as ‘deep,” on the other hand, signifies ‘of great depth,” and
e ,__c_: ””__/M:HM_H.M.. Yet .H.H seems to me that a feeling such as love is better
‘of sma ace.

4, if it car be measured at a M. by the extent of its st face than by its
Surc

mea i .
jegree of depth.” See appendixes 3 and 4.
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Third Series of the Proposition

Between these events-effects and language, or even the possibility of

language, there is an essential relation. It is the characteristic of evens to

be expressed or expressible, uttered or utterable, in propositions which are

at least possible. .@EE&E:M inside a proposition. Which is

best suited to surfa ffects or events?
:E‘mm}ﬁﬁml.mo cuﬂln‘mm ects or events

Many authors agree i distinct relations within the
proposition. The first is called denotation or indication: it is the relation of
the proposition to an external state of affairs (datum). The state of affairs is
individuated; it includes particular bodies, mixtures of bodies, qualities,

- Denotation functions through the associ

n recognizing three

ges which ought to “represent” the
From all the images associated with a word—with a
particular word in the proposition—we must choose or select those which
correspond to the given whole. T then expressed

by the form: “it is that,” or “it is not that.” The question of knowing

whether the association of words and images is primitive or derived,
necessary or arbitrary, can not yet be formulated. What matters for the
moment is that certain words in the proposition, or certain linguistic
particles, function in all cases as empty forms for the selection of images,
and hence for the denotation of each state of affairs. It would be wrong to
treat them as universal concepts, for they are formal particulars (singuliers)
which function as pure “designators” or, as Benveniste says,
(indicateurs). These formal indexicals ar
day, now, etc, Proper name

state of affairs,

he denotating intuition is

indexicals
e: this, that, it, here, there, yester-
s are also indexicals or designators, but they

iation of

THIRD SERIES OF THE PROPOSITION

2l singular-
ial i tance since they alone form properly material singula
sl ion h its elements and its criterion the true and
ities. Logically, denotation has as ey : o
PP igni h denotation is effectively filled by
B s e lized” or that the correct image has
i i “ ized” o
f affairs or that the indexicals are .qmm._. e e
Y lected. “True in all cases” signifies that the i <.
E ia s is filled, without any selection being necessary.
images associable to words is filled, ki
¢ _r * signifies that the denotation is not filled, either il
“False” ¢ S ier a :
e in the selected images or as a result of the radical impossibility
2 H 5 . .
< i hich can be associated with words.
S ition is often called “manifestation.” It
i f the propositi
A second relation o o e
oncerns the relation of the proposition to the Umﬁo% Eroﬂ%mama "
5 : i i 5 as a
i i re is presente
If. Manifestation therefore i : &
e h yposition. Desires and beliefs
ires i hich correspond to the prop : :
esires and beliefs w P . e
ann causal inferences, not associations. Desire is the internal nmcmm“.zw —
a 5 l . :
image with respect to the existence of the object or the Qﬁﬂ%oa ﬁm:m -
o jel i icipati of this object or sta
fai ively, belief is the anticipation ¢ :
of affairs. Correlatively, ot Prng
/ an external ca
irs i i istence must be produced by .
affairs insofar as its exis : B el e
i tation is seco y
de from this that manifes :
We should not conclu : (bgtlonei
ion t i it makes denotation possible,
relation to denotation. Rather, ;] : PR
form a systematic unity from which the associations mm:ﬁ.. m. v
i i “infe
seen this clearly: in the association of cause and effect, __M %r h T
i ion itself. The
i ion” which precedes the relation
according to the relation” w 3 : ot 15 B
if ion i i by linguistic analysis, w
of manifestation is confirmed ; . . iy
there are in the proposition “manifesters” like the special vm:_n_mmr. wﬁrm
5 tha
tomorrow, always, elsewhere, everywhere, etc. In the same way g
. : 7 A 5 : x 3 u
proper name is a privileged indicator, “I” is the basic Em:mm.mﬁm.q g
i o bl 1k indica
not only the other manifesters which depend on the “I": m. PO
related to it as well.! Indication, or denotation, subsumes t =
. i 5 i ignators;
states of affairs, the particular images and the m_zm:_m:.. amw_w:m il
Mmanifesters, beginning with the “L," constitute the domain o M m Hm
. i i i , fro
which functions as the principle of all possible ammn_zm:“od. _UHMMEE%
i i i i of logical values o
denotation to manifestation, a displacement of log ST ——
is represented by the Cogito: no longer the true and t % .hoﬁ s
i i iece of wax, ple,
and illusion. In his celebrated analysis of the p it lainag o
i looking for that which was dwelling in
e " ther, he shows how the I,
. . ) e
B i o ven Tomulkied s (s e 3* denotation by which the
Manifest in the Cogito, grounds the judgment o
Wax is identified.
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We ought to reserve the term ~

signification” for 4 third dimension of

. and of syntactic connections to the i i
From the standpoint
elements of the Proposition as “

concept.

of signification, we always consider h
signifying” conceptual implications capab]
of referring to other Propositions, which serve as premises of the firg
Signification is defined by this order of conceptual implication where th
Proposition under consideration intervenes only as an element of |
“demonstration,” in the most general sense of the word, tha
premise or as conclusion. Thus, “implies” and “therefore” are essentialls
linguistic signifiers, “Implication” is the sign which defines

the relatj
between premises and conclusion; “therefore” is the sign of assertion, whigl
defines the possibility of affirmin

g the conclusion itself as the outcome g
implications. When we speak of demonstration in the most gene :
We mean that the signification of the proposition is always found in thy
indirect process which corresponds to it, that is, in its relation to othe
Propositions from which it is inferred, or conversely, whose conclusion
renders possible. Denotation, on the other hand, refers to a direct process
Demonstration must not be understood in a restricted, syllogistic of
mathematical sense, but also in the physical sense of probabiliti i

assertiom
is effectively
ification or demonstration thus understood
is no longer the truth, as is shown by the hypothetical mode of implica-
tions, but rather the condition of truth, the aggregate of conditions under
which the Proposition “would be” true. The conditioned or concluded
Proposition may be false, insofar as it actually denotes a nonexisting state
of affairs or is not directly verified, Signification does not establish the
without also establishing the possibility of error. For this reason, the
condition of truth is not Opposed to the false, but 1o the absurd: thap which
is without signification or that which may be neither true nor false.

The question of whether signification is in turn primary in relation to
manifestation and denotation requires a complex response. For if manifes=
tation itself is primary in relation to denotation, if it s the foundation, it is
so only from a Very specific point of view. To borrow a
We say that it is from the standpoint of speech (parole),
is silent. In the order of speech, it is the I which b
absolutely. In this order, therefore,
all possible denotation

truth

classic distinction,
be it a speech that
egins, and begins
the T is primary, not only in relation ta

$ which are founded upon it, but also in relation to
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i ich it envelops. But precisely from this standpoint,
iy ither valid nor deployed for themselves:
T . . . ~ R
ceptual significations are ne o
4 implied (though not expressed) by the L, p :
i Mg h 5 i ediately understood and identical to its
ignificati i 5 imm -
ing signification which is ‘ e
Sl w >station. This is why Descartes could contrast the defi
i — | with his determination as Cogito: for the former
i i wi < :
as a rational anima o ; s
e ds an explicit development of the signified ro:nMﬁE Aama_oca
amaawu what is rational?), whereas the latter is supposed to be un
animal? §
.
s soon as it is said. . : i
mﬂw:? primacy of manifestation, not only in relation H.o%m:omm:acamms "
: ignificati stood within the
i i nification, must be under: ki :
| ——— i Ily implicit. It is only here
i ignificati turally imp
i h significations remain na r
“speech” in whic ; ; gl
EM_ the I is primary in relation to concepts—in Hm_.mm__om. to 93 onand
f i ists i i ignifications a
i domain exists in which s :
0 God. But if another ; : sririary
mmé_oﬁnm for themselves, significations would be E._:,_mﬂ :m M o g
i i i in is precisely tha ¢
i > basi festation. This domain is p :
rovide the basis of mani : i
M.EE:& In it, a proposition is able to appear only as m_u.ﬁ s
2 . ’ ) ) ﬁ, \
conclusion, signitying concepts before manifesting a WE _m: i
. : i i i at s
before denoting a state of affairs. It is from this co_.q: of ﬁmi __ mc:wS i
concepts, such as God or the world, are always primary in nmc.m i
- , i i objects.
sell as manifested person and to things as _amm_mmmﬁa :Mm e
generally, Benveniste has shown that the relation between it
rather its own acoustic image) and the concept was m_cMm :mﬂnm .H nmaoﬁ
not arbitrary. Only the relation between the word and the nm_v :ww _—
essit hich the other relations do not have. The m:.
- —— i directly and escape the arbitrary only
arbitrary insofar as we consider them direc y . et
insofar as we connect them to this primary relation. Thus, Hﬂv et
i . . m
€ausing particular images associated <<:r.5.m word to <mwﬂ o:ﬁ: —i
one image for another in the form “this is ME :Erﬁ _m.:z:mmw _
> signifi oncept. s
explained only by the constancy of the signifie n; a:ﬂmm e
; ven ( , dis
would not form an order of demands or e H R,
: - ;
Simple urgency of needs, and beliefs éccn__a .:o_ M ﬂ e i
isti i ini i n whic
distinct from simple opinions, if the words i . S
i 3 implications rendering thes
did not refer first 1o concepts and conceptual imy
desires ang beliefs significative. .
" . i still
imac ignificati er denotation, however,
The Presupposed primacy of Em:;?m::::0< e
i i ¥ ore,

Taises a delicate problem. When we say “t m_”.m I R
iti B A ect o L
Proposition as concluded, we make it :H.r obj S g

aside the premises and affirm it for itself, independe y.
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state of affairs which it denotes, independently of the implications whij

s0, however, two conditions have to

independently of the implication—by admitting that Z is

s, in turn, true if
and B are true. This amounts to a proposition, C, which remains within

order of implication, and is unable to €scape it, since it refers to
proposition, D, which states that “Z is true if A, B, and C are true . . . -

]

signification, is Lewis Carroll’s

paradox in the celebrated text, “What
Tortoise Said to Achilles.

"* In short, the conclusion can be detached fron

tion never succeeds in g
ready-made denotation, once in the premises and
sion.

From denotation to manifestat

ion, then to signification, but also fro i
signification to manifestation an

d to denotation, we are carried along &
circle, which is the circle of the proposition. Whether we ought to b
content with these three dimensions of the proposition, or whether wi

should add a fourth—which would be sense—is an economic or strate

Jure, and not simply a question of fact. Nevertheless, there is also
question of fact, and it is necessary to begin by asking whether sense
capable of being localized in one of these three n_.Sm:iosIm:oE:O b
manifestation, or signification. We could answer first that such g localizas
tion seems impossible within denotation. Fulfilled denotation makes the
proposition true; unfulfilled denotation makes the Proposition false. Sense,
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i i ers the proposition true or
idently, can not consist of that which rend p sl
E - of the dimension in which these values are realize . .
o :@_ would be able to support the weight of the proposition only to
on ,
g t that one would be able to show a correspondence vnﬁﬁmwz
> exten ] : . ‘ s
i Mwm:a denoted things or states of affairs. Brice Parain has Emn.:m.ma e
i hat such a hypothesis causes to arise in Greek Ugmcvoﬁ. Y.
B e 10 avi id doxes, like a chariot passing through one’s lips?
; are we to avoid paradoxes, . .
=il m%:wQG still, Carroll asks: how could names have a HmmwO%QmEQ
L i i d to its name? And if things do
i thing to respond to i ? ngs |
t does it mean for some : e
oy spond to their name, what is it that prevents them from Em._ g ”
zcw” _.m.ww it then that would remain, save arbitrariness of &m:oﬂmzwnm n“
o i i icals ma
Ew.m: nothing responds, and the emptiness of indexicals or aM :
" : i i 3 ? It is undeni-
Mmm nators of the “that” type—both being stripped of sense? It is o
, iti ur
mm_mm:umﬂ all denotation presupposes sense, and that we position o
straight away within sense whenever S.:m amﬁoﬁ. T
> i i ifestation has a bette S
To identify sense with mani : . i e
i : have sense only in virtue
the designators themselves 736 (B : Skl
i i i ition. This I is indeed primary, .
manifests itself in the proposi : 4
i ou were spo
>gin; i “if you only spoke when y
speech to begin; as Alice says, : . e
HM and the other person always waited for you to begin, <o:.mmWH” man
SMEE ever say anything. ... ” It shall be concluded from this t M 5 -
i 5 s herself.
resides in the beliefs (or desires) of the person who wxﬂammﬂw i
i o
“*When I use a word,” said Humpty Dumpty, ‘it :.Fma..a jus ol e
it to mean—neither more nor less. ... The question is i
master—that’s all.”” We have, however, seen that the order o . e . :
desires was founded on the order of the conceptual implications o
: i i or says
signification, and that even the identity of the self Er_n.: mwnmwm. . W
WL ly by the permanence of certain signifieds (the
L” was guaranteed only by lence bt
concepts of God, the world ... ). The Iis ?._E.NJ\ m: su . s
S insofar as it envelops significations which mu
order of speech only insofar as .q e 5 s
d Ives in the order of language (langue). s
e d in themselves, personal
ignificati e stabli in ?
Significations collapse, or are not mvSE_mr.m ot bt i
i 3 . . . s y n 1
identity is Jost, as Alice painfully experiences, in co : 5
] he blurred characters of the dream of som
| " 1 urse seems to be
i i is is St recc S
Who is poorly determined. This is why the last r
identifying sense with signification. .
: i o Carroll’s paradox, in
We are then sent back to the circle and led Umnmw_n it b
ich significati xercise i ou ;
Which signification can never exercise its role o mmw s
i i 3 re i
Presupposes an irreducible denotation. But perhaps the
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reason why signification fails a
ground and grounded. When w
truth, we give it 3 characteristic
already a characteristic
characteristic? How doe

nd why there is 3 circularity betwey
e define signification as the conditio

which it shares with sense, and which
of sense. But how does signification

s it make use of it? In discussin
truth, we raise ourselves above

proposition also has g sense or si
define this superior condition sole]
be true.” This possibility is nothin
Proposition itself. There are mar
logical, geometrical, al

assume }
g the conditions;
the true and the false, since a f
gnification. Buy at the same time, y
y as the possibility for the Proposition
g other than the form of possibility of q]
1y forms of possibility for proposition
gebraic, physical, Syntactic ... ; Aristotle defi
the form of logical possibility by means of the relation between the te i
of the proposition and the loci of the accident, proprium, genus,
definition; Kant even invented two new forms of possibility, the transcey
dental and the moral. But by whatever manner one defines form, i is 2
odd procedure since it involves rising from the conditioned 1o {
condition, in order to think of the condition as the simple possibility of tf
conditioned. Here one rises to a foundation, but thay which is founde
remains what it was, m:nnvnbam::dx of the operation which founded it ap
unaffected by it. Thus denotation remajns external to the order wh
conditions it, and the true and the false remain indifferent to the principl
which determines (he possibility of the one, by allowing it only to subsis
in its former relation to the other. One js perpetually referred from thy
conditioned to the condition, and also from the condition to the con
ditioned. For the condition of truth to avoid this defect, it ought to have a
element of irs own, distinct from the form of the conditioned., It ought
have something unconditioned capable of assuring a real genesis of denota
tion and of the other dimensions of the proposition. Thuys
truth would be defined no longer as the form of conceptu
rather as ideational material or “stratum,”
signification, bug rather as sense.

Sense is the fourth dimens
it along with the event: sense, the expressed
incorporeal, complex, and irreducible entity,
event which inheres or subsists in the
a second time in the fourteenth cent
of Rimini and Nicholas d’Autrecourrt,
of the nineteenth century, by the
Undoubtedly there

the condition g
al possibility, bu
that is to say, no longer

ion of the Proposition. The Stojcs discovereg
of the Proposition, is af
at the surface of things, a pu

Proposition. The discovery was made
ury, in Ockham’s school, by Gregory
It was made a third time at the end
great philosopher and logician Meinong.!
are reasons for these moments: we have seen that the

i i follows: is there
e i its lineage. The question is as

i logic and i

Hegelian

. . ition or with the
ing, aliguid, which merges neither with the ﬁ.ﬂcvoﬂzo ve of affairs

EBE:EJM proposition, nor with the object or with the sta N
f the "] : < i » repres

e o” proposition denotes, neither with the “lived,” or rep

which the
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ism; similarly Ockham'’s
d a reversal of Platonism; sim
ic di ery presuppose
gtoic discov

cte iv d Meinong against
i oblem of Universals, an

; d against the pr

jc react

ivi f the person who expresses herself in the proposi-
ntal activity of the p : ts s o Shb
or the me ignified essences? If there is, s
R o it onccpiateven S gn s € Id be irreducible to individual
1011, Y ou
hich is expressed by the proposition, w b bt el hrer it
i of affairs, particular images, persona ’ r body, neither
i he Stoics said it all: neither word no ,
general concepts. The tional representation.’ Better yet, perhaps
i epresentation nor ra 5 Alculdr and
SESble cp be “neutral,” altogether indifferent to both pa o
fise. would be v sonal and impersonal. It would be of a
eneral, singular and universal, ww_‘ S ——
3 irely different nature. But is it necessary to recog with what we
g:”mw instance? Or must we indeed manage to get m.uobw.g cach period
a : . i e ;
sﬂmna <_S<n. denotation, manifestation, and m_mb_:nmzmsﬁ e
mrﬁﬂmﬂnu«m.—:ce‘mﬂmw\ is taken up anew TP.BQH@ de H.AOEH,O D,m o) n _..HCHT
”_.M::\ against Rimini, Brentano and Russell against Eﬂﬂo _wwm .n.mﬂ(o__.mg
- i i ident is a little
fourth dimension evi :
attempt to make this : : L s
Wrm k WEW Perhaps the dimension is the hunt itself, and mﬁ. s
Har 3 i atis
Smark. It is difficult to respond to those who wish to wmuwﬁ P
g g &
i i i For we may not even s
rds, things, images, and ideas. . . or mental
ior e Hmm:mm or in the mind; it has neither physical n S
either g ) -
eXistence. Shall we st Tedst say that it is useful, mw&.ﬂ?.: M _sa.a ot
mxﬁwmn: it for its utility? Not “even “this, since it is mr: o D
- E . is i we
inefficacious, impassive, and sterile splendor. d:m 15 ” M\n:n_m e Hn
fact we can only infer it indirectly, on the basis .o* ﬂ_md enkigoges
ordinary dimensions of the proposition lead us. It is Oﬂmx <m:a e
the circle as in the case of the Mabius strip, by E.:o. ing ducibility, and
it, that the dimension of sense appears for itself, _.z.:m :Amm_ e o.H .
- c . £ i n a priori intern ]
also in its genetic power as it m:_E.mEm.m . ﬁ. ot i i
QR The logioaf sevs iy tuepled _.“n o riential dimensions of
P scend the expe
Only empiricism knows how to :m:vnmm e ol cicbores, SiivelEm il
tas : e how ,
the visible without falling into Ideas, mJ it of i Jemeibamethias kA
Perhaps produce a phantom at the limit o
E€Xperience., ) o N ishes it
. * jon” this ultimate dimension, and he distinguis :
Husser] calls expression” this RS sen
from denotation, manifestation, and demonstr .
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is expressed. Husserl, no less than Meinong,

of the Stoic inspiration. For example, when Husser] reflects on
“perceptual noema,” or the “sense of perception,” he at once distingui
it from the physical object, from the
representations and from logical concepts. He pre
and incorporeal entity,
acting nor being acted Upon—a pure result or pure “appearance.” The r
tree (the denotatum) can burn, be the subject an j
enter into mixtures. This is not the case, howeve
There are many noemata or senses for the same denotatum: evening s
and morning star are two noemata, that is, two ways in which the sag
denotatum may be presented in expressions. When therefore Husserl a
that the noema is the perceived such as it appears in a presentation, “tl
perceived as such” or the appearance, we ought not understand that g

, dl

r, for the noema “treg

.
ctive, or representative. We distinguis
between green as a sensible color or quality and “to green” as a noemat

color or attribute. “The iree greens "—is this not finally the sense of the colg
of the tree; and is not “the tree greens” its global meaning? Is the noem
anything more than a pure event—the tree occurrence (although Hussej
does not speak of it in this manner for terminological reasons)? And is tha

which he calls “appearance” an ything more than a surface effect? Betwee
the noemata of the same object i

whether it is imaginative, recolle

objective (objectité) which
resemblance whatsoever to
it is not at all the attribute
the thing or state

expressed has no
the expression. Sense is indeed attributed, bul
of the proposition—it is rather the attribute o
of affairs. The attribute of the pProposition is the

|
|

rediscovered the living soupg

psychological or “lived,” from men

sents it as an impassj
without physical or mental existence, neitk

ist outside the proposition which expresses ity
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_.-m&:;m e— i : i u to
a D:m_:mﬁ._cm Uﬁﬂﬂwhm:ﬂu like MNH@NS‘ mCH GXNBMVFW” It ._.m at :U ﬂWQ
. ( ﬁ t i bute of the t 1mng Is .
[ T osition. But the attri . -
hjec Ow HTG (8] in f_ h h S the verp: to
2.:.-- ma._

“the event expre this verb. It is
for example, or rather the event expressed by this ve
or exa ) :

e v e of affairs
green. d to the thing denoted by the subject, or to the state
C
atiribute

. i ibute does
d by the entire proposition. Conversely, this logical _mz: i
o, W . .
oo «m: all with the physical state of affairs, nor with a q tibgea
e . ua
: Emnw”. this state. The attribute is not a being and does not qualify a
0 § .

no

; 2 . s e ; ixture of
Ay an extra-being. “Green” designates a quality, a m
GWEW.. IS ¢

ixture of tree and air where chlorophyll m:mxm.m;.s_:r m_nu.ﬂrn
gy ::x. CH “To green,” on the contrary, is not a quality in the t _:.F
fed _:w e Em: is Wma of the thing. This attribute does .:E exist
- m: m.:__”r:mq”,om:mo: which expresses it in denoting the ﬁﬂ._:m. Im_‘”.m
cEmEM:MN Mcm.ow: Wo:: of departure: sense does not exist outside of the
we re

osition . . ., etc. . aleial
Eww t this is not a circle. It is rather the coexistence of two s
u 5 is

thickness, such that we pass from one to the other by MMWWMWLs.Werth
length. Sense is both the expressible or the mkwwm%mm of MHM hﬂmm . o e
attribute of the state of affairs. It turns one side :”ﬂmﬂrw e
B o it with thstaceof afievor e qualiy e she

>s it any more than wi 23 5 e
MWMMMM”H:: anwcnmm. It is exactly the Uop:,._nmi _unﬂ.imn._wﬂwanw?””wc“ .
things. It is this aliguid at once nx:m-wﬂsm m:_m._s Um.m mmsm\c A
minimum of being which befits inherences.'? It ;. int ._bm sty
“event”: on the condition that the event is not confused with its sp.

i hat is the sense o&.
realization in a state of affairs. We will not ask therefore w K .

:—n i 1 Ve ense 1 The ev €10 S ﬁ-mmﬁ,.::N:T to
tself. _a event _U — 1185
3 _._Jﬂ € ntis s S

lationshi] is what
language; it has an essential ﬂc_m:c:mw:w 1o _m:m:mmﬂ wmwmww%wwwwﬁémn:
is said of things. Jean Gattegno has indeed _.::mg.ﬁ e e fo e
Carroll's stories and classical fairy tales: in nm:om_. m.SOq i M::M o
takes place occurs in and by means of language; “it is :wﬂ a: R
tells us, it is a discourse which he addresses to us, a discou g i
pieces. ... "3 It is indeed into this flat world H.; the mmwmn-nﬂmsﬁmmznm e
€xXpressible-attribute, that Carroll situates his m::?.._ Emﬂ mm ke
fonnection between the fantastic work signed =.nm:.c= m:m t PRAte
licological work signed “Dodgson.” It seems difficult to M MHED_E.Q .
done, that the fantastic work presents simply the traps an : M e
Which we fall when we do not observe the rules and _méw JEM:m St
the logical work. Not only because many of the traps subsist _m:m: )
WOrk itself, but also because the distribution seems to be o
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different sort. It is surprising to find that Carroll’s entire logical work
directly about signification, implications, and conclusions, and only j

rectly about sense—precisely, through the paradoxes which significatj
does not resolve, or indeed which it creates, On the contrary, the fantag
work is immediately concerned with sense and attaches the power
paradox directly to it. This corresponds well to the two states of sense,
facto and de jure, a posteriori and a priori, one by which the circle of

proposition is indirectly inferred, the other by which it is made to appe

for itself, by unfolding the circle along the length of the border betwe
propositions and things.

Notes

/ Benveniste in
See the theory of “connectors” (embrayeurs) as presented by B o
e : 471 i i ch. 20. We sepa
Problémes de linguistique général (Paris: Gallimard, 1966), T L
“tomorrow” from yesterday or today, since “tomorrow _
: y s indicative value.
expression of belief and has only a secondary _na_rw:ﬁ oy
2 F ample, when Brice Parain opposes denomination (de
. . * ion” in a manner
demonstration (signification), he understands ann,_c:m:m:%: vw:mn -
: . [ , d pror
that encompasses the moral sense of a program to be fulfille p \ i
ity to be realized—as, for example, in a “demonstration o

kept, a possi U i
caﬂ phrase such as “I will love you always.” See Recherches sur la nature e
. . (Pari i 972), ch. 5.
fonctions du langage (Paris: Gallimard, 1972), ch
3 Descartes, Principes, 1:10. . )
j 5. G _ournet (Paris:
4 See Lewis Carroll, Logique sans peine, trans. Cm:nmza‘ﬁa Eifhibiogrhs
Hermann, 1972). For the abundant literary, logical, and scientific R
concerning this paradox, refer to Emest Cournet’s commenta
281-288.
5 Brice Parain, ch. 3. P
o i j : e Allen an
6 Berirand Russell, An Inquiry Into Meaning and Truth (London: Georg
Unwin, 1940) e .
. . i ras entence
7 Ibid., p. 179: “We may say that whatever is asserted by a significant se
has a certain kind of possibility.” .
, . . significabi is: Vrin, 1936),
8 Hubert Elie, in an excellent book, La Complexe :m:%&?...q _.mm:._mm o 35
€Xposes and comments on the doctrines of Gregory of ”M:..::.:. B
e n 4
d'Autrecourt, He points out the extreme resemblance E‘ Q, H::m e e
and how a similar polemic was repeated in both the ninetee

indi ic origin of the
teenth centuries. He does not, however, indicate the Stoic orig
problem,
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9 On the Stoic differentiation of incorporeal e

ntities and rational represey
tions, composed of corporeal traces, see E. Bréhier, pp. 16-18.

10 See Albert Lautman's remarks on the subject of the Mdbius strip: it has
single side, which is essentially an extrinsic property, since in order 1o give
account of it the strip must he broken and untwisted. This presuppose

external to the surface of the strip. Yet |

» unilaterality by means of a purely intri
PIOPEItY. ... " Essai sur les notions de structure et d

(Paris: Hermann, 1938), 1:51.
11 We do not have in mind here the
tion” in his terminology,
12 These terms, “inheren
terminology

D

‘existence en mathématig

particular use Husser] makes of “
either to identify it or to bind it to “
ce” and “extra-Being,”
as well as in that of the Stoics
13 Logique sans peine, preface, pp. 19-20.

signifi
sense.”
have their correlates in Meinon

Fourth Series of Dualities

The Y m T OH@D—
h m.—_mﬁ mSJ_UCﬂ—WDH duality was z.nm: of causes m:ﬁ_ mﬁmwnuﬂm. 0l corp :
1s- : Cls not ¢
inc 1 events. O )
:.E:Wm and _DFOHUOHWD s. But ir S ~m as m.c.ﬂ“ ‘w_ 4 A_AO— X m.
i i hich WXM.HQMM :uﬁ.u.ﬂ‘ this dua y P g
outside the UﬁOUOW:_GSm W . 1 A_ 1ty IS pr T :.— €da mn
i i Ow_..:ODM\ of _UCQ—RM an anguage.
H—.-ﬂ QCm_:w :*, ﬁ_w_zrﬂm and w.uu Owu d age __ S 1S the
i ich runs :.HHGCWT all :.—ﬂ OTKS O .
source OM :.:... D_ﬁﬁ.ﬂﬁ_m:e_m whic N work . A‘mu o _ _.: eat
peak 1 o, the alternative is —U@ﬁ«ﬂ-ﬂﬂd 3 g
or to spe. _T. In .m..f:.hm D_Enu. Brun ‘ . LS n.u_ things
m:& bits Ow m_.-m;nﬁ.wﬁmm—.m.: At Alice’s ﬁOHDgg.&HSEQﬂ‘.wC.Clﬁ;w—.m.J eat

. . To eat and
what is presented to you, or you are presented to S,.r.m:.. ¥au cat. i “of thete
to Be eaten—this is the operational model of bodies. the.tvpe

—

e : : i hich the
mixture in depth, their action and passion, and the way in which they

coexist within One-anotlier. To speak, though, is the movement .irm_.wm
surface, and of ideational atiributes or incorporeal m.<nn:m. Ermm ,nm,M_.HM:m
serious: to speak of food or to eat words? 5. her m_:.:n.sEQ 0 M.M”_ mrm._
Alice is overwhelmed by nightmares of absorbing m:a.w_m_:m mcmom .z.:w:
finds that the poems she hears recited are about edible fish. H: E_M e
Speak of food, how can we avoid speaking in front of the ene who iy
served as food? Consider, for example, Alice’s Z::am.wm in front o_u “
Mouse, How can we avoid eating the pudding to 459 we have .MMQ
Presented? Further still, spoken words may go awry, as if they Emw_,m,w:mwm,nu:m
by the depth of bodies; they may be accompanied by verbal hal ucina : c:
35 in the case of maladies where language disorders are accompanied by
unrestricted oral behavior (everything brought to the BOE.F eating N_Mm
object at all, gritting one’s teeth). “I'm sure those are not the umEmEMM mm.:
Says Alice, summarizing the fate of the person who mvmmw.m of food. o
Words, however, is exactly the opposite: in this case, we raise the opera




