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. One way that we hu

s

that we live in a worlad

to a type of informatio

ABSTRACT | =

mans are different from anlmals is
with language. This.gives us access

n which we can readily ménipulate and

apply to the world. Thisvpaper'explores how living in the

world with language influences that living.

¢

-Language is a major compoheht in bringing the

developlng individual i
'1nf1uence is incorporat
into soc1a1 gtructures.
language strongly\encou
to dwell w1th1n a soclg

institdtion. That is t

. becomes restricted, gui

nto his or her flourishing. This

ed into the 1nd1v1dua1 as well as
Belng embodled within both,

rages and, often coerces individuals

tally constructed form, in the

o say that the potent1a1 for 11v1ng

ded by what is probable (rule

governed); the calling of a world is reduced to a command.

To remain flxed in 1nst1tuted form is to sacrlflce the depth

;of self constitutlon. To dwell within constltutlon, on the

other hand, is.to.live withih‘poesibility, where calling is.

the experiential depth
In explorlng ‘what

,the 1nst1tutlon several

of an individual in the world.
it means to create and be created by

"markers" come to light, These are

areas where 1anguage seems to go beyond the instituting.

ThlS 1snjlterms ofbot

h social structure and takéy for-

granted 11m1tatlons, it seems to go beyond. These markers-

become hlnts and flexible guldes in the quest to explore

’ .
what may be the limiting aspect of language. Through an

-

/
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/
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PEVY

-~ v

:

‘exploration of notions such as "vagueness", "silence",

"saying“, "figsure" and "othefnesé", this paper suggests

that ‘in terms 'of language, "limit" is not to be sought at

the extremity but'is something which continually traverses
the center of even our most fundamental notions.
The quest also suggests that prescripfions‘from and of

lanéuage are more wﬁat we subscribe to than what we find

as aﬁriori boundaries. The subscription, hQQeverz runs
deep, for it is manifest in both the individual and in
social structures. These strdEtures also evolve with ana
are a par£ of the evolutionlioward‘new boundaries. The.
result is that the éssumptions of the former are incorpo-
rated into those of théﬁlattet and thus suffer many of the
same instituting features. | |

The paper ends with several examples which are

suggestions as to*the'directionfwe may pfoceed in an attempt'

"to explore constituted méaning.- They are suggestions on how

to go beyond language.
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PREFACE: TOWARD A CO-AUTHORED TEXT‘

Seekihg merely means putting oneself in a
suitable state of'finding,,thﬁnks to some
fluke or a propitious sleep. 1t means
preparing a rrield"” for that lucky spark.

(valéry 1970, p.287)

“Is there- 4% less haphazard path towards preparatlon of this

”fie}d"? 1s there some special nature 9§~ﬁ§1 vy that:
eludes us? What are the qualities of thlﬂ; s“;»
3

there a particular holding which encoufages a state of B
rea&;ness to cross this gap? In that spark, the 5uddenl
exciting illumination is the awe, the‘spectacle of life
reduced to an instant. It is that sudden great leap which
great inds often spend a lifetime detailing inte a
'conceptlon

This arduous detailing is for the rest of us; it is =2
tranélating into a structured speaking. What is more
’incredibie: that such ledps occur at all? or, that so many
of us seem tohmapassed by? Must we forever be left with
the transcribed-leap, left to live only within transcrip-
tion? Only one aspect of that spark has been harnessed and
I am left te live within mundane application. Have I been

robbed of the fullness'of the leap and left with "what is

left over" or perhaps worse, left with "what is seen fit for

vi
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me to use . In this burgeoning living, am I relegated to

a wasteland, a wasteland with increasingly "interesting" .\N\~
| thlngs to look at and play with; a wasteland which
preoccupies me and/or perhaps precludes me from the
experience of that leap, of that "gpark" itself?

on the other hand, perhaps this is not a "wasteland" at
all. Am I not blessed to be able to avoid and to have
avoided the powerful onslaught of the unknown; an onslaught
which may obsess the rest of one's life.

Thié paper begins.the task of looking toward these
questions by tracing how the tranécription comes through and
is influenced by language, not only in the direct sense of
putting‘exgerience into words, but also in the way that
social culture grows in and througﬁ language. This involves
how language structures the individual; as well as how the
characteristics of language are embedded in and serve a
social structure.

Sinceifam dealiﬁg with language, Iaﬁlcaught,ina
double bind. First, I am using language to describe itself.
Second, I try to use language to go beyond itself. Within
the structure of my writing is the very trap which I attempt

to go'beyondl As a strategy to highlight at least this
proglemv\but also in an attempt to go beyond it, the words
are sometimes used in unfamiliar conjunctions. Structural
aspects are often-suppressed in favour of an aesthetic of

suggestion. On first reading, this may be a shock to the

vii



reader, a choking out of a meaning which comes too much from
the structure; that is the reasovn for the suppression - to
have the meaning come from elsewhere,

I have used the:term suppressed" and not “deleted"
fo;\indeed the words are within structures embedded within
structures. Hopefully,.the choking is sufficient and does
not lead to asphyxiation. Perhaps the most influential
structure which I Lave not been able to deal with -
explicitly is the fact -that the work is embedded within the
University: the.university is a context which is a
"pre-preface". It is the larger context in which the paper
will be réad. It is hoped that this context will not lead
to a double coup; a choke df'the choking.

The words and Structures which I use are "jackets"
harnessed into suggestive appardtions. These jackets are as
much the meaning of the work as the meaning which may at
first seem to come from the words. N |

The aim of this work is to say something to the reader
beyoﬁd é striet analysis of each word. To begin'with an
analysis pfneach ‘word is to miss the non-point. What is
written im black and white is there to guestion the reading.
This is done in the belief that there is an inevitable re-
casting of perspective as multiple questions ask themselves
(in the form of statements) of the reader (co-author).
Neither the question nor a possible answer by themselyes are
tﬁe point, yet each can be a marker which suggests that one

y
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is proceeding in an oriented fashion. This attitude toward

the kext is an important component of the goal ;of the text. -

As a path of exploration of the limits of lanquage, the
text as co—authq}ed meaning is often difficult to read.
Often I am attempting to mjinimize the ﬁeaninq of the words
in order to encourage other meaning to'come forth. This may
be contrary to assumptions which were inherent in how we
were taught to read, and, therefore, an agfront to fhe
process itself. In this regard I would like £o briefly
explore the notions of "réhderly" and "writerly" as
developed by Roland Barthes (1974).

Barthes objects that most of the writings which we have
called ';iterature' are characterized by a separation which
the literary institution maintains between the producer of
the text and its user, between its owner and its customer,
petween its author and its reader. Oonly if a work makes
"the readér no longer é consumer, but a producer of the
text" (1974, p. 4) is it tfuly writerly.

The writerly is not a thing, a production. It is
productive and begs to ge constituted in order for it to
achieve itself:

the writerly text is ourselves writing, before the

infinite play of the world (the world as function)
is traversed, intersected, stopped, plasticized by
some singular system (Ideology,. Genus, Criticism)

which reduces the plurélity'of entrances, the

ix



opening of networks, the infinity.of languages.

(1974, p. 5)

The writerly is the novelistic without the novel,

poetry without the poem, the essay without the

dissertation, writing without style, productionv

without product, structufétion without structure.

(1974, p.5) |

Barthes argues that the purpéses of 'literature' are
pest fulfilled by works which are presently "unreadable" for
théy challenée our already instituted forms. Against the o
"readable" works thch conform to traditional codes and
models of intelligibility, he places the "writable". These
aré works that we do not yet know how to read but can oniy
write and must in effect gg}jﬁ;gé_!g'gggg.

Readerly texts, on the. other hand, are p}oducts, and
they are what makes up the mass of what wecall 1iteratufe;
This reader is thereby plunged iﬁtg a kind of
idleness -he is intransitive: ... he is left with
no more than the poor freedom either to accept or
reject the text: reading is néthing more than a

referendum. (1974, p.5)
The readerly texts are committed to a closed sysgem. They
are produced according to the goals of this systém and they
are devoted to the law of the signified.

The writerly has no beginning and it is re¢grsib1e. It

encourages us to appreciate the "plural” which constitutes



the text instead of giving it meaning. In the interaction
kof a1l its pa;ts, no single part surpasses any other. The
text is ‘a plethora of signifiers, "not a structure of
signifieds” (1974, p.5). There is no entry point or exit:
all points share authority. »For the plural te’t, there is
not a grammar, nor a %tructure-nor'a logic. 1In 80O much as
one or all of these (grammar, structufe or logic) bursts.
forth, to this degree the text is incohpletely plural. In
participatind‘in the writerly, I do not run the risk of
being objective nor subjective. To read is not merely to
complete the complementary act of writing; it is‘workinq.
As a result of this perspective Barthes is an agent of
what he calls "the death of the author™. The authorgshould
pe deposed from its central position in literary studies ~and
cr1t1ca1 thinking. ‘
We now know that a text is not a &ine of words
releasing a single EEEQlQElEEl meaning (the
"message" of an Author-God) but a multidimensional
space in which a rarity of wripings, none of them
original, blend and clash (1968, p. 146).
Within the limited plural of actual texts, I must
attempt to cross a horizon where neither text nor "I1" is an
end. In a text which is produced or created, that is

constituted, to forget meaning is to affirm plurality. I go

over, 1 cross and recross, 1 articulate, 1 release. To

forget meaning is not the deficit in a performance, but it

xi



is an assertlon of 1rrespon51b111ty of the. text.

How can one wrlte aﬂhactual text,ln such’a way as to

inspire thlS co-productlon of the text, the co-authoring 1n
A

a read1ng°' The wrltlng which follows is my" attempt._ ‘As’ an.

o

openlng for the co-authorlng of the text I have reproduced a

poem which is found toward the end of Chapter I. In 1t is N
o ‘r ‘ '
the questlonlng and manner of dlrectlng whlch my text takes.

L R The Watercolour

Here I see the work of Li Wo,
mlst rldden, searchlng cloud;
‘Absorblng plgment - pulllng and pushing meanlng;
v AJ . obscured S revealed . |
- Here I see . the words of 1 know not wH@ﬁ}
semidiaphanous, nebhlons reasbn;x
I close my eyes and allow the seelng,
darkness i llght |
Here I see. the calllgraphlc struggle of Teng Shlh ju,
'“”AXwii i ),‘ ’ blotted elongated,\rapld on whlte, :
| -Fleetlng strldent s?ade, word is story} , B

life ' ~ death

- "The Watgrcolour" is an attempt to incorporate several
disparate features of how people relate in and of the world
The title refers’to two obllque aspects, on the one hand it

designates the hlghly skllled Art Form of composing meanlng,.

o
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through‘colour on paper;'on the other hand it is a mediunm,
the fundamental building block of that art.

Ll Wo is an anc1ent master at the art of watercolour
painting, a peculiar aspect of this art 1S=the haz1ness, the

lack of clarity with which the forms are put one against the

3
2

other onto the surface. The sharply defined edges of
objects 1n life are here softened and run unevenly 1nto the
paper. Yet, it 1s w1th1n this "fuzziness , this blurring
‘before our eyes, which the master ‘turns into the most
profound meaning. It is almost ironic that by covering, by

obscuring the definlng characteristics we may reveal y}
- VA

meaning. Perhaps this is one of the ‘true marks of the
maSter, the one who controls the misty colours to reyeal
what remains obscure«in life.
The next line shifts us to a-painting (writing) of a
text, a text written in our familiar alphabetic script.//The
/

particular work which I am looking at 1s built on reasdn,
/

yet the ﬂdifficulty" of the passage is such that- the/meaning
itself is nebulous. . The reason is there, behind and in the
words, yet I struggle to find the revelation. In/the depths
of concentration, I momentarily leave the words, this
"painting which is before me. I close my eyes; it becomes
dark,. yet in this darkness emerges the light, a sudden
understanding The grasping of the passage, the light,

seems to grow out - -of the darkness.

The last stanza returns us to oriental art.‘ This time

. xiii



to a more demandlng art, still of watercolour, Stlll of
. meaning. This time it is to calllgraphy. The strokes carry'
hthe ehotionwand zest of the arm. There is never a stopping,
a retrac1ng or a hesitating. The depth of the meaning
demands the whole. A painting, yet more, a language, yet
more. In the art of a 51ng1e word can be the story of life;
a life whlch remains before us in the blotches on paper.
,.Thls last stanza asks how the painting of our alphabetlc
writing dlffers from the painting of or1enta1 wrltlng. How1‘75
.‘can'Eninsh capture this lived stridency? _Althoughnour
language brings us into our rlourishing, doesﬂ%tsgiiima__;*;

20551b1e burstlng forth as we11°

There are six words in bold face, each:couf'
the s

»end of the ‘"stanza". 'thelr‘.'
own. They ‘are poetlcally turned towards the reader and askt
whether there is not something 1n thls curlous observatlon 2
hthat through obscuring, revelatlon comes, through darkness,'
llght dawns, through a flourishing, comes dlssolutlon. In
,the last couple the reader is confronted with %llfe and
"death“. They seemed to be juxtaposed,'almost out of ‘ace(
The questlon posed is: Is. llfe what obscures, is it our

-

darkness?

At various places throughout the text, emphasis

3

naturally gathers around particularfwords; these words grow

. XV



out of the writing and are not meant to stand as

abstractions representing aspects of being. - The particular

word is a horizon; as a horizon it rests within being. Yet

what has grown out of and through the writing attempts to
VpOlnt to a conjunction with otherness ‘(other than being)

word like "chopsticks" opens up in all directions (and in

no directions) The flavour of this writing is not towards

the word, it is meant as a taste of oEenness (both the

acting and the place); openness as a rich succulence which

permits (encourages) a conjunction where Being and Otherness

become,pOSSibilities.

E.C.
1985
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 CHAPTER I
CALLING ON FRIENDS

The World Calls:

“1 cotild taste the crisp green of the spring foliage.
‘With practiced care I grasped the rail and lowered
myself.to the seat; the‘iast few inches rushed forward
to squeeze out a sudden sigh. 1 1angu1shed in the
freshness and the chirping of severa;._‘oungsters
running in.unconnected patterns across my view. .One
boy in particular caught my attention. He had sepa—
rated himself from the others, or rather he started
swishing about in the bushes, while the others seemed
not to miss h1m. With a knarled bent stick protrudlng”
from his hand, he made his way across the opening. He
passed in front of‘me, pouncing his wand off the ground
in front - often receiving a sudden jar as the end sank
slightly, then sprang forward throwing out a tuft of
_dirt. -
‘e passed by, paused slightly and glanced over hiej“
shou der, then back towat¥ds his friends who by now were
only sounds from around the 111acs. FHesitantly he made
his/way back, as if welghlng what he should do, yet.
be'hg‘drawn. 1 was about to offer greetlngs when he

stiooped to inspect a puddle. Most of the water had

[




AN
recently evaporated, yet a shiny iayer of mud, already
cracking into small islands, remained.. With legs bent
and feet spread, his bottom alhost touching the ground,
he studied its facef out stretched the small hand;
index finger pointing - tentatively at first,
grécefﬁlly dusting the ?nrface - then, still graceful

'yet‘with more éssertion the finger pressed forward. A

large smile filled his facé és he saw his mark.

What is thisimystgrious pull of the world? We have
all, at one time or another, been a participan£ in this
staged drama. What authorizes the mysterious pull pf the
world; this callihg, if you will, this -calling without
words? Is it a gra'vity of excitement lost in a2 moment of
youth in the world; in a world? What mystery s;;eaks to
a beckoned yearning - what beckoned yearning séeaks to
mystery?

‘It is not only in youth that the world's call pulls us
forth. Have you neﬁer been tempted to trace a finger
througﬁ a fogged windéd?  wha£ authors this temptation?
Have you never carQed,out a niche with your feet in the snow
while wéiting for a bus?‘,Is it perhéps this calling which
is described, albeit in éomewhat different culturally
spgcific symbols, by Homer when he detailsrodysseus' travels
past the éirens? Here the strength of the call is unmis-
takeable and is personified into song. What better way to

describe a calling! In order to protect themselves from
4



this beckoning, Odysseus molds wax into the ears of his men
and has himself bound to the mast.
"Draw near," they sang, "illystrious’

. 0dysseus, flower of Achaean chivalry, an8l bring

your ship to fest so that you may hear our voices.

No seaman ever sailed his black ship past.this'

spot without listening to thé sweet tohés that

flow from our lips,and none that listened-has‘ﬂot
been delighted and gone on a wiser man. ..."

| 'The lovely voices came to ﬁévﬁérbss the
water, and my héart filled with such a longiﬁg to
listen that with nod and frown I signed to my men

to set me free.' (Homer_(Lattimore“Translation),

1972, p. 194) |
Although the world calls, we do not always heed it, for
we are in the world; we are also of the world. Do we, like
Odysseus, have our arms and legs bound so that ﬁe‘cénnot
heed thevcall? Or are we deaf like his men who have their
ears plugéed with wax? .

Often when we watch children we are reminded of the
calling of the world. However, as adUlts in modern society,
our way of being-in-the-world is different both iﬁ modé and
means. from those of the child. One major way that'we
manifest this divergence is how we are in the world through

(dia-) language (lektos); it is also through language that
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world.

the developing child will eventually come to construct an’

,adult world. I now turn my attention to an examination of

language in respect to its influence on the calling of the

’

Looking for Sign-Posts. (The influence of language on the
: call of the world). '

We shall not cease from exploration
~And the‘end of all our exploring
Will be to arrive where we started
And to know'the place for the first time.
Through the unknown, remembered gate
When the last of earth left to discover
Is that which was the begiﬁning;
At the source of the longest river
The voice of the hidden waterfall
\ ¥
And the children in the apple tree
_Not known pecause not lookéd for
But heard; half-heard, in the stillness
Between two waves of the sea
Quick, now here, now, always —o e
T.S. Eiliot, Last Stanza of
"Little Gidding"
Savour the strength of the speaking ... let it speak ...
ﬁick out fhe muffled gurgle of caséading.water, listen to

the unrehearsed roles in the apple tree. Even with a

renewed focussing can we be assured that our return will be



greeted with knowing? Somehow the listening itself is not
enough; the words themselvgs”a;e not the fact. . o

Upon first reading, from'where does the meaning come?
The meaning is a feel, a“wondfous sense of statement. If I

am asked to identjfy or articulate this feel, the meaning-
as-a-wholé is not clear. It escapes into hazinéts, into

vagueness, as 1 attempt to focus on it. Yet’théﬁmeaniﬁg of

each word is not vague. How does the union of. d}flnltlons

x' .

or "No, it really says more." By way of the negatlve,
showing what it is not, this vagueneséhbecomes a little
clearer. We can say what it is not altkough we cannot say
what it is; Who would maintain thatthe feel is vague; do.
you have é sense of what it means or do you not? The feel
is invested with an indélible tenor; it is pathic wholeness.
If we know what it is not and can feel what it is, how éan
'_‘we ca11~the meaning—of—the—wholé, vagueness ...? This notion
lies within language. The meaning—of—the—Whole is vague
only from phe‘perspective of language itsélf: that which
cannot be put into language is that which is vague by
definit-ion. Language, through the use of symbols, makgs
things definite; language specifies and differentiates,

thereby ruling out wholeness. It realigns the. shadows. To



dwell within the meanings-of-words is to lose the meaning-
of-the-whole. The words must become vague for the lafter to
present itself, fior the meaning-of-the-whole is beyond
words. The question becomes, how can we use language to
give clarity to experience without sacrificing its
experiential depth? |

I close my eyes yet dally not. Perhaps a second
maybe less. I saw this flock of birds; 1 don't
know how many birds I saw. Was there a definite
number - I live in the memory and dare npt recon-
struct the dream, for knowing the queétion,‘this
time, the number may be there. yet in this recol-
lection, was the number (deffinite or
in(de)finite. I saw fewer than ten birds (let usm
say) and more than one; but I did not see nine,
eight, seven, six, five, four, three or two birds.

1 saw a number of birds between one and ten, but
not nine, eight, seven, six, etc. Is that number,

as a whole number, 1nconce1vab1e° 1 dare say that

at least I saw those birds. The seeing failed me
not. Why confuse the issue with conception!1

Words tend to rule out the unity of the wholeness, yet
in our language system, the conceptual system, Qe see that
the negation of the word, the negation of what is, occurs

commonly. Thusrthings are presented in ‘a dialectical



fashion; for example, being-nonbeing; tolerance-prejudice;
sound-silence. We think of the latter as being the lack of
the former. This lack itself is not a property of things
but tells us about our language. To make this clearer it
will help to think of the word as a thermometer. A thermo-
meter?points to various levels. From one arbitrary point,
"o" we say we h;ve gone below zero, moved into the region of
. :

the negative. We denote it with the negative sign. What
does negative temperature feel 1ike? What does it behave
like? The word does much the same thing. The word hides
yet carries a hidden standard within itself, or within the
lapguage system which is using it. |

One of these hidden standards impels us to look to the
words for meaning, but languége is also.dependent upon the
unépoken. It is easy to maintain the stqndard by taking the
meaning from the words and not the silences. Even as you
read this are you listening to the words or to the silences?
Reason, thinking about, seems to impel us to find meaning in
the words, althbugh wevcan also':nderstand that meanings
‘stand out' because of the background, because of the
" silence. This is to rationalize away the statement. We see
its inner logic; yet it is at a superficial level only. We
must seek more than its logic - wé must seek its being and
its otherness (its other-than-being). The trap of words can

be malicious. To speak of words and silences is to already

betray the project.
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Music

Invents silence,

Architecture

Invents space.

Silence

Factories of air.

1s the space of music:

Space

Unektended:

There is no silence

Save in the mind.

Silence is an idea,
The idee fixe of music. ...

Silence is music

Music is not silence.

Nirvana 1is Samsara:

Samsara is not Nirvana.

Knowing is not knowing:

Recovering ignorance,

.Knowledge of knowing. ...

Music is not silence:

It is not saying

What silence says,

what it doesn't say.

1t is saying

Silegce has no sense
Sense has no silence. ...

Excerpts from "On Reading John Cage",
by Octavio Paz, 1971, p- 121-126.

These excerpts illustrate Paz’ insight into the limits of 7

language. In the first stanza he uses music as an analogy

to help us grasp his notion of silence. We are used to

thinking of architegture as a sciénce of shaping spaces.

paz takes us further; it not only shépes but in this shaping

also defines oOr "invents" space. In a similar way_music

shapes and also

"invents" the space of silence. The second

stanza builds on our new knowledge and cautions us that



although music is what invents this space of silence,
silence itself is music; and it is more. Paz is pointing to
a new quality. In the same manner he is pointing to knowing
and not knowing, where the latter is the higher form and
inclusive form of the former.

In the last stanza Paz returns to silence and points
out that in its essence;, silénce in its quietude, is saying
what it does not speak. The last two lines are thrust out to
the reader as a summation of the preceding section. This
summation, however, adds a new twist which begs us to
question;'%ilehce has no sens€’(Silencio no tiene
sentido); in its saying there is no tone of reason and no
sensation. The vital point in the last line is that if
sense (tone of reason and sensation) is ruled out of

silence, how can we live in this saying of silence?

It has been easy to live with the speaking of words
over the saying of silence for 1t comes w1th its own
recompense which helps us to forget the greater possibilify.
The speaking of words, language, has become a substitute for
communication (Latin communicare - to share). Instead of
allowing an open sharing, a call to share, our language
bggmm§§g§ us to share. Somehow a sharing that is commanded
is different. This speaking-of-words is then turned to re-

define communication in terms which rule out that which
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"cannot be a part of it within thls changed enterprise. We
#

are.left with a clear yet 1mpoverlshed notlon of both.

What is there" more. mysterlous than clar:Lty'>
cee What more caprlcious than the way -in whieh
llght and shade ‘are dlstrlbuted over hours and4
over men? Certaln peoples lose themselves in their
'thoughts, but fornus GCreeks all things are forms{

We retaln only the1r relatlons,and enclosed as it
werelln_the llmpld day, Orpheuslike we build, by
.means of‘the word, temples of wisdom and sc1ence'
that may suffice for all reasOnable creatures.
This great art requires of us-an admirably exact
'language. The very word that 51gn1f1es language is

also the name, with us for reason and. calculation:

a single word says these three things. For what is

1
T

_ reason if not discourse itself,,when the meanings
"of the terms are properly 11m1ted and assured of
thé;r permanence, and when- these immutable
meanlngs are fitted to one another, and comblned
Ac1early? And that 1s one and the same thlng
“aas calculation. (valéry, 1956, p. 107) -
Qe may take several blddlngs from this passage of Socrates.

Flrst, there are peoples‘who do not have the exactness of

language that\Greek hasi that is; they cannot‘ach;eve such a

clarity of articulation. In Greek, .language, reason and

» X .
¥ ‘ é

o
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| calculatlon work together to reach one end, to achleve this
clarity.- Socrates sees thgt these three elements are the_
tools by whlch.we construct our art. And what if reason is
dlscourse as Valery says’ W1th ‘what orﬁwhom is this
dlscourse° What is it about‘> o @ )

Like the Greeks we, by 11v1ng under the speaklng of

2%»
language (reason and calculatlon), live not dlrectly in a

naturally given world, but in one constructed; constructed
in the mannervin which a 1andscape on canvas is constructed
Yet we live within this construction and conv1nce ourselves
that, when we look off the canvas to the world, it is-
another constructed canvas. Thlsbworkvof art has its own
structdre bu1lt upon language, reason and calculation.‘ Our
_‘challenge is to go beyond our self- palnted canvas,ﬂall
‘things from our'perspective on the inside of the art are
seen, defined and allowed to’exist only in that they support
the existing rules of that art. Somehow within the
sanctloned sensing of shades and silences we must go beyond

our construction.
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The Watercolour

-

Here I see the work of Li W§;
mist—ridden, searching cloud;

Absorbing piément - pulling.and pushiag meaaing;
obscured c revealed

‘Here I see the words of 1 know not whom;
.semidiaphanous; nebulous reasop;

I close my eyes and allow the seeing}
' darkness light

Here 1 see the calligraphic struégle of Teng Shih-ju:
blotted-elongated, rapid eh white;\

Fleetiné strident shade, word is story;i

life death

This dissertarion is an:attempt to get beyond the
1anguage'we are presently caught within. In this attemppt
various reformulatlons are glven. 1£ is from these that the
perturbatlons come.‘ If they ‘in some way offer 1p51ght into
‘language, they are successful The scope of thls paper s
to try and find "sxgn posts" or a way to find "sign posts";

The test as to whether therezls any success is’whether any

appear or seem ready to emerge.

The purden of "hard" data for the Varlous reformul—

ations 1ies beyond the sc0pe of the present.paper.' After
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there have been concrete signs, it will perhaps be time to
go back and seek the confirmation dehanded by "hard
science". The two processes are not mutually exclusive‘
although the datgex must be " the object‘of another paper.. If
no éigns‘should appear, the merit of the work will lie in

b xhaustiveness of the search and in the ability of the
paper to co—author questions in the mind of the readef.

In the remaining pages of this éhapter, 1 sketch the
general direction I take in beginning my examination of
language. As sketches, each holds a central area of
interest which is goybe pursued yet no single one is
ihclusive.‘ In this wayjeach is analogical to the whéle.
Given the parameters within each domain, the perspective and
direction of this paper are briefly présented.

I am not offering forward a model. A model does not
capture reality nor mirror it. A modéi reduces the féatures
of reality to a manageable form to facilitate explanation
and/or predication. (The qualitative interpret;ve models’ I’
have looked at are cchrefé instances of more %bst:act
formal modéls.)' That is not to say‘that the évidenée here
put forgh (nor what is more likely, that the manner in which
it is put forth)_could not Eﬁ@used towards eValuatiné-the

merits of a particular model.

This dissertation is not a defense of Otherness and an

attack on Being. 1In its formulation, it asks whether
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propositions (that is, whether the steting of Being).form
the barrier which forbids crossing over a line which Being
seems to define, Otherness is used as an aid to help
clarify (sensuate may be a better term in that clarify may
already be saturated with tones‘from Ontology) this
question.

If otherness is (or seems) to be the formulation of a
super-ordinate theory, or another abstraction which‘includes
Being, then the formulation fails [although this does not
mean it is necessarily without value].

My starts-and stops, my stretching and probing with and

of language are a strategy of using the only avallable

language while not subscribing to its premlses.

Three Themes

I now present three themes which recur throughout the
oaper._ They represent a ba51c orlentatlon to ahd from the
material as well as offer up_questions which w111 be dealt
with. They do not represent an apriori'condltlon so much as
a continuing‘evolution of perspective which grows out of the
writing of this paﬁ%r. As such they were not written before

hand with thehhope of  proving them. They are a part of the

writihg itself and change as the project continues.
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1. In terms of law-ordering and classificatien and
chaos. and-disorder: \ §§

This paper (arrives at) (sets out from) an epistehology
of "spatialities™ and "journeys" where new relations between
people and world are yet to be forged. To know is to navigate
between local fragments of space, that is, to re]ect
generalities, classifications and the 8rderliness of law.
It means to adopt the pluralistic epistemology of a jourqey;
transport versus fixity. A l

No; the real is not cut up 1nto regular patterns,

it is sporadlc, spaces and times with stralts and

PasSeS..es Therefore I assume there are

'~ fluctuating tatters; 'I am looking for the passage

among tﬁese complicated cuttings. I believe, I see

that‘the state of things consists of islands sown

in archlpelagoes on the noisy, poorly—understood

disorder of the sea,".the emergence of sporadlc

rationalities that :are not ev1dent1y nor easily

linked.. (Serres 1980, p. 18)
An emphasis of this type rules.Out neither cohplexity nor
order although a new context may change the eomplexion of

each.

2. In terms of Opening:
In the human world of pereeption there is what we are

aware of and what we are not aware of; there is awareness
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and unawareness. Both domains are vast. Is it or should it
be our aim to make ghe latter into the former?

1f the world consists of the known and the unknown do
.these.two apparent opposites comprisé the possible or
experiential domain of experience? Have not the two notions
ruled out the unkhowable?

These three terms (known, unknown, unknowable) have
wcome from living. In the f}rst instance unknown was perhaps
*éisubtle distinction of thé‘ihOWn. It opened up a universe |

of thought (distanciated meaning) that was beyond articula;
tion prior to the distinction, before the distanciation. £
One did not solely grow out of the other nor did they solel&
grow out.of each other. The distinction made it possible to
delve into a newly opened realm. However, it quickly
becomes instituted in its own distancing;-it becomes
prescriptive. The'universe which Qés opened up still
remains open, ﬁowever the essence of the opening [used as &
verball, which is the important aspect, becomés forgotten in
a lust of techne; techne which is all that is left to carry
out the probabilistic‘explqping of the universe.

To maintain the spark of an opening [verbal, that.is,
used as a noun and as a verb] is doubly difficult because
the natural tendenc1es of words to distanciate and (self)—
institute have been further supported by physical
inétitutions in our present society. The separation has

been instituted into our social system. I am attempting to
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straddle language's own instituted functioning in order to

"allow sparks of opening to emerge. i

3. Le quotidien nous en livre‘chadge jour les bribes.
(Titus-Carmel 1978, p iv):
" Our daily context is an extensive doctrinal system. With
our present inscription into rationality, before we begin to
_examine alternatives which quest-ion rationality itself; the
quest 1tse1f must first be legltlmated by using arguments
and proofs based on principles and procedures whlch are
central to rationality itself;b
" As such there ie a constant barrage of sociai agd
political persuasion which necessarily infiltrates the
project. This Unceasing prodding reaches to the depths of
'the formulator and of his or her formulations. The aim of
the barrage is to convince the author of the folly and to
encourage a change to a rational course. However, this
is not always clear and as a method of last resort, the

formulating [verbal, includes the formulator and the

formulation] may be bought off.

My Méﬁhoa

My method, in a manner of epeaking, ie constitutive. I
speak now in reflectien; feflected for the writing was the
exploration, the point itself. When" the writing stopped, an

attempt to mdke sense or to search for guide posts was made
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post-facto. With'the post-facto work complete renewed
searchings began. In one sense then this reflection is not
realiy essential to what was writﬁen, for it was doné only
when the ‘real' doing was stopped. In another sense, the
reflection itself was an instant which was integrated into
the next surge forward. Thelformer is deceiving for it
reduces the gxploring experience; the accompanying sensevis
that what has now become manageable has incorporated the
whole of the experience. The latter ‘is deceiving_fpr there
is a tendency to think that the sign-posts which are placed
(found) in these reflections are an essential part of the
exploration. {This is only the case’of my individual explor-
ation. Different siganosts may serve the same ends or the
same sign—poéts may serve different ends. Also, different
signs will serve different individuals.]

- The constitutive has been arrived at through and by the
writing of this work. In that this péper has undexrgone
significaht chanée throughout its inception and explor-
ations’, the present notion,which\I have is a cu?mination of
my journey. In that it obscures that journey itéelf, it
deceives And misguides the reader.

What I call the constitutive is not apposéd to
"deconstrﬁctionism; in so much as the latter proposes to
continually call into question'the ground of being. In that
the latter“undercuts.the pillar of appropriated meaning, the

two bear resemblance. The constitutive also relies on that
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uncharted area of human ability which grasps various tales
(tails) of our endeavours, and with a sudden burst the woven
fabric is £hrust before our eyes before we were aware the
weaving had even begun; the ultimate priQate form has
already been constituted.

In an analogical manner, the body with its nutritive,
chemical and biological elements pro@uces a multifarious‘
mound of contours on each fingef which is private and
origina1; Irrshort, it is constituted. The element of the
constitutive which I wish to highlight here is that whiéh
somehow works td create thé ultimately individual. Does
each process involve a‘cagalogue of all previously created
finger prints; for how eise.to assure that this one will be
unique? Or is gach production the result of a little
understood law of the ﬁncertainty Principle? The‘element

which achieves this 'miraculous' production is one aspect of

what I have called the constitutive.



CHAPTER 1I1
Servicing Language
A stfategy isthe effort 6f taking what is given and of
marginalizing a previouslprobability in favour of a projec-
tion which'questions both. The queseion, or the position
which does this, ylelds a 51qn post which is a memorial to
the history of this new context as well as a 51gna1 of the

unknown which lies éhead. The strategy stands as a

relation, in the form of a ~uestion - of an opening, in

‘which the conjdnction‘of +he contexts yields a sign-post.

A strategy is easily confused with an attack where the
attack itself and the defeat of the_opponent ie the |
important thing. Here the strategy is an attempt to 6pen,
to lay bare as epgpssd to lay waste to. This is not an

attempﬁ to overthrow one view and replace it with another;

. nor is it an attempt to incorporate it into a larger whole.

‘The strategy employed here is a way of having sign-posts

show themselves.

How and where does language fit into a world which
calls us; a'calling which seems to grow ever more faint as
we grow older, as we grow in and through language? The
whole‘of this chapter is a strategy to explore the

characteristics of language in the hope of shedding.some

20
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/

light on the above question. This strategy separates |

language into two major aspects: a) how language has

oped in and with social structure; this I have called
"sdﬁéerVience", and b) what structures are inherent to

language and what is the resultant_effect on individuals;
ﬁéthis I have call "supraservience“.

In every day livihg with langque both, and perhaps
other, aspects co-occur in various degrees in varying
.situations according to the individual. These two sections
afe a étrategy to seek out sign-posts which ﬁhy be

highlighted in the perturbations which are bound to occur.

Subservience

£l

As an institution which has grown through a historical
| evolution, language belongs in certain historical

traditions. From the time of Sir Francis Bacon, the
predomindting tradition in the Western world has been one
concerned with differentiating and making things more exact.
This use of the mind is said to provide us with knowledge;
This knowledge then becomés the base of our power which is
what gives us control over the external. Since Fhat time
our language has follo&ed and evolved within this tradition.

The evolution of the term "logos" is a good example to
ijllustrate the eventual subscription Qf lanquage into the
conceptual system, the system which predominates'at present.

At the time of the Homeric epics, logos (also lego, legein)

NN
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was used to refer to quite a different meaniné.
1 know your valour and what you are, Why need
you speak (legesthai) of it? 1f now beside the
ships all the begt of us were to assemble
(legoimetha) ... (Homer, Lattimore trans., 1961,
p. 278) |
In thié passage from the Iliad, we see that its first occur-
rence bears its familiar meaning, to speak. Lattimore has

translated legoimetha as "to assemble" although . it can also

mean "to be gathered" or "to be collected". From this
passage we see that the term logos serves two ends; it
denotes both what gathers and what is gathered. It denotes
the principle of the arrangement (the abstract) as well as
the concrete thlngs arranged. The idea of’ gatherlng has not
been totally forgotten in modern English. It is still
evident in the word antho-logy;.a gathering together of the
most beautiful flowers. Modern Greek still uses logos as
the root for "gather” ahd "choose" (o‘leCXo and Jialexo)
one of the strengths of logos is hidden in its ability to
summon together things which lie in the masses.

At the time of Heracleitus the term "logos" was used to
suggest a continuous path; in particular, to describe a long
work or scroll which was just that. The style of writing in
the original fragments thch remain of Heracleitus,

pointedly suggest that he was speaking in the role of a



23

prophet who had a specially inspired truth to manifest to

his readers. This was common in his time.
The following logos, ever true, men are found
incapable of understanding, both before they hear
it and when they once have heard it. For although
all things take place in accordance with this
logos, they seém like people of no experience,
when they make experience of such words and deeds
as I set forth, distinguishing each according to
its nature and declaring how it is. But the rest
of men do not know what they are doing after they'
have awakened, just as they forget what they do

2 (Diogenes Laertius, 1909, p.44)

while they sleep.
Heracleitus is attempting to suggest what the true nature of
"words and deeds" is. He proclaims that all things take
placebaccording to this truth which he is asserting, yet men
seem unable to understand it even after it is made explicit.
‘He later points‘out that we should not look for analysis or
elucidation in this logos fOf it is written in the styie of
the oracle. ’

The Lord whose oracle is at Delphi neither

speaks nor conceals, but indicates. (Fragment

93, Freeman 1971, p. 31)
In an oracle one attempts to express the whole and

"indicate" or point out the truth.

While Heracleitus is concerned with pointing, us to the
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truth, 1n “two places he 1ssues warnlngs agalnst "learnlng
AMuch learnlng does not teach one to have
intellrgence; for it would have taughg Hesiodvand
Pythagoras,land again Xenophanes and-HecatanS;
(Fragment 40, Freeman 1971, p. 27) |
Pythagoras, son .of Mriesarchus, practised research

. most of all men, and making extracts from these
o . i
treatises he compiled a wisdom of his own, an

‘accumulation of learnlng, a harmful craft.
(Fragment 129, Freeman 1971, p. 33)

fAIthough almost contemporary with Heracleitus, perhaps’

only a<quarteerentury later, it was the sophists who
"expanded the notion of logos to mean cosmic Law r reason.
Protagoras is credited with being the first to say that

there are two contradlctory log01 or accounts about every—

'.thlng. ThlS is really a formal expres51on of the

Parmenldean doxa (appearance) which viewed the world of
e

plurallty and change in whlch people live as belng set up by

human cognltlon in a. contlnuallytchanglng way. The two

opp031te log01 come frofm this cognlzlng Aristotle3

’

understands this’ o contain a denial of . the flrst pr1nc1p1e

of demonstratlon, 51nce 1t allows the same thlng to be ‘and

>
*

not. to be as 1t appears in opposite ways to dlfferent
individuals. He also understands it to imply that things

are perceptible only when they are actually being perceived

f



- was coming to. mean reason through language.
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by the human senses. 'As a teaché;, Pfotagoras is said to
have taught the rhetorical and eristic art of making thea
weakey logos thebstronger. .That is, he could take the
accoﬁnt or sidé‘ of a ca'se‘ which appeargd weaker, gnd he
could make it appeét the strbngefyof‘the two.-‘

It seems to have been Antisthenes of.Athens (See Owens -

;1959) p. 177) who countered‘ﬁhé sophist doctrine of the. two

-

logoi. - He developed the notion of a single logos for eachy
thing by making everf#concépt so self-contained that it ‘

could only be predicated of one thing. It would thus be' the

" task of the wise to seek out this hidden ultimate law (law

57 ™~

meaning more than 'rule' here).

In later Greek thought, in particular in thé works of

~Plato and Aristotle, logos became associated with the

®

:operatiohs of understanding, the orderliness of experience

~and thevintelligent»use of assertioné. Over time the

summoning power of logos most often came-to be associated

with language. Aftérjall‘it was logos in the form of

o

'discourse and langUage that enab1éd humanity to develop. In

the Repﬁblic, for example, Plato recognizes language as the:

only proper vocation; gf‘{ektike‘(dia means through)
literally thrbugh or by means of logbs (legein)... Reason,
already a major’component of the meaning of -logos, became

further incorporated into language so that dialektike

8

" With the new émphasis on languagexlthe term logos
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was adopted by theology. It quickly'became associated with

~the word of God and evolved into The Word; the creative act

of the Almighty.

Logos had become language; language which would serve
a) to unlock the laws of the universe, and b) to‘unlock the
sp1r1tua1 1aws whlch ‘were to be 11ved Living, following
God's decree, and worklng - surviving by conquerlng nature -
were accomplished through logos (langmagi) which served the
underlying power of the law,, reason. LOgos was thus reédy
fOr the development of an emerging interest in controlling
the external ‘The development of scientific thought was to
find a useful handmaiden' in the follow1ng years.
3

Many of the hlstorlcal meanings of logos are.Yet left

as vestiges to modern society by the part they play in

Q
sustalnlng new usages of words. Logos is alive and well in
L,( )

modern Greek: loxoc = speech, loxoé.odut explanation or
aCcount; leyo = say, tell or speak, c"u’ncro ‘= gat‘her;
éitltro‘ = choose.  The Greek rad1ca1 occmrs as the stem to
such diverse English\words as lggal, lggend, elect, |
intellect, collect, legislate. | |

The. association of logos with»reason‘changed the former'
from being a riotion on%g;s own (tget of the cosmic Law in a

unrty;of consequence and causeY to a notion such that 1t

~ has been unable to shake its suhserV1ence to Reason. Logos

’ ) L \ . .
has become the servant to reason. The ‘manifestation of this

b
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subservience is seen in the prominence of "ologies" in

modern vocabularies; these are disciplines which can be

broufht into the light of reason through logos, through the

word The word works to bring out of experience that which
reason can be applied to in order to discover the knowable.
What is easy to miss in this development is that this
knowledge is defined by the power of reason which has been
curtailed (redefined) into a slave in order to proceed with
the definition. . |

The quest of this paper, statea in terms of this brief
sketch of logosf is to explore the originary experience in
its fullness in which humanity held its first encounter with

logos. Wlth a re- dlscovered understanding of logos as a way

" of living there is at least hope that reason may re-admlt

itself into its own advent and become its own historical

completion. '
- . In this poem, histo&iéblpf speakin® and gathering are

ghostly vestiges of a long.gbédition.

**legacy** .

Supraservience
Vygotsky (1962) concluded that there was no specific
4
interdependencé between theugehetic roots of thought and Ehe

word. However, there is a connection which originates,
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“

changes'andtgrows in the course of thevevolution of thinking

and speech /

By using word meaning as the unit of verbal thought he

was able to account for the developing change in word
content as well as the way reality is generalized and
refleeted in a word.

Word meanlngs are dynamlc rather than static

formatlons. They change also with the various ways

in which thought functions.

1f word meanings change in their inner

nature, then the relation of thought to word also

changes (p- 124)v
In. order to 1nvest1gate the dynamics of thlS relationship,
Vygotsky re- examlned the process of verbal thlnklng from the
first appearances of thought to 1ts formulation. He
distinguished a meanipgful, inner, semantic aspect of speech
from a phonetic, external aspect. Although these are

dlffe:@nt they form a single unity and each has its own laws

" of development. External speech begins as one word and

gradually progresses to more complex statements. The child

starts with a part and moves to the whole. In internal

'speech, the child,starts from the whole. It is a gradual

process to master the various semantic units, meanings of
words and to divide his formerly undifferentiated thought
into those units.

Although thought and word do not follow the same path,
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Vygotsky sees them as necessary elements for the other's
development. |
A ¢hild's thought, precisely becaﬁse it is born as
a dim,. amorphous whole, must find expression in a
éingle word. ... Thought undergoes many changes
as=it turns into speech. It does not merely find
_expression in speech; it finds its reality.
(p. 124)
What then is the developmental course which speech and
thought follow? How does it take place? Both Vygotskyvand
Bain see the beginnings of inner and external speech in
"that amorphous whole" where the child and adult are thrust
into a social dynamic. From this social colléctivé
activity, egocentric speech.bedins to emerge along two
separate paths. * The path leading to inner speech evolves
structural changes'and becomes ever more trunéated. Thus
speech for oneself originates through differentiation from
speech.im the social world. On the other hand égocéntric
speech also becomés gradua11y more elaborated tb serve
external communication.
Socrates
I told you that I was born several and that I
died one. Ehe child when it appears is a countléss
" crowd, which life reduces soon enough to a single

4

individual, the one who manifests himself and who
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dies. A multitude of Socrateses were born with
.me, from whom little by little the Socrates stood
out who was destined for the magistrates and the

hemlock. (valéry 1956, p. 109-110)

Said in more elegant terms, Valéry seemsAto be pointing to

the fact that it is only after experiencing life that one's

self finally emerges from the social being he poetically

labels the crowd. Vygotsky and Bain see this as taking

place as the result of developing ability to manipuiate

symbols and an evolving differentiation of egocentric speech

in an inner and outer form. Does growing through, by and

into a system of language leave an indelible trace on

impreséionable young humans? That is,

a)

b)

c)

As a ieéult of this growth, what-is the resulting
human structuring whicﬁ has taken place? One would not
expect this to be a ¢orrelationa1 effect but 1n more
general terms, what is the structure which is'placed on
us as a result of our particular evolution with
language?

Are there certain tendencies which are prevalént and
which one would”e%p§ct from an intimate associationl
with language?

What are the prejudices and biasés which are a part of

this system, as they are a part of any system?

d) How does it orient us to problems, provide us with a

built in frame of reference and stimulate certain types
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of questions to the exclusion of others?

Whether the Sapir—thrf proponents have anything to édd
at this point is debatable. They would suggest that the
particular syntactical and other language specific
properties play an important part in structuring the
individual. In its strong form, tbis seems to certainly
outstrip what we see, however, in a weaker case for
ﬁropensities of individuals within a culture, one cannot
,dgfinitively say. In any case this debate may be é moot
ﬁoint. It‘seems séfe‘to say that symbol manipulation is
imp tant for assuring éognitive develbpment. "There may be
a {;Zuctural résidué or.implicitﬁess from the particular
language learnt; however it seems more likely that laﬁguage
in géneral has a more direct role. . What Hs its implicit and
explicit demand?

The following suggested ansQers are distilled from
various authors and from the various professors. I have dealt
with. Perhaps more than others they reflect ideas in Luria,
Vygétsky and Bain. These suggestions are not put forwérd as
though they are invariant or as though they must, in |
principle, occur in every perSon; although they may. If
they do occur, it is assumed that it.will be in a context of

interaction and development.
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Language does influence our

32

cognition of reality,

put it is doubtful whether it is a one to one

correspondence, (Bain 1984,

v

Progertles and assocrated Feature

lecture)

The division of language into its immediately apparent

s is produced here as a

strategic aid; an aid to help illuminate those elus1ve 51gn

posts. The 1ayout is-not meant to be prescriptive but is a

skeleton whose purpose is to scar

e out other hidden

skeletons. In principle the formulatlon poses a questlon

. which we must consider if we are

The Properties listed on the

cons1dered essential to thHe funct

to explore ourselves.
following page 1 have

ioning of language as we

commonly use 3t today. These properties work together in

different combinations and in dif

fering degrees to give us

the great variety of”’ structures so common in our language.

History has placed a greater emph

asis on certaln properties,

and on certain features of these propertles, to the

exclusion of others. This process has left us with a

partlcular image of language and

I have viewed the use of lan

certaln soc1a1 structures.

guage to involve at least five

major areas. These areas, which seem to describe the co-

occurrence of the use of a word a
have called Properties. (The use

"property" is a strategy to have

nd various perspectives, I

of the labels and the term

sign-posts appear and

should not be seen as a statement proposing categoriesJ

-
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Although they appear Eo be distinct as they are presented
here, in practice,Athey work together in greater or lesser
degrees according to the individual and/or the social |
institutions bearing on the language at the time. Briéfly,
these are:

a) a Generalizing Property which arranges things
énd events in an ever higher oréer of
inclusiveness.

b) an Instituting Property describes the tendency
of words to self;reify. Words tend to become
things and take on a life of their own.
Fﬁrther more, the process itself evolves its
own~momentum.

c) The Negative Property describes the use of
language which helps us to seemingly deny the
being of a thing; for example) red not red.

d) The Ordering Property describes the notibn that
by using words we string things andvevents into
a 1ine§£:pic£ure which\ma§/or may not represent
our. ekperience.

e)_The Gathering Property aims to include the
notion that the use of a wo;d focuses; it
collecfs more or less overtly, cerE?in
eiements of béing. This implies that there

is also an exclusion.
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[

Some generalizing goes on in all language use. It is

an action which separates (distances) us from the
exﬁeriential milieu. Developmentally, it was the increased
generalization within a social sphere which led to the
separatlon of soc1a1 speech and 1nterna1 dlalogue. As a
mature ‘adult, dlstanCLatlon is but one feature in the

%

complex use of language. At times d1stanc1atlon acts like

an essential property of language; at others as an optlonali

choice. It is particularly a feature of scholarly work and,

in general, it is an-integral feature of reflective language.

The 1ntegrat10n of dlstanc1atlon into a rule of
generalization has been one of the contributing factors in
the rise of science. Distanciation, however, is not equally
présent in all uses of language. One is minimally
distanciated when engrossédvin a novel, or when rapidly
sketch%ng down a-spawnicg idca. In these cases tﬁe
language has become a part of the participative event.

In attempting to understand the influence of the

Instituting Property, it is not possible to separate out

absolutely the social influence from the language influence.
- guffice it to say that they are in a symbictic relationship.
In‘social speech word reif%cation varies in degree according
to the topic and the scttiné. 'It'is essentially present
through social cues such as in word-plays and in forms of

humour which make processes and acts (especially sexual

3

ST

-
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acts) into objects. Word reification i® a1so an integral
part of archaisms and of words which have survived in
slightly altered form. Although important, rgification is
not the dominating property of language in most social
speech. In certain settinés, however, this essential
" feature of the Instituting Property reaches its maximum
development. In areas of medicine and séientific research,
in particular, the word's most important function is
considereé to be naming; the ultimate reification. For a
scientific community which was able to concentrate the
Generalizing Property into a refined tool, naming has become
a crucial adjunét and useful hand-maiden. Used together
these first two Properties of Languagé have been redefined
in a manner which rules out and confuses several Features
of 1énguage. |

It is é mistake to be taken wfth the naming aspect of .
wbrds. The naming which takes place in science is an
extreme case of instituting (of the Instituting Property).
The structure and Property are sharpened to maximize the
self-instituting and self-reifying tendencies of language.
To further enshrine naming, social, physical and political
institutions@ave been established which also support and
encourage this naming. Naming ‘is the extreme component of a
reification that has instituted itself. As a property words
do not name. This ,is not to say that there is no

identifying or no labeliing when we use language. 'There is
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a natural aspect of logos which gathers. In this sense of
gathering the word can be cohsidered to identify or'label.
This is different than the identifying or labeling
associated with naming. This will be_more.clearly explained
in the next paragraph.

Another essential Property of language is to gather
together various threads into a graspable unit. Words them-
selves focus. We must remember that fhe focusing, the
focussed and what holds the two are aspects of a given
meaning. Although.at first this is easily confused with

naming, the Gatggring Property of itself does not bear the

characteristic to move constantly toward instituting. The
Gathering Property whimsically gathers and then gatheré anew
in free-association. In identifying logos with language the
Greeks made a fundamentally sound description of this one
Property of languagé.A In applying the noti@n of .logos which
was in use by the early Greeks, both the gathering and the
gathered were assimilated into the word. This is an
essential property of words; _ the gathering property of
words. Through a'historical-évoiution of use, two things
happened which make the association of logos and the word
less useful: a) the notion of logos has been narrowed to
~mean a summoning governed,byllaw or reason, and b) logos was
mlstakenly seen as the only Property of language. _From the
perspectlve of this paper then,ﬁnamlng is a signal of a

process-gone awry, or at least a signal of a process gone to
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an extreme. First, it suggests a place to begin questioning
for there is a likelihood that it repreébnts an excess
within the language system. Secondly, it signals'bpilt in
instituting within a largely opaque institution.

What I have called the Negating Property of Language is

more oppressive when combined with other Properties or wi&h
social histories which have incorporated Negation into a
formal struqture. There is a tendency for it to be
exclusive instead of’inclusive; to exclude the possibility
of what is beyond ins£ead of seeing it as an aid to expand

our vision., For eﬁample, in the case of being versus not

being, we tend to forget to look for otherness or trace.

Awareness of the f(;; of Negating and of the formal

properties into
the best defense adWst inscription.
By using words in sentences we are left with a linear

string. This I have call the Ordering Property. It appears

és though we have little choice in this matter. It is thus
important to determine whether the linearity is an attribute
of what is being talked about or justhof the language. The
very nature of linearity makes it particularly unsuited to
expressing experiential events or simultaneous wholes.

While there are several strategies at the level of the
sentence which can help draw attention to the fact that the

linearity is not to be ascribed to the meaning, these are

»
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not extremelf'effectivevin longer works. '%he-one area which -
seems to hgve some‘sucoess in overcoming this is poetry,f
where the structure (both syntactic and linear) is
'manipulgted in order to convey the point; manipulé;ed to;éo
beYond the Ordering Property. Even in poetry,_howe&er, it"

' is questionabie how effective thiS‘is in long works.

These Properties with their corresponding‘features show
~that™ language is an 1ntegra1 "elemerit w1th1n -the soc1a1
system.l Any structure in the soolal sphere wil? encodrage
'or‘drscourage a‘development within the natural tendencies of
1an;uage.: Of the‘five Properties, it'is‘surprising to see
how few contain absolute aprioriystructure with théir use:-
a) an orderlng whlch we can partlally draw attention to;

g b) there must be some gatherlng, an ipherent logos, at the
“word level, yet this can be din free a55001at10n, c) some -
dlstanc1at10n is entalled, yet thls can be mlnlmlzed‘by
placing: the language and thenspeaker within a part1c1pat1ve,
' event. When these’or othervfeatures are formallzed ‘into
5001a1 life and 1nternallzed into soc1a1 history, the

/

coercrve structurlng nature of 1anguage becomes much more

<5

pronounced. R v

It is through the use of symbols, largely of ganguage,
that the developlng human dlstances hlm/herself from an ™
fengulflng 5001a1 world and emerges into a self. The quest_j
of thlS paper stated in terms of the suggfseﬁwlence of

language is: How do- we go beyond that %thCh has. brought us

i
i

i
i
!
|
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into our own flourishing being? Symbols have pushed us into

our being, yet we must now strive to attain ourselves by

- overcoming those same social synmbols.

]

1 ’ /7 ]

- Conclusion o . ‘ | .

I have attempted to sketch briefly how language, as we
uéevit} in its enslavement to a system (in this case
enslavement to reason although in other historical -

traditions'it has served'the mythic, the magical, etc.) and

‘w1th what at this time seems to be ‘its 1nherent

characterlstlcs,kleads to a tyranny over the 1nd1v1dua1

‘The strategy of separating the social aspects of
language from its internal structure, has opened séveral

options which have the potential to act as guide—markérs in

" a guest to go pbeyond our language. . First, where the

proliferation of "ologies” represents a redefinition of.
"logos", we must ask what social structures, what pOlltha1~
powers and what economies are serq’g‘ As a corollary, how
does this 1nf1uence how people live in the wor1d° ,Second,

where partlcular propertles of language 1mpose thelr,

~structure onfto an individual's view of the world and of him

t

or herself in the world, we should ask what ‘alternate
empﬁasis would enrich individual experiences; :
i
-The historical tradltlon which happens to predomlnate

in modern western soc1et1es has placed an increasing
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emphasis on language, systems of propositions and
‘predlcatlon, and the political and social sancthnlng of
knowledge which accrues as a result of that emphasis. Th1Sf
takes plase to the é;clusion of other forms of knowledge and
invalidates their investigation.

Can we, by looking at‘&hat language gives us in-terms
of supra and subserv1ence, examine p0551b111t1es which
. cannot otherw1se be seen within existing societally
sanctloned knowledge"w Can we use this same societally

evolved 1anguage to'po;nt beyond itself?



CHAPTER I11I

STITUERE-

} Marcel Proust upon the‘faste of a madeleine diﬁped in

his tea...

—_—
A

imméééétg}y & old grey house on the street,
.where\heg ?’f.’“as (his aunt's), came.... to fuse
itself with the little pavilion in the garden...;
‘and with the house, the town, from ‘morning ‘to
evening and for all time, the square where I was
Septrbefbre lunch, the streets where I r"'an_u1

"errands, ... all take on form and solidity, town'”

+

and gardens, all have come out of my cup of:téa.
(vol 1,'1954, p. 44-48)
It is not possible to dd justice te Proust's prior eruption
of experience by simply analysipg his language. To search i
within the talkiq? or in the tea is to search in Vain; o
possibility is the grdund of each. The tea speaks yet the
speaking ;ests on the possibility (not-a noun) which is

prior.

4

Possibility and Stituere e
g c"

In using the term possibility to point te a.

groundedness of being and otherness (other than being and

41



42
, _ ¢
other than not- belng), 1 have withheld 1t from deflnltlon.
To define it would returr it to the realm of the 1nst1tuted
(stituere - to set up); .to set it up on/in the principle
. which is already there. It is in the noun form that this
* notion of institute'is most evident, 'the inétitUte'. Yet
7‘{ stituere need not only be instituted. It ean’also be con-
stituted;'put together in that which is yours, ptivate. To
constitute the world is to glve expression to one's self-
possmbillty; it is not expre551on according to external g?_m
pfinciple. In a world where the tendency is to apply
language: to experience; it is easy for possibility to become
probability. To live in a world &f probability is to live
in the 1nst1tuted, for probabllLty is that which is there
already, by pr1n01p1e, it is the ground of being alreadz
articulated. That ‘which could have been constltuted is left
merely to be 1nst1tuted for the energy of being has already
reached expression - the probabl&. The call of the world |
wh1ch is grounded in its possibility is now reduged to a
'cOmmand grounded in the,lnstltuted.
The instituted then proceeds to treat, te institute,
.its own'histoiy; history is our instituted form of what
p;obably‘ was. We then ha\fe an ordentation to a world

which defines itself as well as its own history. This

orientation
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produces a table of diverse, complex
probabilities, always .bounhd to 1local
circumstances, weighted with a coefficient of .
facticity ...(Merleau-Ponty, 1970,~p. 44)
The "locéllcircumstances" are bound to the defining
principle of the instituting; in a similar manner, a question
already prejddiées a response. The coefficient reptesénts
the change or process by whicﬁ the possibility has become
probable in producing what is then regarded as fact. (The
defiﬁition‘of fact is simply a re-affirmation of the
instituting~prihciple.) | "
| Th&é fhe instituted subject exists between others

and myself, between me and myself, like a’hinge/

the consequence'and the gﬁa;antee of our beionging

to a common world. (Merleau-Ponty, 1970, p. 40) |
I interpret this to mean that the.institution is adivision
of one's self and of the other so that there is an
instituted self and én ihstituted othér between self and
other. It is in this institﬁted creation that the
commonness of_thé world appears. It.is the_"institution";
the principle, which as the hinge, predicates‘self; the.
other and our life in a common wor ld. While the instituted
perhaps makes our public lives a reality, it has also
infiltrated oﬁr private_lives. It is perhaps time to also
‘heed the call of the world; time to explore the realm of the

constituted in the context of what is human.
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Instituted word meaning

The institution of language is itself a’statement about
what is exceptional and whatuis not exceptional; what is
there by principle and what does not seem to follow
principle. That is, language points not to the whole of
experience but to the place where agreement may be found.

To the extent that the common (nop-exceptlonal; the
instituted) characteristics 'stand out; thus consensus can
be reached. That I can find these common characteristicgzis
,exceptlonal, exceptional because, of all the difference 1n
the world, sameness, apparent harmony in a chaotic unva?Se
has been agreed ypon. When I use the werd I exploit this
exceptionality, this sameness, this identity.

When I say that something is red or green, I am saying~
that 1 prefer to talk to‘its redness or greenness as opposed
to the other coloef g;eracteristics. This is the non-

A exceptional - the rule of the institution. When I use the
words I draw attention to that particular aspect. It should
not be a statement to exelﬁde the other qualities (of
colour) which‘ere exhibitgd. In that one‘colour gets its
gquality from the others. whether preseht er not present, the
total visible spectrum ic stated more or less overtly in a-

single statement of colcu 1 can draw attention to these

other aspects as well, ye¢ the interest of self
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'maintenance, language tends to hide thisf ,The "red" object
is also describable in terms of its "blueness."

colour, example one
The dives were shorter.now, more suited to her
preath-holding ability, and interspersed with
_ periods of just floating on the su:féce, breathing
through the'snorkelJand watching Antoine dive down
past the steep ciiff face~9f/£he reef. In‘this
silent and hauntingly beadtiful world, time seemed
toliose meanihguénd ;Prds'seemed to 1lose

significahce.Pink, purple, indigo, silver, green
N
2

. S0 ’ '

- the names seemed too pale to describe the coral
castles; Drifts of many-hued fish . floated by, and
sunlight, catching on their scales, splintered

into rainbows...

._golduri example two
Thiﬁvdgftke same description but the colours
" are made overt only through blue. - 1 have

changed only .the colou:s.
The dives were shorter now, more sui;ed to her
preath-holding ability, and interspersed with
periods of just floating on thé surface, breathihg
through the snorkel. and watching'Antoine dive down
past the steep cl1iff face of .the reef. In this

‘silent and hauntingly peautiful world, time seemed

L4
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to lose meaning an¢ words seemed to 1lose

significance. Words seemed almost too fleeting to,

describe the coral castles of the reef; those with

the slightest trace of delicate blue - softsubtle

... the blue we use with baby girls; Tyrian

‘fringed and régal;copuignt satqration of its ‘total

essence; showers of glimmering speckles obscuring

the tope behind their brilliance;‘a hidden blue,

searching for its fulfillment, like that of

unripened fruit. Drifts of many-hued fish floated

by, and sunlight, catchinglon their scales,

splintered into rainbows.

The description in the second paragraph signals only in
relation to the colour blue. It is -a different description,
yet the scene described is the same. 'Augﬁt it change as
well? Ina sbciety which used only blue as its referent for
all colours, the words elicit an agreed upon (non-
exceptional) understanding, as does our usevpf various
colour labels. What this example underscdres is that the
"agreed upons", the<"non—excéptioﬁalsm are different. The
one description implies the other, although the words a)
detract from the whole gestalt, and b) render to the
background its own implications in favour of non- exceptlonal
meaning. = This is more than a problem of quibbling over
words. One may like to argue the casevfor the colour

petween blue and yellow, a bluish-yellow, as being another
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possible'lexical entry for "green". We can also really

produce "reddish-yellow" by mixing red and yeilow. Yet, when
one sees the colour for "reddish-
green" (that colour between red
and green) we are not able td
recognize immédiétely its
"ishness". The problem calls up a

founding:prejudice of the institution of language. (See

Wittgenstein 1981, Second Edition, notes 315-371.)

Paul‘Valéry also issues us a caution lestlwe be caught
in this WQE of 1anguage7 |

The preexistence of words... restricts, in the

germ itéelf (emphasis added), our mental produc-

tion... ‘shapes this thought more than it expresses

it and even develops it in a different direq}ion

from the initial one (1976), Cw
Further on he says that our nature leads us to believe that
"what cannot be said, and weil said, does not exist.”
Finally, in the abridgment of Judith Robinson:

Men have iﬁfinitélﬁ more trust in ideas

consecrated by language than.those, often much

more important that remain to be discovered above

and beyond all familiar words. (1963)

As Homo Logquens, language holds a special place in our
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lives, yet through use we easily become indoctrinated.
Ideas are discovered, created and re-created into a new
existence; one which is someﬁimes a miscreation, at other
times it is a genuinely new,symbolic form, but more
typically a simple reinstitution of the old. From a
perspective where such ideas are viewed through language
these "experiences brutes" (literally unworked, primigive,
vulgar) cannot be admitted directly. Firsf they mdst be
consecrated, consecrated by canonical law (the laws of
language, both structural and historical). The price'ye »
sacramentarians pay is to mold brute experience into an
historical edifice. The conditions for consecration then
pecome the standard to which egperiencés must attesf in
order to be éranted exXistence.

Beyond or Nowhere5~(Réadings which almost point a way out

of stituere; Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty,
Levinas.)

In the works of Martin Heidegger, Maurice Merleau-Ponty
and Emmanuel Levinas® 1 have seen the beginnings of a
direction which may prove fruitful in the exploration of the
calling of the world, of the eruption of Proust's experience
~in his cup of tea. This.new direction offers the hope of
going beyond the structures which”language, tﬁrough chial
institutions and its inherent pfoperties, seems to dictate.
The explbrations in the works of these authors are sometimes

more and sometimes less overtly expressed; however, 1 feel
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that there is a glimpse of.a path to our psoblem.

1 take the nopioﬁs crystallized in'these works and
within the larger context of the other two authofs, develop
their notiohs along the lines of this paper. In what ’
immediately follows, I trace only that development which 1"”
pears directly on the discussion in this papér. Irhave
included information which may be necessary for ayﬁ&ller
understanding through a series of notes. This waémdone in
\-order £Q maintain the central thrust and style of my

writing. My intent is not to distort or hide the

development in these works.

Saying. It is within the mystery of "saying" that one
is appropriated to_meaning; saying as a constant "coming
into" (this also inclﬁdes coming intc s- nething); saying

which is not only "about" language bu: also "of" language in
e, s 4

N

its essence. Concomitant with this appropriation of

o

coming into of saying is the4demand of "coming into"; tﬁgxha_
cla;ming of its due; the carrying éut‘gf its éuthority. Inu
the coming into of saying we live with an unhearable. The
mystery of the saying is that, that which yields us meaning
and also that which makes meaning unhearable. R
To listen to the saying is not as easy as simply tuning
in one's ears. Saying is experienfial yet figurative and we
must be wary of the pitfalls‘which prevenﬁ us from encoun-¢

tering the mystery. The language which we use is individual
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as well as the result of a larger social history. These two
factors influence how words speak, and, therefore, encourage
or discourage whether "saying" becomes apparent. Heidegger
counsels us to avoid the language of "scientific
dlssertatlon because the movement to queﬂtlbn, within.thet
form itself, can easily make—lnto things. ' This then hides
the saylng(I use the term saylng to mean the possibility of
all parts of speech, as a $erb, as a noun, as an adjective,
etc., as well as silence). I

I: Speaking about 1angeage turns language

almost inevitably into an object.

J: And then its reality vanishes. (i97r,p. 50)
'That.is, once we are.speaking from language we can only be
caught in a'reality where languege has objects speak;
objects can only speak about language.”(It must be about it

because it is the axiom which reallzes the speaking-about.)

This speaking about or from, precludes. the’ whole'of SKYING »

1ook for the region where the essentlal gelng of sayiﬁg 1s

.y
b

at home. Using language is a speaking, gée'gspeaklng«almost
S

always obscures saying. In a sense the§§2

saying - saying is the 'raison d'étre';én‘the 1mpulse whlch
thrusts it forth, - as is the 511ence ?lso of saylng
- . Z" L . .
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yet, in normal habit the speaking quickly speaks from and

this obscures both the speaking of and the silence of saying.

An Example: Tha;e is a painting-

i) there is a second painting which in
its doing reaches to the originary
impulse for the first painting;

ii) there is another second painting
which stands as a painting about
the first painting. This can be a
variation on colour, form, theme,
gtc:
The first is an attémpted speaking of; the second is a

N

speaking about or from.

In our ordinary spegking, we usually hear only the
speaking; that is, we take up a position above language;
that is, there is only a speaking from language. Heidegger
comments: "A.speaking from could only be a dialogue." This
form of dialogue leadséﬁo'ggialoguehw"where thevfébgtion of
the message and the messgég—bearer prevails" (1971, p. 51).7

In an originary notion of dialogue, dialogue is appro-
priated to saying; it is brought about by SAYING; it ié OF
language not solely about 1it.

This has radically changed our notion of dialogue - so

much so that it becomes incorrect to say 'what dialogue is'.

our notion of dialogue has been de-institutionalized and 1is

P
h
g
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constituted out‘of saying. Saylng is elevated 1nto‘the a
'pr10r1 condition. of d1alogue - perhaps more than "condltlon
| f"y* saylng in some sehse 1s ‘true' dlalogue,.or samply
dlalogue. To talk or wrlte about, is to be caudht often ln
-language-—detalllng objects and we are left in our own

obnox1ous chatter. “Silence, too, as comlng of saylng can

* be- authentlc saylng silent srlence saying.

Addre851ng the Beyond I am able to address myself to
‘that world whlch beglns anew each mornlng as I(:pen my eyes.
>Q(I w1sh to use the word address in 1tS'fullest sense;

‘1ncorporat1ng three shades of meanlng, a) to direct my -
.ﬂcspeech to, b) to direct as from,my-place of dwelllng (both

'1n and of the world), c) to direct my manner, my conduct.s)
The)tenor and flavour of thls addre551ng unknoWin&ly seep
rlnto the aspects of the- faces and landscapes I see} ~also

hese same aspected faces ‘and landscapes make me a certain
manner of being a man, 1nfused into life. Thls address is
'the place I inhabit in the world and where I shomey self
‘poth in and of the WOrld. (In Heldegger s terms it would be
vgrgm and of the worldJ Our address situates us within a
“"more muted relationship w1th the world" (Merleau Ponty

: J .
1968, p. 35)9 Thls address 51tuates us .- 1n thev"openness'

upon the world" whlch is beyond a reflectlve turn. Beyond
‘ln prlor 1ty (that is temporally prlor) and also beyond An

“that an attempt to re—address the world through the

Ey
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,reflection makes it immediately into>a different address.

It is no longer prior but post.

1 should say that there was 4 B2 thing perceived and

an openness upon: this thing “the reflection
has neutrallzed and transformed 1nto perceptlon—;
‘reflected—on and thing- percelned—w1th1n—a perceptlon—'
reflected on. (Merleau—Ponty 1968, p. 38)
;Merleau -Ponty ‘sees thls as p01nt1ng out the nece551ty of an
'operatlon other than the conver51on to reflection (above
called address), one more- fundamental, a sort of "hyper-
reflection (sUr-reflex1on)"; The task of thls addres51ng,
of this hyper-reflection-is to speak ' RIS
not aqcordlng to the 1aw of the word-meanlngs inherent
in the ‘given language, but with a perhaps difficult
effort that uses the SLgnlflcatlons of words to{/
‘Aexpress, beyond themselves, our mute contact w1th the
| thlngs, when they are not yet sald. (1968,,p;j38)
The’address is where we hust‘seek the secretwof‘our.percep—'
tual bond w1th the world in order to state, in words not
accordlng to thelr pre- establlshed 51gn1f1cat1on, an at
,least preloglcal bond.f
In order to address the thlngs themselves, in order to
av01d a de51gnat10n wh1ch always ends in p051t1v1ty,
Merleau-Ponty first pur1f1es theoretlcally the notlon of
"subject1v1ty Thege 1s no egop no—consc1ousness w1thout

K]

inhabitant. It is ‘not the reVerse of the body It is the
. , kg >

.
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void; it is nothing, nothingnﬂésiwhich needs the plenitude
of\f world to bear its emptlness.' The world on the other
hand, as Being, 1s Absolute plenltude and positivity.
With me as negat1v1ty and the world as p051t1V1ty we cannot
‘interact. I go to meet-a massive plenltude. between it anda
’ mYSelf there is ne p01nt of encounter or of reflection. It is
Be;ng and I am nothlng. I and It areoabsolutely forelgn.
in attempting to use words to give us some idea of the
Nothi‘_ng'ness, yet at the same time trying to avoid it as an
"object of thought", ﬁerieau-Pqnty,squests that nothingness
i ,“‘ N
¢ a lack of belng, but at the same time a flssure that
deepens in the exact measure that 1t is f111ed. (1968,
p.53)
;w  The 'thlsness which is before me, and whlch seems to
stuff 1ts mass 1nto the v01d, can be sen51b1e only if 1t is the

nothlng separatlng me from it. 1In as much asthe mass is put °

before me tﬁe nothlng that:[a U*s determ1ned.~

As Nothlng has no point of contact w1th Being, so Nothlnd
has absolute contact with Nothln;. Other 1pse s (other For-
'1tse1f s) are first seen but not contacted, for from my perspec-
tive they are seen AS the belng'whlch is situating around the
fissure of Nothing, which they are. Yet/ where do 1 see other s
1pses 's (other For Itself s)’ In thelr Nothingness. It'is-not‘

id
somewhere nor anywhere that I see Nothlngness for that is ‘where”
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Being, whlch I can never be, is. I see ndthingness,’nowhere.
Merleau-Ponty sees our task to be to descrlbe out
'relatlon to the world. ” ‘
‘not as an openness of nothlngness upon belng,
but‘51mp1y,as openness: it 1s through openness that
‘we will be able totunderstand being and nothlng—
ness, not through bein; and nothinonessvthat‘we
will be able to understand openness. (1968, p. 99)
This openness means thatﬁf visit Being in-itselfk ﬁhe”
distance, the fissnre, which renains in front of me even in
openness'is beoause’of nothingness. As I try to cross this‘
distance so it is formed vlf | S B o
The openness upon the world 1mp11es that the world be
and remain a\horlzon, not because my vision would push
the world back beyond itself, but because somehow he»s
who ‘sees it is of it and is in it. (1968, p. 100)
*Thoughts af; the vehicle of a relation to Being. The
-relation of Nothing to a situation and a body'are a relation of
| éeing . ‘ r\&"
In using the, term_"Nothlngness ' Merleau-Ponty was able
to-draw on the work of Sartre 1n "Iﬂetre et le neant" win4
an- 1ntu1t1ve grasp, he was quCk to realize thefslgnlfrcance

=

- of this development and expfored -many of:its p0851b111t1es,"

a5 u .
especially his crlthuV@gf %%e restrictions of reflectlon.10
This notion, however, dontains two aspects wh1ch are ea511y

confused; First, the notion qf nothingnegs as absolnte not-

] - e e
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‘what is beyond. Second, that this can be glimpsed or

in some Way dealt with by applying the linguistic property

of negation to Being. That is, we have both definition and -

attribution by way of. negation.

It is by no means clear that this is or should be the

-CcaSe.

This' may have peen one of the reasons that the 1n51ght
A

vy

seems to be -lost 1ater on in "The Visible and the

Invisible". Towards the end of the section on Nothlngness

(1968,

circa, p. _64) Merleau Ponty seems to have lost sight

/Sl .
of h&slﬁarller cautions. He is slipping into, or at least

krleadlng the reader to slip into, an’ abyss of being which is

‘fa re-defining of "Nothing". Now the juxtapositioning of
Being and Nothing seems to pecome the whole. 1In the

‘confusion he seems: to reconstruct the being/non-being

ﬂlchotomy and return to the hold of belng. , , o

The cloudiness of expre851on leads to two dlfferemt

\

types ofﬁékploration.’ At tlmes we wonder whether what is

meant is simply "negativity“, as he often slips into using

this word. HoweVer, the aspect which does come ‘through in

_places,
babeyond
.freduee

. own can have ‘(not-have) its own characteristics (non-ghArac-

is that Nothlngness is not just negatlon, it is
Being. fTo reduce this notion to negation is to

nothin@néss to a shadow of Being. Nothingness oh?@ts

Y

terlstlcs) . The words he&ie the difficulty of language.

" The use of the negatlve is to point beyond, away from beih@,

e
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not to the defining of nothingness in terms gf negation.
The task facing us noﬁ, is to search ouﬁ'ways of exploring

this nothingness.

=N

Otﬁérness. For Levinas "transcendence is passing over
to being's other, otherwise than being. .Not to be

otherwisey*but otherwise than being"(1978,p.3). The

statement of beingis other, of the otherwise than being,
claims to state a difference over and beyond thaﬁ which
separates being from nothingness - the very difference of
the beyond, the difference of transéendence. This is a
resurrection of one of the meanings of "nothingness" which
Merleau-Ponty developed.11 ; |
I feei that it is a major contribution to return

the notion of "nothingness" to a forum for thought. Not
only has it returhed, but it has been sharpenea and focussed
in the expression "Other fhan Béing?. In the brief discus-
.sion of Levinas which-follbws,:[ha?e dealt only with his
~woik on "other than being" as it directly concerns language,
in partichlar "saying". In this regard he shows strong
‘agreément with Merleau-Ponty and Heidegger.12 :

Is not the inescapable fate in which being immedi-
 ate1y includes theﬂstatement of being's other not
dle to the hold the said has over the saxing, to
the oracle in which the said is ihmobilizéd?gﬁﬁ@?S,

'p. 5)
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| Saying is not a game. Saying is prior'in time to the
verbai signs it conjugates; it is prior to linguistic
systerhs; it can be thou|ght of as a foreword which comes
before the text ef languages. it is the original or better,
the preFOriginal,'what is put forth in the foreword. (Pre-
original) saying sets forth an order more grave than being
and antecedent to it. This is not to say that 1anguage is
‘devoid of this pre-original-saying; |
‘Pre:briginal saying does move into a language in
whieh saying and £aid are correlative of one
.another,‘and/the saying is subordinated to itst
theme. (Levinas 1981, p. 6) Q
In saying as said everything (Being) is put before us.
By subordinating the saying to the said IvhaVe allewed
expression in Being to burst forth. Behind every statement
of beihg as being, the,saying overflows the very being it
thematizes in its stating. | '
Levinas pdints to Otherness, or. beyond being, in
terms of sayihg; a saying priorﬁto language but without
which no language as a tr;nsmiésieg of messages wquld be -
possible. This is an attempt to point to a.way of thinking
and expression which sees beyond being and which does not
re%uce saying to. said and all sense to 1ntere§t. From this )

perspectlve, this paper is an attempt to apprehend otherness

%

(other than bel%*bﬁ Althoughzhldden and, therefore,

H

contextually altered in its reflectlon of the

g \ﬂ‘ﬂ N e ‘-. N ‘ T':J»;

o o G ..u,
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conspicuousness of Bei Otherness is shown in Being.

Language permits us to utter, be it by betrayal,

\

this outside of Being, this ex-ception to

being, as though being's other were an event of

Being. (Levinas 1981, p. 6)

;.. We seek otherness (otherwise than Being) yet as soon as
niﬁ*is conveyed before us, its mahifestatioh in and by the |
said dominates the?aning which is the force of the stating.
This "otherness™ is already in the'saying_which must be
unsaid in order faor the possibility of seeing it in the said
to remain.

Although 1t is inconspicuous in the said, we begln our
seafch at a place close to the fissure. In some word' we
must seek an opening ontolfiseure;l we will then be
confronting‘the word in its saying with both ite Being'ahd
otherness. We must seek the opening where the rightful
power of saying exceeds the said. |

' . > -

In the works of these authors was an attempt:to deal
with an aspect of living, of experience' which is not dealt
with in the usual realm of ideas, reflectlon, etc. The same
gllmpse was manlfested varlously in the terms "Nothlngness '
"Saying" and "Oother than Being". In these three terms

we find another level of support for a new investigation

into the. call of the world. There are also suggestlons,



60

almost exclusively in terms of what is not included in the

hotion, and cautions which may aid the quest. Towards

>

otherness ...



CHAPTER IV

ANALEPTICS

The Mark of Language

Growinhg through, by and into a system of language
leaves an indelible trace on the deVeldping cqgnitive°
structure of young humans. What does such a trace look
’like?b In this regard our sémewhat futile attempts to teach
apes natural human language'ié illustrative.

Although there is no evidence_tb suggest that apes can '
learn natural human language, they have been able to learn
how to manipulate a simplistic set of»symbols. The 1nter—
_esting resuit was not an expected pért of the language
teaching -program. . It seems that langugge-traingd apes
exhibit a characteristic in Equivalent Matching which non
language-traihed apes do not exhibit (See Dr. David
'Primack). Specifically,bthe language trained apes were able
}to'qﬁage 1/2 an apple the same as 1/2 a cylinder of qater;

they also judged 2 balls the same as 2 chairs. While the

non language- tralned apes were able to match 1/2 an apple
w1th another 1/2 of an apple or. l/2aacy11nder of water w1th
another 1/2vcy11nder of water, they were unable to perform
corféctly in the ‘examples above. That is-to say that the

- 3 .
language—trained'qpes were able to make a judgement which

61
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seemed to be based on a description of the object instead of

solely on its appearance. It seems as though another level
bf distinction has been integrated into the cognitive

. functioning of these language—trained apes. This lewvel of
operation Was not available to the non language—trainéd G
apes.

Oour particular social structurms-rewards and in
fact often only acknowledges actions which are based on
decisions of language. Our tests. of intélligence, the move
up the social hierarchy, the development of trade and
commerce and education in general are all based on a
selective group of skills that require us to make judgments
based on information which can only be gained by resorting
ﬁo language. It often seems necessary to formulate things
into language or th%y somehow ;emain not quité good enough..
Words invite us to work ang re-work. What we re—work is
qually not the original impulse for the work but instead
the.WOrded, and thus changed, idea. Researéh then has a
tendency to take on aspects of the symbols insteqd_of
aspects ofAthe living being researched. Thus, we are
quickly removed frém the origiﬂary. |

When we say something, when we speak or write.words, we
fall sﬁort of the experience we are expressing. The
empﬁasis of our social structure encourages ﬁs to ignore
this gap between the experience and the description. It

encourages us to pursue only those things which have
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resulted frdm and in the articulation.

It is a mistake to think that only the sense of the
words is important. Since it is easy to'cénfuse or
integrate the notions of thought and language, the notion of
what is behind the words, the possibility, is quickly
forgotten. Do we not have at first a creative thought? It -
must bé granted that as the thoughtkgrogresses it is brought
to fruition by and through language. The language has made
the thought into something it would not have been
(attribution of’social structures, historical overtones,
etc). This is not to say that it could come about without

ianguage. Although thought and language interweave and grow

e

together, this does not mean that they are the same thing.
To bring a new emphasis, a new awareness, to aspects of
language, will also have the thought develop in a different
manher.

In forgetting, sac;ificing’the.original creative spark
to an expression steepeQ‘in social institutions, we see
meaning as if it lay irlthe words. We come to rely on the
words. In'one senSe this is true, for the wbrds contain
the social méaning which history and social structure 1
~ encourage. ‘That is,_we are given an impoverished meaning
which results from obscuring and then ignoriﬁg a part of
one's fundamental roots.

That language can speak at all is because we‘speak not

»
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only of what we know (that 'is we put onzaverbal d1$p1a$)‘

put because we also speak of what we do not Xno# SOWthathe o

Al ﬁ%’ '™

may know it (because language in expreSSLng itself is also

\!..

partaking’ in its own ontogenesis). We can max1m1ze thlS ,?@; x&y

second feature of language (that is we can spedlflcally ‘J%f
dwell on it in order to focus ourselves to it, although the
yétranded significating must restlaround it) by (a)voiding
many of the words which contaln what they say and by
employing those that v1brate most resolutely at the edges,
the horizon of Being. The first step is to use language in
a way that.allows us to take its power in orée; to allow us
 its horizon (in proximity to the fissure yet still within
Being.v To approach horizon is a strategy to pull at the
vertices of Being.)

In realizing that language haé these two aspects,
telling us what_already is and bringing to articulation
what is yet to be, ‘we are pointed towaras a new domain in
which we seek the fissure. In allowing a constituted
language to Spéak‘we see that wpat.is yet to "come into" is
an integral feature of what already is. The extremity is
not a distant horizon. Our being is not surrounded but
rather traversed by its limit, marked in its_interior by the
multiple fissure. | o

In using‘these terms "fissure", "horizon" and "edge",
we‘muéﬁw;cknoﬁledge that each cohveys put a portion of

our sought after idea. ~When I am a) able to view the
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I belng clearly-de51gnated py words, each flgure is °
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- fissure and b)able to peer into this ‘&SSure, the fissure

dissipates before me; it is no iongeruwhat it was. The
fissure is a m?é":r_n‘ler oqf spgalwng Whivjch is a symptom of not
being able. to sée‘it- it is an invisible referent which is
1nscr1big with what we ére presently seeing. Once the
fissure becomes real (in its own terms, not by a series of
definitions from a domain which excludes it} the ground from
which it is viewed has also changed. In the respect that

; am ever treading on newly discovered (created) ground,

it is like a horizon; in that the ground I whs on has

ifself changed, the old structures have fissured; in that
one has the excitement of treading onto new soil, one feels as
théggh walklng a narrow edge.

| Thfs, dear Phaedrus, is the most important point:

ooBY )

3+ no-geometry without the word. Without it, figures

aré éccidents, and neither make manifest nor serve

the power of the mlnd. By’ 1t, the movements which

beget flguresaare reduced to acts, and the adéts -

a proposition that can be combined with others;‘yw;
and‘ﬁe a;g able in this way, without paying any
‘mdre heed to sight or:movement, to recognize the
proégrties of tﬁe combinations we havé made; and

as it were, to construct or .enrich space, by means

- of well-linked sentences.-(Valérx,/1956,,p.105)
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: Dialogue y _ T
j— — - . ’ ® : 4

. P: Where in the word Wthh 1s spoken lS the talked.bf
dlalogue'> Where 15‘the eye, the eye whlch sees and Qk
holds... What does 1t see?

v

It 1s the other, the otherness of belng, the "di" of'i

;.', ; dlalogue, that 1t holds - grasps onto and draws 1nto the

whole. It 1si&n thls grasplng and holdlng made possmble i-

- ’ ¥

by the eye’ that enters us 1nto the‘?1alogue. ‘ e
fP; Yes, I see, and what 1s the handshake w1thout “the . eye butf

a hollow-grasplng, a clutchlng ‘at - what xs

not clutchlng you - a shaklng of a hand "‘han'ishake
..not ‘a hand—shake., It is the eye whlch ' |
: makes the holdlng a meetlng .of the two.. " hand-shake
Thls 1s what the - (hyphen) 1n handshake | |

means, wnltlng that whlch was separate.r,uAhandshake'o'
Yet we tradltlonally do more than put the N N

o

two s1de by 51de, we unlfy the two with the hyphén:*we"

"
»?t

‘ do mox:e, we make the unlty a new whole, handshake. o
k . e \' sl

So..., the eye ifles the two, not as two put together, -

..1&_he d1alogue\estab11shed by that of th%&pye';
: 'f speaklng of the two as ;gne and more, a beyond’- i
’speaklng, a saylng, a seelng.‘yﬂhel" 1" 1s a hlstorlcal
vestlge of rootedness 1n the two; . the trace of orlglnéry

‘”»,1mpulse.'

Eans
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P: Then it is w1th the aid of the eye that "di" becomes a
"51gn poé&“ from hlstory. L o : .

D: The "dl“ refers to that dlalogue which is almost, but
never qulte forgotten 1n [1ts own) otherness. In the
' speak1ng of words we can only di 1ogue, or at best

di-logue.13

v ;ﬁ‘ ’ V\ &.

It is strange [perhaps a feellﬁg srmi}ar ﬁ.;sﬁkndlng at

#o e

‘the edge of a. prec1p1ce and peerlng into the J%yss] that 1t‘

“tan be the eye whlch 1nc1tes the speaking to rellnqulsh 1ts

a

'hold‘in ﬁavour of saying. Close YOur eyes at the c11ff s.f

‘ .

‘edge and the world steadles._ The famlllar speaklng returns

bﬁ?;to quiet what is. Open your eyes and in the brief gllmpse,i

-

AN

' seelng 1eaves a vertlglnous assault on the senses. ’The"

feelangaof seeing,becomes physlcal, L e i
po® %m . . " ' "3 . '
oA g w% [T T
. } K i : - o . - . )

At ‘the 1evel of spoken words, dlalogue is physrcal,

con“rolled pushlng and pulllng of alr, tlghtenlng of the~~

n . .

problem og n01se. N01se is a set of phenomena of

\"f\ e

Z .
1nterference whlch become obstacles to communlcatlon. This
) T
/the case in two senses, The words md%t.be formed well
' R N
enough follow1ng formal propertles Ele that they can be

Fda“% S

recognlzed.’ Second, there 1s ‘the background "no;se"“N LA

ety

ce

agalngt whlch the communlcatlon takes placeﬁ
. : »

-
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1

In terms of tﬁe larger discussion of this paper, this

flrst property {'s ‘accidental and the latter is essential

»

ﬁo‘dialogue. Dialogue nece551tates two seemlngly
contradlctory presences._‘Flrst, there 1s_a/background‘391§g”
'agalnst whlch a message takes shape. Second; it seems to
requlre the exc1u51on of what it needs to 1nc1ude, the
background nOLSe, in order to succeed.

Noise is what 1nterferes and thus breaks down the
| .
,communication. in 1ts hlstorlcal beglnnlng n01se has been

that whlch breaks down the establlshed systematlc usual

‘state bf things. The word is descended from the Latin

"nausea", whlch is a break doWﬁ in ‘the normal state of the

I3

' body{' In dialogue, noise breaks the power of 1nst1tut1ng. ‘

1f we then re'tir’e'from the dial’ogue and 1ea~v¥’it at a state

N

of n01se, however, we have gone only half way. The bond of
instltuere has been broken, yet nothlng has been put forth.

It is out of the n01se that\p0351b111ty is returned to .

a ¢

1tse1f and that a free constltutlng ¢an take place. We can
lllustrate thls by looklng at two dlfferent 1nstances of

noise.

K N In“the first instance we see that the two interlocutors
f
, gunlte to battle aga}nst the background noise. What is

d-contalned 1n this n01se, is the power to break &he
\

' "t
. 1nst1tu g of%the communlcatlo . The 1nterlocutors union

1s a battle to malntaln "lnstltutlng" ihd 1s therefore‘f
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against "n01se" which would break the,unlon and re-call

L)

possibility. If in dialogue the two 1nterlocutors battle

.

against ‘noise, ‘'we see the u151mate expre531on of Belng,.r'
agalnst, yet restlng upon otherness. It 1s the two, in
their bursting forth 1nto being, thrustlng forward from and”

of otherness,,ln thls burstlng forth the two  in their

-

meetlng in dlalogue battle against the ground, otherness.

B

Therefore the two, in this dlalogue, presuppose a. third

¢

'whlch is opposxng.v In order to- dec1de the difference
betwer " the message and the n01se, therfals an alllance of
“the two against the one. The thlrd (otherness) is thus

. "Qu
respon51b1e Ea:;

oth the nglse and the communlcatlonsx The
alliar—e of thf.t o, which is the 1nst1tut1ng, fight their

OWD, ‘gro.md.
\

in the sec nd j stance the interlocutors may 'unite with

fthe n01se (1nstead f b eachlng and suppre551ngkthe n01se,f

L3
they form a unlon with n01se and‘come from it). To do thls
b

N

is to found -a d1alogue on p0551b111ty over agalnst4
' 1nst1tut1ng. The dialogue where the 1nterlocutors and hdise

unite is a unﬁon whlch works agalnst "1nst1tut1ng"- if -

-

dialogue results i must ,be ponstltuted.. Otherness 1s}%J{
returned to a pos ‘tion bes1de (through) Belng 'Thevcp-

presence of theetw0'encourage the dlalogue to become a

? . A : ) \4

constant "coming into". ¢
R . , N . -~

Where in the word which 1swr1tt& is the talked of T

. £ < .
A
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d1a10gue° Dialogue comes through the eye - the eye that

‘grasps and holds the other. This is the confu51on, for at

: ,loaned sygllt whlch I have glven the words, the eyes must

kwords, the bearln

SLght enc?urages saylng to cede m _1 otherness.

first glance, the place looks the same. ,The words are one,
the one looked at by the eye. Yet in the lookingg‘the look

obscures the seeing in the same way that the speaking

[ " ’ ) !

obscures the saying.

\

'In the written word, whatilooks back? Where is the eye

' of the other which allows saying to burst forth.‘ The other,

the word, sees not, it has ndﬁlyes, yet the possibility of

‘ Ehe otr r whlch sees is the foundatlon of the unlon of the

&
twb, Here thﬁ eye exposes the book for that thCh it Is; it

T is that whlchk%?nnot see. Impoverlshed for /by s latk of

ﬂu' & ¥

sight the book- canmot enter 1nto that which is founded on

s
. By
: - ~\./

séeing, the ﬁlalogue. : Qq:l“

‘I le>nd my eyes to the words.« Now % word& see; Bow

they can found dialogue. Yet the eyes;'face«\outwards,‘theyiM

face one direction. in order to found the dialogue with the

[4
a
E

seek otherness, b yond ye

of and from the words. Through

’my'borrowed eyegs, which are looklng at me from and of the

of;otherness becomes a p0351b111ty.

P0551ble because it is ylelded through the saylng of the

borrowgﬁ»eye.A It 1s my otherness which my borrowed 51ght

exposes. Through the words the seelng of my borrowed

- .v.

: ‘ KQ , :
LA . . : .
AT £ , ’ R . : - ‘. . \® S
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From this-digreesion into «‘dialogue, tve have 'found at
1east two sign posts which help us to look further. One was
"ai",’ showxng a historlcal rootedness of union and tr&

second was .in being_.able. to see f'n01se" as a place of

v
constituting, ;
Bracketing - ,
»‘wl.': .
' How does 1ife,'in its . - P igdinal world,

1nsdr1be 1tse1f through _ t@to‘being? That.

ﬁ, whe“f"e 1n wogd

ness'which

- 34
ot
jo g
o
-+
]
o]
Q .
o
o
Hh
o]
o+
=2
O
~
i

romn . its inscription into

.

. ‘< At First Glance:
s , : |

R words are borné  on a bracketing of the
worid a ’bracketlng'v - which is sileuttang ~_
hldden yet whlch is a* : much a part oflr'the' word
Lag¥ co dach 1.\t'te'r; . \ 2 ’ :
' Ny | NGO
‘ Words fall out51de,°are bracketed out of ™ ’worié.
}‘% e The brackets fall on the outer 51des. Yet each word is(

()bracketed() by ‘the Space before and after whrch is "the

" support" () whlch()holds () the ()word()ln()place. [Bracket
k4

from Bragget meanlng to ear up, as a noun 1t 1s a support
o8

Qcons:&stlng of two p1e ]omed at an angle ) Thls suggests

“that¥the - supportlng, what 15 bearlng up ise essentlal to the
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word. The () bracketlng is as much the word as are the

e

Ietters.' By beglnnlng at a partlcular )wqrd(, thh we”must

~do to use language, we 1ntroduce a loglcal structure (()0),

v

,various layers of embedded brackets (supports), thh are an
arranglng accordlng to form. As an, lntegral part of the

o
)word( the bracket which puts itself out51de, Ls also»that ,
o & \

which ;ncludes khe oﬁper word. It is that Wthh sxgpals the

relation, be it in‘formal terms, of -the word whlch precedee'\

or, follows: In a text, the taken-for—granted bracketlng,
and therefore, the ‘hidden' e?beddlng of a form, are sllpped

by us in the guaseybf SpaceSﬂ%lh the gulse "of “what 1is not

s,

¥ there. - 4Jf %ﬁ

P

Oon st111 another level, each(Qetter'

))1()eb§t()t )e()r(( : | o

is bra@heted, borne up, by the space whxgis between, yet a
g part of each letter. Vlsually, the *orm trodhced by the
bearlng up of words but hiddeﬁrby the spaces can be

represented in compounded form as:

OO0 0y
It ixs"‘interesting,to note that i} ne matter where you begin

€

or endk§ou always have avseries of logically embedded forms,

and that ii) no matter where one begins, thepform'always

A}

rcalls for 1nformatlon from before, from out31de of the text.
Our notlon of this bracketlng 1s further accentuated

by the méans we have dev1sed to manipu ‘te its lnternal

Ed

-

"a+. .  structure. In partlcular, our notlons i 34 agglutlnatloh are

L 4



. S | | 73
. ' a
a powerful way of working with the pidden structure: for

»

“example hyphens, prefixes, suffixes, brackets, etc.

»

)()()())-(()()())((()-()()))

In the same way when we tylky we bracket the world with

e

our WOrds.. The“brackets are the 1nner and outer puffs of

air which are the cushlon the walls whlchtkeep>us out.yet

: s 4
..), . g ‘
whlch kreep us in. It is these puffs;bet,ween the wordsaowhich

gbear forth the meanlng. The spaceﬂ ‘the puff of air, is a

,1 i\\
By "
& %racketlng out of the' saylng of 311ence whlch leaves its

“ony

trace as what allows words Belng. Btheen the outer edge of

the brackets of 511ence, themwogd 1stque@2ed otiteeof the”‘g

S

' flssure and . 1s ooz%i 1nto being. Our words are detours of ,
N

saylng whlch goes on in but is hldden by the bracketlng

’

The bracketing connects us to a world in a lineat
fashion. The word, on a perhaps microscopic scale,
is dimensional as well. Wwhat is thlsl"bracketlng which

adds the dimension.of depth to our words? It 1s that which
. . oy b

% . the eye or ear meets hefore anolor after yhe word itself.
That is a-very linear representation' and may beimore
figurative than real. It is more that the word'isffocussed

e - but of a foreground and a background.

' What is thlS grounding (fore and back)'> Ingsuhmitting

. { Y T4
,'Pwrltten -materlal,_we often type black, on white. Is this
,not already a ﬁbracketing"? Does 'this baokgrounawof\the

, «
¢
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white paper not focu5«the‘werds themselves. A work
submitted on rodéh newsprint, white "Clas51c‘ta1d" or hot
pink velum is certainly reviewed with a different eye. The
fact that each of these is readily placed into categories of
7"appropriate" or "inappropriate", suggests - that our words

\
are indeed pbracketed dimensionally but that we are often

%ﬁaWare of - 1t.
»\,!

ég The ‘standard in academic c1rc1es is black on white;

dhége of a certarn size. This uniformity of bach.round is
s .
e " g ‘an exg%lg*t renderlng of an instituion whlch has evolved a

archy of 1mportance7and power based on an exegetlcal

ighatlon of a text. The result is to minimize word
~rd ] nsiOnalityl To the extent that we are largely ob11v1ousg

_ bk 1t and- that we can. qu1ckly raise "institutional"

,;{f¢ arguments - as to why it should be thus, we maximize

S ok

AV unlformlty of exege51s and thus conflrm the 1nst1tut1ng.
:&f‘*‘i K|

?Q; ,ég -conformlty to the rule of minimizing this dlmen51on of
“Q-I

wf t*ng iss often most prolific in first and seco year

RNV S |
,students ); " ' ; : *

. "a\ ’

We have an attendant actlon for foregrounding the

~

writlng as well.a Derrida14 formallzes thls in his notion of
*
’

"smeering". By writing with the«smea;, or by wxltlng’"sogs
vrature" [transiated by Spivak 1974 as "under eraeu;e"]
) Derrlda leaves us with a text wh1ch has words which are.
Afcrossed our The text contains the word ' the deietlngd .

-

- the cross: g out, and the replacement. This is to :eflect
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~

the turns of the word: a) since it is inaccurate it must be
. [ ]

crossed out{eb) since it is necessary it remains legible.
The physicalness of the smearing also adds another
dimension. The smearing reflects the act of the writing
(for writing is a smearing of‘sorts), and thus'perhaps gome
hint of”wha%;is beyond writing as well. Perhaps there‘are'

an eu;eptlonal few who do not write through constant

erasure, but for the most of us, this erasure, thls smearing

- crossing out, is a central feature of much of our wrltlng.

i

(That is, writing as opposed to copying, as many ‘are wont to
do,) Yet, our final "product” is a disavowal of this
feature of writing. If language is an essential relation-

. N A X . . .
shlp with-Being, does crossing out or smearing npt signal a

change in that essence, in that rélationship’ Hidden in'the““ﬁ

::wﬁﬁo &fmeared work is a prescrlptlon which also hldes the

4

_ creat;ve process 1tse1f. The un-erased - work 1s a deceptlon

through system to reduce the dimen51onaflty.of a work which

grew from an individual; a deception which prevents the

d1mens1ona11ty from being 1ncorporated into the institution.

The un-smeared work,ls the 51gna1 we pass off as

nothlng, but this signal is also the greatest 1nsu1t. TIt is‘

)

'an\}nsult to the writer as it.seems that this necessary part

- & e,
of the wrltfng is unworthy and must be concealed; it is an
¢ ; !

" insult to the reader, for s/he myst accept a flattened and

.partially naked text. Only in terms of posthumous works,
[ R * : Lo

P 4

8§
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%

once written by those now considered great, can we see the
starts, re-starts and crossing outs ;ﬁ writing in creatlon.
One must be dead t- admit such folly, such d%pth.

‘The white bac:iground and the invisible foreground are
the diménsional bracketingilong ago taken over‘byAan
1nst1tutlon. The original smeared-smearing of‘writing is
written bywriting itself; the unsmeared- smearlng of wr1t1ng
is written through the institution. The not smeared

smearing, the not smeared writing, is a bracketlngq'hlch

embeds the writer and the reader ipto 'an institution.

. ]
\ Nowhere' (see the. t1t1e of the section on page 48)

(Thls section 1is pﬂrenthetlcal to the precedlng one on

- Bracketing) The i:-ernal bracketin the spaces between

nto Being) do not

exhaust the word's speagﬁng. D The 1nternab brackets asaure

@ 4

the letters which. have squeezed sa]

its manifestation in Being - inscribe it accordlng to form

.

. e S T s
.

— .

and do little more..
There are other dimensions which take and inscribe the‘g
word and make .it an instituted word. The instituted meaning

eeMs:to be no-where: ‘a) a negation of the place,.the
v

negative of what is yet still inscribed within Being ‘in the

~way that pons -being is a part of being; b) a non- place in

‘Nothingnegs, it does not“reside in either Being or non-
S . : o
belng. _i . :

3

In its nc*—lnstltuted form, that 1s in its constltutlng,
; .

- —~
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the dialectic of the bracketed form allows us a meaningtof
now-here. The question the constitnted meaning raiseséis:
.Does the meaning ¢’. "now-here", as dialectic of the
instituted form, remain a possibility for both meanings ‘al
and 'b' above? Is it a double dialectic? A correlative
question is whether in the constituted meaning the singleggk

notion of 'now-here' can remain dialectic, at the same time,

to the two instituted meanings. - K J&‘
The writing'of this paper has so far marked out several

ar .s which have proved fruitful in my quest into language.

T: 3ign posts whi 1 appear have been fleeting and depended

a: ich on the que ion-a¢ =2d as from where a question ' -

'sp 4ang. 'Still, cg)‘ain pa.hs have come into W | : |
’It seems safe to say that our particular se

language has been conscripted 1nto a set of s.ucial

institutions which reward the search for a reasoned
«

questioning. As these social ihstitutions are an important -
aspect of an individual's growth, so they are mirrored in a

re-created form in the person. There®is an ordering,
gathering and distanciation inherent ,in the use of our

4 A h- ' R
words. Although one can draw attention to these oreminimize

4

therr suk- . 1m1na1 structurlng, they ‘are also 1ntegrated into
the larger soc1a1 framework as, well as”™ 1nto the personal
‘history of individuals. These deVelopments emphasrze some N ;

aspetts to ‘the excldgion of others. Language gv/&r \;a
P . . ’ Ly }‘ )u ’«,.‘ - . » m% ¥
A S » [y 4 St
T A UTIE S T . SR
\ L B ‘ ~ « ;
|3 ’ L% T e .
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language user a level of 1hformation whlch is not available
> to the non-language user. In this way it is like an extra

v, -sense. This aspect is easily incorporated into the

;bprecedlng characteristics.
While the paper has brought to light the above :

it is hoped that the particular structures and topi®
‘have been discussed, in and of themselves (that isy

ud*

what the words obv1ously say) say something to e‘h »point.

~“The- 'er as a whole is an analogy to the project as each

n is to the paper. As the*tgplcs‘and themes have
progressed,‘hopefufly they havefincorporated each successive
stage into their s.ructure and theirfthemes; 1t follows
;fhat thls Fourth Chapter has incorporated as much of the

%

whole as any part to a whole is capable of doing.

—

The preceding chaptersﬁfre the fence of zig zagging\
R "postSwI have travelléd; No&xat the end of the fourth
| chapter, whlle perhaps the search for the next s1gn~post
'has not been exhaustlve, it seems ‘that I am ready for
’another type of/search,”one whlch is quallyatlvely different,
‘yetjppe whlch also shares many 51m11ar1t1es ‘with the |

preceding one. Inst%ad of seeklng ever more 51gn-posts, the

R
. time is rlpe to cross the fencé; Sll%f under, jump over oOr
" h\/ pry open a fissure ano sllp Lﬁto the other 51de.
ﬁﬁe "- The searchlngAltself, by reachlng (creating) eachisign-
é? B ,post. has nestpﬁﬁ ’m&kheaglng.;ﬂ mﬂ@ search 1tse1f has been..
S i - B S 5

o F
et
x
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.analeptic and%restored the "calllng" the "comlng into". o

What is- next is to carmyﬂthe birth which has been kindled in

%

. o
- . .
?. o
.

."

?\
%,
L]

and by the search .o
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CHAPTER' V

~ PALINGENESIS

{

Thls chapter is that emerglng new'blrthdand as such is
.struggllng to take each new step. It 1s an attempt to grow
‘1nto and out of a set.of soc1a1 structures formed.w1th our °
‘new- language.' These forms must con51der all of the.
prev1ous]y mentioned prope;tles ahd features.

The wrltlng 1s an attempt to take the reader to the

_ horizon, to the 1imits of Being as expressed in and of

language. 'Yet ‘that horizon isnonly“the begiﬁhiné;. The aim\;

is to go beyond that horlzon in the co- authorlng of . the‘

S ey .
.reader. : AN

O

At the Fissure.

Sometimes I write an esthetically, 'structurally
pleasing and succinct sentence. .The structure and flow of

the sentence fit the idea I wish to convey and seem to

reflect the'idea of. the wholevparagraph. Yet, there is one

.word on which I am stuck. It 'does not say the exactﬁshades.

of meanings I seek. I try the thesaurus, the.

v

dictionary, friends; at last, for lack of time or lack of
patience, or perhaps because no such word exists in English,

~

I abandon my search.

80

1

A
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To abandon the search for the word is not to abandon

uthe search to express that meanlng. I reluctantly give up
my plea51ng structure and reword it into several

" sentences. I now express the 1deas I wanted, yet 1n a

/ ¥
g

rather unplea51ng, awkward, structure. It is in thls f
awkwardness of - reformulated structure and those sought after

Pl

' meanlﬂgs that the flssure 11es. For example, is there a

word Wthh can adequately convey that a part is to a whole :

[}

and yet st111 contains_a notion of how 1t is a dlstortlon,

‘is there a word whlchlﬂdequately conveys the parts of three

words, fissure, horlzon and edge, expressed on page 607

Two' methods immediately come to mind in an attempt to
‘come up with such/& word. The first is to seek a clue to
redefined meaning in a word's history; seekwits etymology.
The second wouId be to lnclude a word's hlstory in

formulatlng a new meanlng.

’

In wOrKing‘with ‘sur old language, our resources pPOSSeSS

us in as much as. we possess them. In searching an older,
"now obscure memorlal" I seek to shake the relatlon of the
word to me; it must not.be understood as an attempt to again

~1nst1tute lost meanlng.. In the process of opening a- path to

a past, I hope to throw open and lay-bare the relatlonshlp,
/ /
the meanings are acc1denta1 in that they are not the aim;

the meanlngs may be a medlum wh1ch leads to the laylng.bare.

Ed

" In returnlng to etymologies, I run the rlsk of 1nst1tut1ng

i a
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' new meaning or of 1nst1tut1ng the- process of researchlng

tetymologlcalyroots. As . soon as elther of these takes place,

‘the task has lost its vision. | \ I

-

We must be cautious of the word which”speaks-from the

past. The past is with us put as\now.'_It is not what it

was just as the I that was ié not the I that is. --=-- 1 see

4
\

the arrow in the hall, it is pointing the way. This once
stone, this once iron dglng,

an inescapable and fatal projectile that pierced
the.flesh of men and of lione‘and clouded the sun

at Thermopylae and gave Harold Sigurdarson six

feet of English earth forever. (Borges, 1964,

p. 41) | | |

Ahd what-did those amazing Greeks really use the arrows
for? Shellal debase the\past and elso~the present?

To make(-)up (colour over, change the appearance

- of, put a new  face on) a new word is not to contrive;

it 'is to attempt to open a 1ight onto that same

relationship - the relation of word and man. Yet, to’

formulate thls new word is to.run the, risk of

forgettlng the problem or believing 1t solved It is not

. the act of making up the word whlph 1s 1mportant; it is

i

~whether the meaniné is an "opening\ontoﬁ; whether it

captures the essence of "coming intO'L/i\n\its form as verb,

\
as noun and the impulse for the coming.

In draw1ng attentlon to how usi g etymologles and

|
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maklng new words may help>or hlnder our pro;ect.l have also
done (said) much more. The structure of the 1nst1tut10n has
agaln crept beneath the words. While seemlngly permlttlng
my Cautlon against the wards, the role of the 1nst1tut10n
lhas established itself in my speaking. It is in the
quotation. . | . ﬂ‘ : ‘ ]
Wwhen we use words to import their historical vestige,
'these newly used Words are but the‘wake of what was already.
In so much as we 1nsta11 the wake we also, in a sense,
de- orlglnate our own uttering (utterance) An example.
of this is the use of a quotatlon. At one and the same
time the quotation helps to achieve a stating,iand by and in
the statlng it achieves an 1nst1tut1ng. I attempt to slide
behlnd a past and partlally disclaim the creation, the‘ |
creatlve use of my words. By quotlngI[deny that the work
has come (into) from me. This must not be &nfused with
1saying "it is mine". Authorshlp and ownershlp dlffer in
’ quallty To author is to articulate-a creative 1mpulse
which "“comés into" from oneself; we are surrounded ‘and made
up of the world we live in and thus in a sense the creatlve
1mpulse is a culmination of\that world -~ this is not to say

that th _'-'ve spark did not occur in me. Ownership is-a

immediately:
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a) as a social-rationality it is’ a disavowal of
my creative impulse in my work;. o .

b) it is a_social statement which-rétionalizés,

politicizes and justifies ownership.

Within these cautions lie.the\"spérkf which is reason
enough for the attempt. Each caution in“itsélf is a way‘of
‘pointing toward a horizod, out of which anj"ppeh}ng onto"
may  emerge. Once we -begin to approacﬁvthe horizon we feel
moQément. We sense the Qpeningu yet ig ia/;\\éstery of
seeihg to be able to hold it; too muchggytention»énd it will
vaniéh; tqo little a£éention and it will vanish. To
approacﬁ hérizon but tg mistake it for the' thin“g is to pass
it'by..v=<' _ ‘ "." - .

In one's absolute proximity to ho;izon is the maximum
exkent of being.. The horizon (the horizontal dimensioning
of being) has pulled taut, to the point . of breaking, the
ver;ices of being (the‘vertiéal dimensioning of being).
Each verte§ tends toward Centrality, dense unity. (In this
respect the horizon provides a uniqué‘perspective to V{eQ
-and reflect on beinég' However, it does not go beyond
being.) | | |

To reach horizon and peer into opening is not enough,
for both lie within beingi neither is beyona. Imagine that ‘
in chasing tﬁe end of the rainbow you accidental}y succeed;

- you find'yourself surrounded by colour, each one basking

© -
.
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around you, enveloping you; the moment is'exdnisite;
suddenly you look and it is again distant. In the .
enveloping, openlng was not a thlng. The enveloping of
colours was going beyond opening to "openness". The
enveloping was 901ng beyond horlzon. In the moment that the
tainbow returned to the qgstance, horizon was returned to
its essence, whlch is being. What is (1s-not)rthls spaéh"’h

In artlculatlng the word I am seeking, I run the risk
vof sacr1f1c1ng (hldlng) ‘the or1g1na1 creatlve spark which -
does not lie within the institution. Thus when I use a

\
term to artlculate the nuances Wthh the terms flssune, edge

- .)

and horizon only'partlally artlculate, I run the risk nf
\'

maklng it seem like a thing; or of having 1t look as tho\_zgh "
it has been descrlbed - what is described 1s an 1mpover1ehed
notion; an.%mpoverlshed notion which seems to account for
being only;: a notion which risks becoming its own institution.
35‘;

the term\azimuth, a word which already has a history but

ith relief and reluctance that I put forth

one which\is to be modified for use here. The,term itself
is but an ther sign- post, but since it is the first such
51gn sinde having crossed the fence, at the "moment 1t takes
on greater 51gn1f1cance.‘ It 1s no more nor no less
‘1mportant than the others. The a¢1muth of language is ;he
. arc which treces a movement frem belng to otherness. From

within being it shows itself at the horizon between the

meridian of a place (a social institution) and a vertical
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circle passingAthrough language. The word azimuth seems
appropriate for several reasons.‘ 1t includes the'idea that
"there is an 1ntegra1 social and. also historical component.
These components may change to any number of positions and
it is the conjunction of- these components ‘with language -
which results in a glimpse of the azimuth. Two other
crucial aspects are also,includedr fron anyygiven point
there 1is aiuays a horizon and a movement. An arc comhines
the notion of a "part of‘that horizon" and alsova notion of

a sudden jumping or crossing over, a sudden "luminous

discharge". To the azimuth of language ...

]
G

The Azimuth of Language

What follows is the opportunity to gaze into an

* '

opening} a fissure'fron a writing which forms a conjunction
with an 1nst1tuted form. The conjunction is as dependent on
the p051t10n of the co-author-reader, as of the or1g1na1

"writing of Barthes (taken from Emplre of signs, 1982, p- 15-

18). 1 have reproduced the larger part of the work.

J

Immodlately beside hls work 1 have produced a response.

It asks and re- -asks many of the ! same questlons as the
original, yet its meanlng, because it is be51de,.1s not the

same. The task of the work beside 1s other than the task of

il

the\orfginal. Plac1ng beside is a strategy, a strategy

which counters a co—authorlng which may weavVe meaning from
‘ . . ,b °

t

r
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Barthes words in Chogstlcks.

[N

A strategy illustrates conjunctlons of compatlbllity
It gshows that notions_or ideas may easily fall into
proxiﬁity or align themselves along certain axes. Thus
compatibilitiesftell us,not‘so much about essential
properties; but point out "thought .of" structures which draw .
or exclude properties into themselves. The strategy'shows

that comgatlble is a statement of rule.

&t

The Etrategy charges the co-authld r; it has words
&

Sy

rush upon the reader and saturate a context over a founﬁ

B b 7 RS ot
of meaning based solely on words. As a strategy, the text

beside, is the charge (as a charge to a jury) delivered in
participative solemnity. It aims to shuffle the reader
between his words, to a silence which may allow the azimuth

to appear.

Chopsticks | The knife and the Fork

T?EEﬁoodstuffs are cut up so The fork gently cradles the
they can be grasped by the peas; ‘it glides beneath, never
sticks, but also the chop~ exerting a force that wouid
sticﬁeféiist because the food- " bruise the delicate skin or
stuffs'are cut into émall have the center squirt forth. "

pieces: one and the same® move- The knife, sure - guiding and
ment, one and;the same form firm,'is used to steady the

transcends the substance and peas, prepare them for a



its utensil: division.
Chopsticks have other
functions besides carrying the
food from the plate to the .
mouth (indeed, that is the
least pertinent one, since it
is also the function of fin-
.gers, and forks), and these
functions are especially y
theirs. First of all, a chop-
stick- as its shape’suffi-
1cient1y indicates- has a
deictic functioﬁ: it points to
the pr@, designates the frag4
ment, bringéfinto existence by
the very gesiure of choice,
which is the indei; but there—
by, instead of ingesﬁion fol-
lowing.a kind of mechanical
sequence, in which one would
be limited to swallowing
little by little the parts of
. one and thé same dish, the
chopstick, designating what it
selects (and thus selecting‘
there and then this and not

!

L 4

geﬁtle ride. The ride, the
transfer, begins.

There is no hesitaﬁt
moment of wonder as each
pea rests comfortablly and
is delivered to the mouth; no
sudden straining lurch of the
neck at the last instaht as it
approaches. The'peas have

been prepared and arrive safe

"and intact, ripe for plucking

into the mouth. Neither is

" there a need to vulgarize the

transport by carrying the
container to.;he mouth; the
food is what we seek.

‘The knife and fork,
instead of a designated
pointing, scan the plate as a
horizon; an arc is defined by
a new conjuncfion, and the
knife and the fork as one,
reach forth and coax the food
forth - and more,;they choose
how much is to be brought

forth. EatingAwith a knife and

88



that), introduces into the use
of food not an,ofder.but a
éhprice, a certain indolence:
in any case, an integligent
and no longer mechanical
operation. Another’ function
of thé two chopsticks
together, that of pinching the
fragment of food (and no
longer piercing it, as our

~ forks do); to pinch, moreover,
is too strong alﬁord. .. in
the gesture of chopsticks,
further softened by théir sub-
stance - wood or lacquer -
there is something maternal,
the “same precisely measured
care takep 3n moving a child;
a force.i: no longer a
pulsion; here we have a whole
demeanor with regard to food;
this is seen clearly in‘the
cook's long chops sticks,
which serve not for eating but

for preparing foodstuffs: the

>
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fork is the art of conjunction
where the two as one shape
and bring forth what was
hidden in the larger form.

In selecting and shaping
(carving) one ingests the very
art which is introduced little
by little, in reciprocal to,
what is before the eye. In
this shaping one is not bound
to a pacified acceptance;
choice can involve the dart of
the fork to hold and fasten
securely while the other works

to bring out the hidden essen-

" tial form, both on the plate

and in its nutritive.essence.
In this gesture of

carving is the remembrance of
original procurance; of the
fact that food must be gotten,
it does not give itself. The
fork and knife replay. the
primal struggle of life before

us.

\
J



instrument never pierces,
cuts, or slits, never wounds
but only seleqqts, turns,
shifts. For the chopsticks
(third function) in order to
divide, must separate, part,
peck, instead of cutting and
piercing in the manner of our
implements; they never violate
the foodstuff: either they
gradually unravel it .. or
else prod it into separate
pieces..., thereby rediscov-
ering the natural fissures of
' the substance.... Finally,
ana this is perhaps their
loveliest function, the chop-
stic};s transfer the food,
either crossed like twc; hands,
a support and no longer a
pincers, they slide under the
clump of rice and raise it t6

the diner's mouth, or... they

push the alimentary snow from

e bowl to libs in the manner -of

a scoop. ...by chopsticks,

N

There is no forgotten )
suppliance buried behind a
lust of glutinous nutritive
indulgence.  Each shaping
stroke re—-invokes the act;
each bringing to the mouth re-
lives the gacredness of the
saciifice.

These utensils in their
materiality, represent the
eaters; it is not an eagle or
a cougar whigh portions this
feast. The knife and fork:
stainless steel; brass with
rosewood craftily molded into
a grip; nickel with inlaid
Pearl and ivory: - from the
world and also of it. This

is our special relationship.

It is this unequalled

relationship which plays upon

~ our table; between what is of

the world and what is in the

world; both meet (dual) before

“my eyes. The game is won, Or

so it seems, by man. Then .
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food becomes no longer a prey the sudden coup, the ultimate
to which one does violence victory, the food slips away
..., but a substance harmo~ fram both into the gullet;

niously transferred; . the giqn that we too are

ultimately of the world.

'

In tHe case of the Barthes' emotive description, we are
at first struck byﬁa description of an act in which we Mave
often participated but never reflected upon. Secondly, we
;re left with a feelizg of the experientiallexcellence of
the chopsticks;.also at how,vulgar our own history is which
i; incorporated into our eating utensils. For us to sit |
back and only admire this iﬁgightful description from
Barthes, is to-fail to slip into the fissure which has been
opened; opéned tﬁrough a writing which strikes at our |
hi -~ory and social structures. To remain at a posiﬁion of
admiration is to reinstate thé institution which was
fissured; thé new institution is SUpported by the awe and
credulity of the'writingland reaffirmé the faith in the
instituted project.

The same fissureveqcourages_us to rémember that the
chopstické themselves are their own Tnsti ted form, they
hide the cleaver. The déinty and beautiful arrangements,

which also are a part of the chopsticks, are the supplica-

tion of the completed sacrifice carried out by the hidden
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cleaver. These cutters, sorters and arrangers which are not
seen, do half my eating before 1 have even seen my food; is
it any wonder it is 50 dainty. These (‘Opst:i(‘ks, in that
they "exist beczuse the foodstuffs are cut into small
pleces", deprive me of part of my eating, deprive me of my
original procuring of the food I eat. My eating is made a
play in which I have but a sﬁall part.

How does this tone, a tenor of our history, slip
between the words and question the reader? Within its
QUest, the question which is never stated is asked of the
reader. The words and tones question the actions of the
reader, what is eating?, and what of the eating is-ritual?
Through Barthes' writing, we are gathered around the notion
of "eating", a primordial action; the gathering itself is
constructed as a questioning of our "tiesJ to our procuring
and our nutrition. Although it is related to us in an
exciting discovery of‘Japanese cuisine, the p»ssage carries
the weight of our (and their) whole history bound in
gestures towards our food.

At the preciéion of isolating a) awe at the words,
b) the way the Japanese eat, and c) how we institutionalize
our eating, there is-a possibility of a verdant blooming.

The opportunity is to nurture the bloom within a new opening

(this opening is supported and created by "openness" which

the conjunction described above has encouraged to



returned to horlzon and probability. .”d;; - Y
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expression). The temptation is to dwell‘%ithin a glory

bound in words; openness is then choked and disappears.

There_is'also a second temptation lurking effervescéntly in

front of'the,conjoining;?that is the'“obenind? itself. At

‘the moment of conjunction, horizon looms- and manifests

itself as’opening. This‘opening is the ‘farthest extremity
of Being (of the eating).

This horizon, the opening, the' horizontal, has

‘pulled the vertices, the vertical, of Being to the farthest

extremities of probability. At this extremity, which is not

at the periphery but which traverses, one can glance back

°

into being; the traverse itself is a new context yet is

' 'still Within Beingi, Therefore, to remaln at the openlng is

:to await the tendencies of belng towards institutionaliz-

atlon; Thls may be through relflcatlon, 5001a1 structure,
through language, ‘etc. The 1nev1tab1e result will be that .

both a21muth and p0331b111ty w111 be lost; we will be : i

The challenge of the conjunction which Barthes
has encouraged, is tO'escape the temptation of "awe" and of

“openlng" and to grasp "openness which images (verbfgnot

only back onto Belng but also beyond 1nto Otherness. The

new conjunctlon which con301ns both Being and Otherness is

i

Azimuth; azimuth faces both everyWhere and nowhere and is

"the flrst gllmpse of the- possrblllty of otherness.

What are the hlnts tha't suggest that Barthes is
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stretchiné the reaQer and that he does not merely attempt  to
. excite through cleQer.manipulation of words ‘and sttucture.
We must now look at the conte#t.of this excerpt; In-its own
context, within the book it is but one of a number of signs;
signs not symbeljs for is that not the message conveyed inu
..the titlei“Empire ef Signe"? " That is, the éoint of the
writing is not for reflectioa;'the point.is the subliminal
reaction to a_work which questions the reader's partici-
pation in‘an instituted form, eating. Yet at the | g
level of sign, the passage also questlons the reader abouti
reading; about acceptable meanlng, about insight through
reading or a'flippancyiput to words. The[eign, however,'ls
but a part of the total. These signs belehg to an?Ehpite (a
union bound into a dominion by rule). Yet'Bartﬂeéﬂ use of.

_ ] / ,

.the’sign grows out ofeﬁfbpening within that Empﬁre, an

Q .
/

openlng which allows a questlonlng of the Emgare itself

To remain at the meanlng of the words,/to remain at the
excitement end elegance‘of the speaklng 17 tovmlss,the
saying./lt is to miss the azimuth 'é)ut’o/f/ which tﬁe work has
"come iAtoﬂ It is to also miss the azimuth ;hich the co-.
authored text ef'the'teader can."cometinto".‘ Barthes has.at
.phce.piled the stakes’for-and against the readerf His_words
:hte an invitatien tq(glimpsekthe arc as it traces beyond

. horizon, yet the acceptance of the invitation can also be an

intoxicating agent whibthwells the spirit behind the beauty



95

' of the writing or the seduction of Being..

Azimuth of the Talk

His visit was a surprise but a welcome diver=~

sion from the thick of winter. Two years is a

4

long time, but surprisjngly little had changed for

‘either of us; a change in location but~most1y theu

"same interests, the same goals and - stlll not able‘

to find quite enough time to play as muoh tennls‘

as we would like. After two years we walked ontou
the court and played the same‘game 4 that's

progress!

We were busy exploiingythe X
the sights and wisiting”nightﬁ,pote, two weeks
isn t a lot of tlme., B »~~35§fv}: |

It was an 1n51gn1f1cant runlto the stofe the
night before he left, that brought it on. We just .
went fof some mix; we talked about his new car,

whether we shoulo buy more ice, the city,. ad

infinitum - nothing really; idle talk. On‘lgﬁiing

’h,polntlng out

'back;

those idle words were the renewal of -our

friendship.

Wwhat is this feeling which waSvrefounded~in the idle

~ talking?

How does 1t grow out‘of the words° Often a friend

whom we have not seen in a long tlme will come to v151t. On
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occa51on a depth of communlon will be born, or perhaps re-
born, with that persona In a sense it comes from the talk,
the settings will vary - a stroll in the park, driving to-
the airport, or going to the corner store;'the topics will
vary as well. 4 Out'of the talking, from some "where" beyond
the words an experlentlal fullness pervades both friends.

From the t1me of arr1va1, the person's phy51ca1
presence&,_gigg together, is a renewed companionship;._lt is
the fulfilling of an expectancy, a happiness and excitement
‘at his or her actual presence; being together, a‘good‘sort.
of feeling. |

Yet in that insignificant idle talk there is a
qualltatlve change in the feeling of belng together. Two
people are together but the talk makes you more, 1t.goes
beyond. - The shared experiences of a past are the horlzon
upon whlch¢¢hls,new meetlng takes place._ The w1ll, the good
will which grows,out of those experiences creates an
"opening”. Yet this "openlng" is also'a memorial to tne
elapsed two years; the'opening monitors the'meeting through
the nemorial which is always a COntent.

Out of the conjunction of horizon and opening, the
possibility of a new constitutlng, the possibillty of an arc -
to otherness, burstsvforth; the spark unnoticed 1eaps-from
opening to "onenness". Suddenly, yet undetected, the
insignlficance of "idle talk, talk which is not the meaning

of the words, has become saying. The speaking of the talk
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relinquishes its hold; in that reliqquishing speaking goes

beyond. , ' .

That this experience of "openness" does not happen more
often, even with our friends, attests fo the hold the
speakingjhas over saying. In this case, the ﬁtalk" goes
beyond the‘speaking of being. The talk goes beyond the
presence of two-beings, it &nifiee ﬁhe two, as friends in
brotherhodd‘(humahhoodh The talk is the azimut% which made
founded—meeting more than . speaking, in Qpeniné, from horizon;
in "epenness" the founded—meetiqg'sperks the;gap to

otherness.

TN

o

Conclusion
Words, like a cascade of water plummetting over a

precipice, tend to hide what speaks. We become captivated

‘ by ﬁhe catapulting water, hurtling (itself?) through the

a: - We become awed by the_fell, the falling. We callféhem
fai.s; the overwhelmed»spectator ie pulled, feels the watef
rotate the world; he bSrders on vertiginous suppliaﬁce; The
falls has become the thing. What is‘before the falling?

In front of me is this faliing waﬁer; the water is; the
falling is{ Being is manifested in both. Beyond each is
wﬁat is not, the otherness than watef;'water - viscous
fluid; syrupy movement’whiCh nevertheless remains‘one'in

stretch, run and swirl. Yet here at the fall, the point of
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the Being of water, there opens a fissure to otherness.
Water separating, chas}ng, reaching, passing but splitting
apart againi or not really joining in waterness, yet étill
watef; in a sense. forever in a momen;, what it is not,
‘that is, what it‘not-is.' The. evidence of the pulliqq apart

remains at the bottom; history‘to a turbulent fractﬁring, as
great as the mighty éi;::fﬁhgiof the minutest particles of
Being. A fracturing which is not-a splitting; an up-welling
which seemed to be but was not.

The thunderous roar, the foaming, the catapulfing, all
rest within being; all are signals that otherness does up-
well through itself. Each of these signals is also subject
to the same up-welling that they are signals'of. And here
farther\dbwn the stream; ;way from the fissure,'the
confrontation, the up-welling remains hidden yet® remains.
,The'quietude, the some-how swirled but reconstituted water
glints énd shimmers bespeaking a deeper sayihg'of the
flowing water. |

It is the same force kindled within the watef whichf :
m/kes itaariVef and that exposes the fissure in thé o
fglling. The ézimuth is a éonjunction 6f'a precise moment
at a precise place where the force wpich ‘makes the river ;
releases, yet also’éimultaneously creates the flowing.

zimuth must include more than.this as well} it must include
an éttitﬁde of the person loéking—participating. Without =

the perspectivizing, there is a fiver, a falling but no

-
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azimuth.

Once the cbnjunction, ézimuth, has beén achieved} the
rivef is different; {n a sense it is rivering in a way
similar to the way the falls are falling. Even in the
gentle splishing ripple before the bend, the azimuth becomes

possible. Falling is a flowing; in ény flowing falling

is inherent.

Words overwheim the reader in a manner not unlike the
water running over the falls. It is ub to us to re-cognize
'(un—cognize) the fissuring as they stream f;oh our pens and
before our eyes and off of our. ears. Sbeaking, over saying,
and .listening, over hearing, hold'the érontigr; they hold at
that point where they fail. The horizoﬁ or the fissure is
the defininé aspect of that‘frontier. By dwelling within
-thé defining principle, by reaching the horizon, it is go
1. jer what it was. it always recedes tq another point, that
pcint always. maintained by the defining principle; 'Horizon

»

ic ~he dimensiona ~ o»ect of the vertex of Being -

. k ) .
'horizontal‘and ver .cal are both limits and defining aspects
of Being itself. What is needed is a catapulting, a

charge to access azimuth, the arc of (to) otherness from

horizon. With this, what once remained as a potential for

horizon can be opened into (onto) azimuth. Saying is a

speaking; in any‘speaking saying is inherent.




EEilogue'

We must admit the sensuous QOrld, e%én'in our
language. . It is by subtle heans of superordinate
distanciation (abstraction) that we use ana-logos
(analogy) to>liye‘with ideas. Through an intimate life
invand of lahguage, we become.distanced from that
,éénsuality with intervening layefs of social, economic
and politica1<meanings, These words are at some leyel

imbued with the sensuality which is the world. " This
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intimacy greatly influences how the world calls; how we |

call that world.
The task has been to examine this felationship‘inf
g metamorphosés of life which we call gxperience. My
sonal quest has been sketched in the precedingi
-s. The v.sion i1 »ft 0 cramped-aﬁd made_remote'by
1uage, a | 1gu ‘hi | supports and helps a larger
‘ial sys£er éVk Tk path itse £ is the evidence\
that there is a ¢ f;erene vision wh.ch tan engage us,
yet to follow_only the sign-posts is to mi§s the path.
- The exploration must be co-creéted, co-authored, if the
text is to be an opportunity to reach into the depths
of that vision. The act of the glancing‘and the glance

are creations and are not insignificant in themselves.

Wy ~
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The irony of the searching is that the path eA%rges in
so far as oestacles are present; with no obstacles
‘there is no movement - once the obstacles are found,
they,impede the progress. The strategy employed must
consider both; it must bring for;h the obstacle and the
movement.

Thfodgh an attempt to have sign-posts show them-
selves, a path toward horizon Qas entertained. The
"opening" which resulted was a trick of Being to rein-
stitute itself. To maintain the vision one must arc to
"Qpenness"; one must attain azimuth. .

The quest of azimuth is beginning. At the moment we
can say that azimuth is not horizon; that it is (not-is)
more, it is other. 1In some way azimuth requires non-
clarification, a saying. At f%e moment it refers to at
‘Jeast three notions: a) an arc crossing from horizon to
otherness, b) the hor :tor £ otherr-ss, and c) other-
ness. Perhaps a f ‘ul .ace to . :gir w~ould be a re-
searching into th- it: f the pruwvert. of negation

and the role it plays in defiﬁing and/or pointing beyond.

This paper, beyond its words, is a quest, a
questioning, for a return to an affluent language; a
language rich in its saying;.a language rich in its
possibilities of saying. That quest is a challenge to

the basic notion that words must be made ever more



precise. We must explore language in its personifi-
cation of the labyrinths 6f the mind; in chimeras of
experience and the awe of creation. We must explore

the writing of indocile texts." ;
1] N ‘) .
‘2‘ .

You stranger: Music. Space that's £¥tgrohqkus,

x“\

heart-space. Innermost ours, 4 )Sj
that, passing our limits, outsurge%i(

holiest parting:

where what is within surroupgs

és practised horizon, as olay‘
side of the air,
pure,
gigantic,
no longer lived in.
(Rilke, from To Music, 1983, p.78i,

-

From one word to the other
What 1 say vanishes

I know that I ar alive
Betwéen two parentheseé.

(paz, from Certainty, 1971, p. 57)

102
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P N'o'rfgy

l The idea for this springs from reading a po:
Borges. I have rewritten much of it and left out oti:
parts. . I dare rnot make him accountable for what is written
here by using quotation marks.

2 This use -of logos as oracular response can be seen in
Pindar, Pythian Odes, 1V, 59. Although we have over one
hundred fragments remaining from Heracleitus, we know where
to place only the first two. As a result of this and
because of the small amount of writing left, there is a
great difficulty in translating the works. For a slight
variation of this first quote I include Freeman s
translation:

The Law (logos, the intelligible Law of the universe)
is as here explained; but men are always incapable of
understanding it, both before they hear it, and when
they have heard it for the first time. For though all
things come into being in accordance with this Law, men
seem as if they had never met with it, when they meet
with words a:d actions such as I expound, separating
each thing according to its nature and explaining how
it is made.

.

3 Aristotle speaks of this in his Metaphysics 3, 1047
a3-7. He traces the Protagorean relativity back to the
doctrine of Parmenides in Metaphysics 5, 1009 a6-b25.

v

41 say return because in my use at the moment it is
not "instituted". It is not a noun although it seems to fill
the syntactical place in the sentence where a noun would be
appropriate. It is not a noun; a person, place or thing.

> see page 76 for a detailed discussion of this title.

6 I have drawn most heavily on. On the W__x to Language
and Building Dwelling Thinking by Heldegger; The Visible
and the Invisible by Merleau-Ponty; and Otherwise than
Being or Beyond Essence by Levinas. "

7We are inevitably led to a hermeneutic circle (where
we accept an alleged logical contradiction); however, this
does not give us an original notion of the hermeneutic
relation; that is to say that we always remain talking
about. ‘ :



104

8 1n long form this gives us the following three
sentences; a)l direct myself to that world which begins a
new each morning; b)I direct as dwelling in and of the world
myself to that world which begins each morning; <c)I direct
my manner, my conduct, to that world which begins each
morning.

9 Merleau-Ponty, in The Visible and the Invisible, is
seeking to know what "the being of the world means." He
points out that by looking at the world I am not a spectator
toit; it is not a.synthesis but a metamorphosis; the world
is both absolute proximity and irremediable distance. My
body seems to be built around the perception that dawns
through it.

Every attempt to reinstate the illusion of the

"thing itself" is in fact an attempt to return to

my imperialism and to the value of my thing.

(Merleau-Ponty 1968, footnote p. 10

The notion of subject and object in no way helps to
clarify our relationship with the world and ourselves. The
distinction merely draws out its consequences, using the
dichotomy tacitly. The perceived world is below, and in
this sense in a more muted world, the antinomy of the being-
ot iect or being-subject. This debate for Merleau-Ponty
3 :als a necessary revision of our ontology.

10 The depth of Merleau-Ponty's insight can be seen
when he cautions that it is not through Being or Nothingness .
that we' can achieve "opennesg'; rather it is the reverse.
Being and Nothingness "come into" themselves as we achieve
openness. The result of this is .that to reach a horizon is to
be still bounded within being.

11 The term "nothingness" is often used by Levinas, but
it is to be understood as still residing in Being. It seems
as though Levinas did not recognize this development in
Merleau-Ponty nor in Sartre. Yet, there are many striking
similarities in the terms which Levinas develops and the
terms Merleau-Ponty uses. For example, "trace", "fissure" .
and "proximity" are crucial to Levinas' notion of other than
being and all three are found in The Visible and The
Invisible.
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12 An examination of Levinas' total development of
"Other than Being" quickly shows areas of divergence from
Merleau-Ponty and Heidegger. I would add that such an
analysis also show contradictions within his own work. This
is apparent when he deals with his notion of "subjectivity".
Subjectivity, as other than being, is in no way a part of
Being. It is "interruption of that invincible persistence of
essence”" (p.14). It is before, it is the exception of Being.
Based on this notion of subjectivity, we are commanded by
responsibility when we gaze into the face of the other.

This particular development of "other than being" has
unfortunate consequences for the integrity of his text.

We are now faced with two competing notions of other
than being as they are trace@ through his development of
a) subjectivity, and b) saylng In the said, saying is
hidden and distorted, yet is still an essential feature of
the said. The task is to go beyond them to saying. We can
look for hints within Being itself for Other than Being. On
the other hand subjectivity is no where to be seen except in
one's vulnerability in the face of the other. Instead of
investigating into other than being, we are left to accept
his word that subjectivity is other than being.

131 am using the structural form of a dialogue to:
111ustrate the interacting of the "di". It is made more
prysical. You the reader Bee the two and become spectator to
te dialogue, Yet the writtendialogue is in its own way an
" instituting. As the®reader, you are spectator-co-author of
this dialogue. To read the 'form' itself questions the
reader 1n order to allow constituting by you the co-author.’
The ‘form 'you are presented with has aspects to which the two
in the dlalogulng cannot possibly have access. The layout of
'hand shake' is visual. The final statement is written in
such a way that it is for the co-author; agaln it is vigual.
not oral.

14 5ee Of Grammatology. (Trans. G.C. Spivak) :
Baltimore: John Hopkins' University Press, 1976. He credits
Heidegger with this notion although he modifies it.
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