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INGQUIRY IN QUESTION: v21'?

What follows is the transcript of an inquiry which takes itself
as its object: an inquiry into its own inquiry.

It ovens out of a mere marking of its questioning, '?', and pro-
ceeds by questioning that mark, and the progress of its inquiry

as transcription of something 'open' into marks and questions -
such transcription itself marked as only one thing open to the
‘writer'., Each successive attempt to transcribe into words the
ovening transition into 'wordst', 'text', 'book', from some text=-
ually marked 'context' in which the transition is open, simply
leads into a questioning of each such attempted transcription,

the bringing of its terms 'into question'. The first section of
the inquiry closes having marked out an internal 'logical' space
and time of these opening questions, coordinated around the init-
ial question of marking a question: so many 'dimensions' or lines
of questioning 'question' - in particular the external 'physical’
dimension of a 'space' and 'time' in which marking or transcription
is (physically) open, and a 'poetic' or figural dimension in which
that 'external!' physical open-ness or space provides, like the 'in-
ternal' logical space of logical, physical and poetic questions,

an 'image' for those three coordinate dimensions in whose textual
and contextual interplay their transcription into a logical space
and time of questions is open.

This interplay is then framed in a coupling of those dimensions of
questioning in the poetic axis of an action or activity of inquiry
organised by the question of framing a thousand or so texts of
‘theory' (found as so many books in the context of this inquiry),
as so many framings of the whole, or some primary dimension, of
their widest 'context' from different 'points' in what they dif-
ferently frame as that common, universal, context. How frame this
difference, its 'space' and 'time'? A 'drama' of theory from its
pythagorean inception as 'vision' of a symmetric system or Kosmos
of various dimensions of the 'mark!' or 'point? (m“u’iw, ¢""-'-YM) -
at the time of inception of *dramat' and 'history' also, around
'S500BC' - down to a range of theoretical texts temporally situated
in their contexts 'around 1970', is articulated in a 'dynamic' of
inquiry in which successive books bring versions of a universal con-
text proposed in earlier or opposed 'theories! into a questioning
formulated through the identification of those other perspectives
as 80 many limited partial views from more or less specific and
questionable ‘points in the newly mapped universal frame. The 'in=
ternal! dynamic of this book of inquiry itself, in which each such
questioning of earlier theory im its turn comes into question, al-
ways finds the 'terms' in which that question is marked in some
later text, which is thereby made to follow in the sequence of the
inquiry's mapping of its 'historical' context as an 'external' se-

quence of theoretical texts, and their contexts as framed in terms
drawn from those texts,

Finally, in the closing section, this figure of inquiry or history
(rtoeloc) itself appears in its own 'immediate! late twentieth-cen-
tury context as questioning of and response to a range of books
‘around 1970' which verbally frame the inscription of language in

a context it transcribes, in abstraction from the ‘dramatic! quese
tion of such transcription as itself only one thing open in that
context to its practitioners or writers - itself 'in question! as
substitution of the linguistic order of substitutions of words, for
other orders of one thing 'in place of' another, and for that sub-
stitution itself, in particular. The context of the following in-
quiry, as of this summary, towards 2000, has by the close-of the
book been organised 'in terms of' the inquiry (as simply its mark
ing in terms found in earlier books) as what is open vwhere and when
such an inquiry is open: the inquiry in-the end simply something
that was open to its writer, the marking of its context as what was
open, and of this mark itself as my *position', 9{513, in it.
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cseeesel have just begun this book.e.




Thp— ————— — — —_—
[ J—— —_ [—— —_— -
- ——

ceoHEYCo o

cecosseelNOWeo




I open the book..but who am I?



Anm
I' &
word?



I am asking these questions..though..

«eWords cannot esk themselves questions, can they?

¢

«eIt is 'I' vwho finds in them my question who asks what they are..



My questicn.

sebut is it really mine?

Are these words mine?

” e e Or have I found them?



I opened the book by finding them, found them by opening
the book

eoethe bookee

eceessthese words?e.

eeOreceesOomethingeaceceecse Mo

eooeoeell



..owWaiting for..me

eoeThls book?

it, then 'I' had already opened it..
eesel was there..

eelow could I know until I opened it..

e e WheEr€eee«?

Was it this book?
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Or was I there, waiting for you?

Me?eeeWho am I then?

I opened the book..when we opened it..

«.Opened it, already there..already open..

..slike a questicn.e.

eeothe queétion itself..

eesOr was it just a mark?..

eese2 question mark?..

.sthe question..or was it just a mark..opened the book..

. sasking, when I thought I opened it..vwho I..
.o thought I was,,
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Thoughte..o I thought ¥ was opening it. Someone else
must have thought that 'I'would open it, in order to open it in
the way he has. Ha has chosen these words, not I. Or, rather,
I have only chosen them unknowingly, in opening the book. And

not even the book, really, in that sense... only this copye.

But is that really what I mean? what if the book is

really a piece of fiction, and I,‘the ‘reader', am the fictional

author? Then 'But is that what I really mean?' is me, the reader,
imagining, thinking myself, to be the author. But that's not re-

ally true...at least, it's not really true in the fictioneos oo

. But if I am me, reading, really, it's not really true at
all, it's a sort of pure, circular fiction, which I, really reading
it, stand outsidesesAh, but then that would be true in the gstory, too.

But I can close the book, I might have closed it already.

How could the author know? I can choose whether to be his 'I' or
not.

«...0h, but I really am the author, I am choosing these words,
I am writing, amd I couldn't have closed the book - the real book,

not this copy ( or rather this, and not that copy), or there would

have been no copy for you to chcose to read.

....ah, but I am also the imaginary reader, reading these

words, and I cannot choose to close the book until I, as writer,
choosey

And, if I am reading still (as indeed I am, or I must
have closed the book, and could not be reading these worde) then

T'nust be the real reader also. Or rather a real reader, since 1

have no way of telling whether someone else may also, even now,
be reading these same words. Indeed the writer, who is also the

imaginary reader-as I am also, in a way, the imaginary writer -is somehow

reading as I read, as someone might read over my shoulder, or over
Ry imaginary shoulder.
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who, then, am 'I', in these words? It seems that in the

circle of a fiction 'I' can be, indeed 'I' must be, whoever 'I' think(s)

'I' am, But is this a fiction, or am I really involved in such a

circle? Who is to choose? Am I? As writer, as choosing the words,
1

I may ask you (then the reader) to choose that this whole imaginary
dialogue is a fiction with which I have chosen to begin my booke I

might - at last remembering convention, ask: Please, reader, now

imagine that I have omitted initial inverted commas, that the book

really begins: ' "Who am I?eee', and that this introductory fictional
dialogue ends here,M

Or I may choose to ask you to forgive my failure to remain
within such conventions, and insist that I did not really mean the

last inverted commas to be taken seriously. Indeed I now see that
it must be a fiction,

But surely we, reader and writer, really can stand outside

all these words, and that this is so is no fiction, indeed has its

own circularity of choice, action, actuality, that exactly mirrors

the circle of fiction which we can actually stand outside? Surely

either of us can choose whether or not, and how, we enter into the
circle of words?

Yet who, then, is 'I', opening this book, when no-one is

reading it, and no-one writing it? Nobody? Nobody when 'I' has

no body, no 'here', no 'now', in which to actually open the book =
by writing, embodying the book, or by bodily reading a copy? Must

some body actually 'choose' the words, choose to write, or choose

to read? 1Is an 'I' common to all these choices, these real choices,

of real I's, a simple fiction, a circle of words turning on them-
selves, or a word turning on itself?

But what, then, is actually the common frame of I, here,

now, which is the same every time these nothings, 'I', 'here', 'now!',

indeed the whole order of words, reflecting the actuality of their

use, are used?...this 'world' in which we use them? Must we, who
make a difference with these sa

me words, actually share in some
common framework corresponding to the circle of a fiction, but real

rather than imaginary, in order to be in a position, a situation,

in which to choose such words?

T T T T
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Do not all these words, in fact, correspond to questions?
Each covers a range of dif‘erent uses, in which we, in different
Situations, may use them to indicate the differences of our situations,.
In a way the questions must be 'there', indeed always 'here', 'now',
in order for us to distinguish between different answers, or different
uses of the same answer: 'I am here, now, in this body, independent
of the circle of words in which 'I' am always ‘'here', 'now', always

'me!, but rarely me',

«eeAnd is there not a 'fundamental' question which confounds

the independence which *I' think(s) 'myself' to have in the inscription
of the cloused circle of fiction in the Thought which 'I' think to be

'my' own, as 'I' 'think' 'I' choose who to 'think', or imagine, 'myself'?

Is there not, actually, a question implicit in words themselves: How

can 'I' decide whether an 'outward'! or independent pattern of here and
now and bodies determines who 'I' am, or whether I am, rather, myself
inqulaffirmation of my actuality, in the terms which I (think I) find
ingzithought, as I find the words which express them in the world in
which, 'here!' and 'now'!, I use 'these! words?... The organisation of
the 'outward' world, including these very words here and now seems also

to include the organisation of 'my' thought, just as my thought seems

Lo include the closed frame of these words, as I recognise my circular

cthoice which confirms my independence of the circle of words in my power

to entertain them in my thought, as corresponding to, or comprehended

in, thoughts, my own fictions. How then to decide between 'I' and me,

between two 'sides' of an action, an actuality, of self-assertion,
petween what is common, and what is particular, in such actuality? For

A varticularity, a difference which makes it me who says it this time,

18 itself common to all such self-assertion. Whoeeeamees'I'? And why

2m I,.me? Vhy should I be writing and you reading? Does not 'I!
organise things in such a way that even the particularity in which I

choose to write, to use these words, is somehow impersonal, interchange-

2ble? Why am I here, now, in this body, rather than here, now, and in

;ﬁhiﬂ.bOdy? How 1s 1t that I am Iouf but that you are not meecees OTree

scare you?

Of course, simply by being a reader, rather than 'I', you
<an at once circumscribe this question, and choose that 'That's your

jproblem; if you've got all tangled up in words, that's no reason for me

9 Join you'. And yet in a way the gquestion, even if it seem no probler,
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is common to us all, in this our 'community' of common place, time,
words, bodies, For you are somebody before you read, and the partice=

ularity of you, a particular reader, allowing you to choose where to

stand in relation to this bock, is itself, as it were, a part of the
question marked by the fact of a book, enclosed in a cover, or rather,
in the actuality of words, through which all of us, joined by or in

a common world, communicate., This book simply exemplifiesy in the

common form of 'books' - including their common particularity or dif-
ference - the mystery of words, Like any question it is both open -

there 18 a gquestion - and closed, it being different from other books,
as a question must differ from other questions in order to be that

question, corresponding to the range of answering which makes it ‘'open'.
Part of the mystery is just the possibility of this exemplification,
corresponding to the opening question in which I wonder(s) how I can

be me, and to the difference of this book amounting to its questioning
its own particularity. It is just this particularity of the book,
corresponding to 'I' in the opening question, which allows the rejection

of the opening question itself by a 'reader's' reserve - which is to

say, by Thought., For the question or mystery of the Question itself
1s simply unthinkable, requiring for its Answer a personal participation
in the actuality common to Thought and to the circle of words contained
in Thought as things, circumscribed by thought as a book in its'‘world'.
It can, though, at least, be truly thought that actual participation

may be required for the answering of this Question...and I, as I write,

ask that this be always 'borne in mind‘',

WHAT IS THX QUESTION?

What is open in our Question?

Why, this very book. The actuality of these words is in question.
The opening of the book amounts to an initial expression of the
Question, its reflection in the act of opening the book, just as
the 'name' of the took simply marks the Question in our common
world, the closed book reflecting the question of the actuality of
the Question, of questions, itself., This empty'mar¥ marks the co-
incldence of the circle of 'marks' in the book, turning upon them-
selves like the opening 'I', and the Thought which, moving in the

frame of such marks mirrored in its own circle of gelf-assertion,
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finds what it thinks is a book, a closed imaginary world, within the
world shared by thinking and words in the person of whoever, finding
the book, opens it. The mark, like the closed book, marks an open-
ness, a question, whose open-ness and range corresponds to the two
'sided of a mirroring which relates the words in the book to the thoughts
corresvonding to them 'in' writer and reader. The book opened by the
writer is imaginary: he begins as it were with the end of writing.
The beginning is chosen 'with' the end of writing the book; the end
is in a way prior to the choices 'I' here make of wordse. The reader,
on the other hand, opens a real book at the beginning, after all the
choices of the writer have been made, and, in the oven frame of
questions indicated by the title, chooses to follow all the choices
until the ends I, writing, work(s), as it were, back to your beginning,
and you from thence toward my end. In the interaction of these two
converse orders of determination and question, opening and closing,
lies the dialogue and argument in the dimension of words which we
share. 'I' must proceed by subordinating an imaginary reader to the
frame of 'my' questioning, and you must understand me by containing in
your imagination the Writer. Thus, in the opening of this book I, as
writer, had to try and bring into question the relation between the
reality of my choices, and the fiction by which I imagined myself no
longer the imaginary Reader, but you, a particular reader, In order
to introduce the question of questions, of the Question, I had to
dramatise the 'converse' of writer and reader, by putting in question
the truth of the book, asking whether 'I' actually meant I, who really
wrote, or whether the whole converse or systematic conversion was the
fiction of some missing author. The end of this playing with convention
was to bring into play# a choice, a question, which, as 'convention?,
1s traditionally external to a book: the status of first, second,
and third person, and the choice, in general, of the sort of choices
different persons in the book can make., This involves a distinction
between 'reflection' and 'narration', deduction and story, and, in the
case of the latter, between the narration of an author toutside' the
story, and one determined by the 'false' or imaginary identification
of author with a person who did not ‘in' fact write the story, but
who is presented in the fiction as though he did - his choices, action,

within the narrative being, in fact, chosen by someone else,
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The 'end' of this play is to be an introduction to, or

induction into, the dramatic frame of this Actuality in which we

write and read. 'My' part is here to write., This is to exemplify
what 'one'! might call the common dramatic truth of which the circular

self-assertion of Thought and its reflection in this World are two

converse domains or sides, one mirroring the other, This dramatic
presentation of Drama requires the mirroring or reflection of this
duality of Thought and World, of 'Reflection' in a closed system of
words - this book = whose organisation thus simply reflects that of

the Question which it expresses or marks. It begins in this simple
character of outward 'mark'!, marking a closed system of 'unarks', words,
expressing, in the closure of a book, an open question, 'what's this?',
It closes in finding this very question, the closed book with which

it began, at the end of its reflectionse This is of course a simple
corollary of the confusion of reader and writer, imaginary and real, |
in the opening of the booke. Rather than the end preceding the beginning,?

as in this writing, or the beginning preceding the end, as in reading,

the two coincide in the common closure of their common words, corresp-

onding to the 'closed' particularity of the Question of the Booke

Such circularity is no more nor less 'unthinkable' than
the circularity involved in the simple form of self-assertion, 'I°',
and amounts, reaily, only to the unity of a booke. But unlike the
unity of most books (and like the unity of the act of self-naming),
this unity is not subject to the conventional distinction of fict=-

ion and non-fiction already noted - just as the common actuality of

facts and thoughts cannot be contained or comprehended in either.

This circumstance reflects directly the way that the or-
ganisation of the book derives from the character of question, its
Simple complementarity of 'open', or what is to be determined, and
'closed', the corresponding range of nossible determinations or an-
swers. For one may ask: what determines the closure of questions
'in general', what is this 'closure!', or what is the 'fundamental' dif-
ference between 'open' and 'closed' which makes questions possible?

But what closure can determine the frame of this guestion?
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The circularity of this Question, or question of ques-
tions has the character of a paradox, and might indeed be called
Paradox insofar as it constitutes a minimal case that one might
call fhe paradoxical thought of paradox itself, common to all the
impasses of thought, or rather of Thought, which present them-
selves to our thinking as impossible questions. For it amounts,
'actually' to the very mirror of 'open' and 'clcsed' from which
Thought abstracts,in'the closure of its self-agssertion, the ‘'open’
interiority of determinations proceeding from an inaugural fiction
of the coincidence of thought and fact in the 'I' that thinks it
thinks; this 'I' that thinks it is whoever it thinks, or which whoever
unthinkingly thinksthat they think, must think they are. This
mirror or question of the complementarity of the circular self-
assertion of Thought, and the World it thinks to comprehend in
the circles of its fictioms which correspond to its circumscription
of words in this independent outward World, presents itself to
Thought as an unthinkable actuality, a circularity which is both
‘in' Thought and 'in' the World of facts which is part of its In-

augural fiction = and yet 'comprehended' in neither.

This 'paradox', then, questions the authority of an or-
der of forward deduction which, thinking itself to originate in
a clrcular answer to the question 'who am I', in the unthinking
assertion 'I' in the very imaginary open space circumscribed by
this 'initial' fiction, proceeds from some closed frame of in-
quiry whose imaginary closure repeats this 'initial' circularity,

towards a corresponding imaginary pole or circle of simple determ-
lnation, independent 'outward' fact. But there are no terms, no
lnaginary correspondences of circular fiction and outward circle
of words, in which to frame this questicn. There is no ‘where!

in the imaginary open 'space! of determination, conclusion, in
which reflection proceeds, to inscribe the closure, the range of

'‘open' and 'closed' which determines 'what is a question?’'.

Here, now, the 'forward' order of inquiry proceeds from

an actual mark, and the question of who opened the books and the
authority of Thought first appears in the progress of this quest-

i.On.ingo »
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Indeed, this book is opened by the disruption of itis
closed unity by Thought impersonating us, and by our imperson-
ations of Thought. It is closed at the same time in a circular
independence of faet, reflecting this self-assertion of our think-
ing, and thought to correspond +¢e - the bodily inscription of these
marks in this Worldj and the character of these marks, words, as
fiction or non=fiction is thought to correspond to whether '1?',

‘here', 'now' were actually used by me, there and then,

This outward independence of the book, reflected in the
question of its relation tbh the World about it - as fiction or non-
fiction - itself reflects, as has been already several times sug-
gested, the independence of our thdéught in the ‘'impersonation' or
understanding of its inscription in these words. The 'comprghens-

. ion' of the words in the forward order of the Thought which »pens T
the book originates in an imaginary actuality of 'I' thinking it-
self to coincide with its own self-assetion in Thought, or, really,
in the actual opening of this book, an actual coincidence of my
thought or yours, my thought and yours, in its forward movement,

with the closed independence of this book, in the act of opening

it. The questioning by which the book is now proceeding involves

an actual 'converse' between the converse orders of 'open' Thought
and 'closéd' book, without the more usual subordination of one of
these orders to the other which would determine the book as deduct-
ion or narrative, one excluding the other. Such a proceeding might
tempt a reader to resolve the confusion of Thought and World by
simply closing the book, and so participating'in.fhe.Actuality which
closes the book in a similar coincidence of the two orders of Thought
and Worlde I, writing, must try and avoid this, by keeping the con-
verse between real writer as imaginary reader, and real reader as im-
aginary writer, firmly rooted in the converse of Thought and words,
to which it directly corresponds. I must hope that I, who imperson-
ate the Writer, can play my part well enough to maintain your sym-

pathy as k real reader, conscious of the difference between the play-
er and the part,
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WHAT NOW?,,., WHAT NEXT?

what, then, actually is the Question? What is the difference be-
twveen the Question, and the Question-Mark which solicits the dig-
ruption of the closed book in its opening? How does this Question

inhabit this book? How does this question inhabit this sentence,
from opening to closing mark?

Is it simply by the conventions which govern our uses of words,
including those conventions which usually distinguish deduction from
narrative, fiction from non-fiction (and from wilful misrepresent-
ion, 1ies)? ...But these conventions lead to the raradox of the
question, They, like the Question, are neither comprehended in
Thought nor in its World, which, as we have seen, are themselves, in a
wayy, of the nature of conventions. Might we say that our Paradox only
arises because we fail to remain within these conventions? But
what sort of convention can forbid playing with conventions? 1s
not the authority of such Convention quite as circular as the au-
thority of deduction? Is not such a recourse to Convention simply
a refusal of the Question, an attempt to draw an arbitary line be-
tween the imaginary absolute choice of Thought, independent of
World and words, and the particular questions which it has the au-
thority, the freedom, to decide? And this, precisely, by an appeal

to independent facts, mirroring this circumscription of Thought,

of thoughts: Such are the conventions, such is Convention'?

Conventions or laws, at any rate, in the inscription of

questions within the intercourse of a community of persons, actual

users of words, like you and I, are themselves subject to the force

of our paradox, in another form. For a convention must include a

variety of possible cases within the domain of its rule, and so al-

low again our original question 'how! this inclusicn is to be de-

cideds We cannot determine how conventions apply in general sin-

ply 'by convention', any more than we should not questicn why we
should not questicn Convention,

The situation here, with regard
to the formal circles of 'how' and 'why' and their converse order-
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ings of activity, including our common or communal use of words, is
quite analogous to the situation of the converse orders of thouphts
and World, or Thought and things. Indeed these two dimensions are
themselves complementary determinations of a common Actuality includ-
ing world, Thought and Community, and the part of Convention corresp-
onds simply to the circle of Community, of a com:on personality that
was already noted in the question of the relation of me, here, now,

to a World as the common Frame of all uses of 'me', ‘here!, 'now',
Just as an imaginary origin of deduction in a fictional coincidence

of 'I' and its thought is lost in the apparently innocent act of open-
ing this book, s0 also disappears an equally fictional - or mythical -

origin of the Authority of Convention, its unquestionable Law or Rule.

For Convention 'explains' the Questionh-Mark, in terms of
its use to mark a question - in this case to mark the book as a quest=
ion = just as Thought explains or defines me by my use of my mark,
'I's The question of how this can be done finds in Convention an an-
swer as circular, and in the same terms of circular 'choice!' and 'fact?,
as we found in Thought to the question 'Who am I?'. Yet in the conver=-
sion of this initial 'how' of the Mark into its 'why' (or rather, into
a simple 'because') we actually have a determination of the opening of
the book as action complementary to its determination as the origin
of a deduction in the abstraction from the actuality of the book in
the circular self-assertion of Thought. The ways in which these two
determinations preclude our Question are quite complementary, like
the two 'sides', aspects, 'open' and 'closed'!, of the Question itself,
and in Convention Thought finds itself now confronted by a circular
authority of Fact which refuses its question, as by‘the reflection in

its 'World' of the circularity of the very action by which 'I' thinks
to abstract to the inner world of thoughts.

How, then, do we mark a question; *'How does this question

inhabit this sentence, from opening to closing mark?'.

ees Well, is that the same as this question? For the

e ——

open-ness of questions allows a recurrence which is the converse
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of the Question; that is: Which question?

The question-mark must be used if it is to ask a question,

even if we do not know who has used it, or whether perhaps we are

asking ourselves a question, even if we do not know just who we are,
How?

How do we know when it is used, or where? How do we know
when it is used, or when to use it? Do not different questions all
partake of some here, some now, some I or I's? Isn't each 'this!
question? Mustn't a question be somehow presented? Isn't this element
of particularity, corresponding to some principle of resolution of
the open open-ness of 'Which question?', just the converse of the
irresoluble open-ness of the Question, which last corresponds to the
closed frame of the duality or difference of open and closed as simply
dual? Doesn't this complementarity of Question and questions, indeed,
simply reflect the complementarity, or systematic mirroring, of an
independent World of things, and the self-assertion of Choice, in this
our Community of persons? Doesn't this Mark constitute a sort of
minimal case of the participation of these words in the outward inde-
pendence of Things, and the question of the relation of World to Mark
a minimal case of the question of asserticn, reflected in the more
familiar question of the 'truth! or 'falsehood! of an account, or the
fictionality or non-fictionality of a book? Doesn't it mark the COw
incidence of the outer space of a World, and the inner space of Thought?

«e+sThis complementing, as the extreme of 'how'!, the closed frame of 1its
inscription in the Community of persons, the frame of 'I's, 'here's,

'now's, 0f who and where and when?

What does this mark mean:
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eee What can I mean, you may ask, in asking such a
question? Not even 'What does this mark mean, theDeeceseses?'. I8
the 'then' implicit in the abrupt transition to this question? Or
can this mark, which may or may not be of the order of words, it-

gelf somehow correspond to the question off whether there has been

some disruption in the order of deduction, corresponding to the
disruption - or, rather, the irruption - with which this particul-

ar order of words began. Goodness.... what's the.... polnt}

Is not this question, as it were, a return of the inde-

pendence of fact, after its disruption by thought? And does not
the disruption of deduction, which cannot infer the sense of this

question from what has gone before, here confront the finality, the

'why' which belongs to the closure, the closing or conclusion of

this book already somehow implicit in its opening?

Is this disruption, anyway, really unusual, after all,
after all that? For is this not the samne mark which disrupts the

progression of deduction from sentence to sentence, breaking this

order up, or down, precisely, into 'sentences®? And has it not

been there, here, all the time, as a part of the questicn-mark it-
self???? ? " .,...a part whose ‘parts, unless given some sense, mean
nothing, or the same as the whole... whose independence of their
unity as a mark amounts only to the complete independence of sense,
of participation in the line or order of deduction, of !'things' in
themselves, if indeed they have, being things, any self, rather than

Just a reflected image of the fictional self-assertion of Thought,

turning upon itself, it's self.

But is the questiocn then, 'What does this mark mean, in
i1tself? Does it ask for the conventional sense, or senses, of this

mark? Or is it rather a question of this mark, this use of this

mark, rather than the uses that can be made of conventions regard-

ing, but, it seems8, not altogether circumscribing, this mark?

Can we resolve that question, if indeed that is the quest-
lon? Is it not, after all... is it not, after all, the preceding

question of the particularity of questions, the question 'Which question?'?
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Or is it rather... a question 'of' that question, a
particular case of that question, a question 'of' that question

inasmuch as it brings that question 'into play'?

Could it mean that a mark was always 'that' mark, and so
indeed a mark, something marked By someone? Could I have meant that
by making this mark, that mark? What could I have meant by marking
the paper, ptherwise unmarked up till that... point?

Could one ask: 'How could I have done such a thing?.... How
could you have done such a thingt' ? For I will admit that it was
indeed I who made the marke? It doesn't‘mean’ that the paper was mark-
ed at this point, and that I, writing, pursuing the progress of de-
duction suddenly found that the paper was marked, and wondered what,
if anything that might mean. The train of questions lead on from
this mark, rather than back to some reason or cause outside the con-
verse deductive and narrative orders of the words, to some chance
marking, whether accidental or intentiocnal, of the paper, this paper
on which the book is arbitrarily printed. How indeed could such an
arbitrary mark appear in your copy, unless it happened to be this
one which 'I' as Writer, or rather, as the actual writer, am in fact
writing, to be copied? PFor if such an arbitrary mark were to be cop-

ied, it would no lcnger be 'this' one,

No, I had to be bodily there, me, the real writer. 1 had
to choose to assert myself as writer, breaking the forward progress-
ion of these words in the Deduction of Thought, just as when I open=-
ened the book by beginning to write. 'I' had to be marked by me,
and by me writing, remarking my own bodily presence there, here, at
a typewriter, then and not now. Standing - or rather sitting - in
an order independent of the forward order of the deduction, independ-
ently making a mark then, not now, though each time is, or was, a

'now', whose own independence of this order of Time in which I am

8t1l]l writing is marked by the way that you, the real reader, have, as
I write, not 'yet' really seen that mark, which must wait until that
'now! when you first remarked it, or when you will first remark it. And
I, the real writer, am related to you, the real reader, a real reader,

only through the mirroring-of the Rdader and the Writer in the closure
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of this as of every other Book, as of every sentence. For it is
this Reader and Ariter that coincide at that, as at every, point,

in each mark which punctuates, articulates, the narrative, any nar-
rative, 1 personally, bodily me, had to choose to make that mark;
and it is Just this choice which is marked at that point of this
book. That is what I 'meant' in constructing that question, marked
simply by the point as that question. For the fundamental particul-
arity of any question lies in just this irreducible independence
which holds us in part outside the closed symmetry of imaginary
Reader and Writer, even though it is through these 'imaginary' parts,
characters, figures, that we must really, actively or passively, be
who we are; and it is the imaginary part of Thought to ask and be
asked, and to ask itself questions, that part which we mark 'esesse',
in a sinple open-ness of punctuation. In that line Thought invites
and is invited into its own domain, Thought plays its part in us,
and invites us to think,

50 here, perhaps, we are. Wwhere do we go from here?

How do the points at the beginning and end of a sentence, ovening -
and closing these sentences, as they open and close this sentenceeee

ceseeCarry us along with them, in the prosecution of Thought?

It oust surely be something in the words, for how could
we tell simply between two marks of punctuation which way to go?
Could it really te convention, this time;, even though we have seen
that 'this time' is itself no matter of convention alone, or we, like
the imaginary Reader and Writer would be forever everywhere and nowhere
in wordse. For although some 'foreign' conventions would have required
us to begin this book, or rather another book that might have been
printed between these covers, at what is for us the end, then Thought

would also have proceeded in the reverse of this direction. In ei-

ther case, Thought disrupts the symmetry of the punctuation, and
seems to follow the direction of words. Or do the words, rather, fol-
low the directiun of Thought? What then is the direction of Thought

and words, whichever leads or follows?
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MIRROR

The imaginary Writer and Reader are locked in the closed symmetry of
a fiction, as in this closed book, until questioning Thourcht remarks
a Book, this Thing, yet not just a Thing: opening it, our thoughts
disrupt this closure, this symmetry of beginning and end engulfed in
Silence, Jjust as we, real readers and writer, might disrupt the sane
silence in speech. For do not the words speak for us and to us here,
as we entertain one another in Imagination? Between the opening and
the closing of this book, the punctuation distinguishes many sentences,
oprening and closing in a similar way. Closed by these simple marks,

» and ? , of assertion and questioninge. Assertion of my passing
presence in the mark which marks my preéence in the sentence it closes,

inviting assent as the other invites thought.

The closure of the book, like the closure of the sentence,
invites Thought into the spﬁce between beginning and end, and this
correspondence of open and closed itself reflects the character of
questions, inviting from sentence to sentence the progressive conclus-
ions of Thought... Between the 'closed! things which are this book 'in
itself', and the points in it at vhich its component sentences conclude,
lies the domain of words in which Thought moves forward, pausing, per-
haps, as here, in mid-sentence, pausing, perhaps, a little longer at
the endeseee And, perhaps, a little longer still at the end of each

group of sentenceseceecee

wWhat could mark this space, this dimension or order punctu-

ated by questions and pauses and conclusions in which our thinking now
proceeds; what in it could mark the continuation from point to point,

which i1s the mark of our thinking, as the point marks our assertion in
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words? What could mark the individuality of a presence 'here' of each

of us, which has no copy? For it seems we cannot here in these wores

mark some other voint outside their order, in which each of us might

'now'! be present.... and yet the words 'tell' us that there must always
be such a missing point, proceeding, as it were, from its reflection

in one point of writing and reading to the next. And this constantly
progressing point would represent the very continuity of that remarkable

presence of our selves to our and others' selves, from which the closed
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symmetry of the opening and closing of this book abstracts its fiction-
al isolation. An isolation which reflects the isélation of that miss-
ing point at which we may be really, at some point, present in these
words, and which the worids reflect in the 'I' that we imagine to be

our self. An isolation we see in the marks themselves we use as words,
and the thing itself which copies the closed symmetry of this line of
words in the real book which I bodily write and which you bodily read.

It was a passing coincidence or conjunction of this isolation

of the 'thing' which is marked, and of this thing which is my bodily
self, which I marked at that point in t e progress of our thinking

marked by the isolated point, that mark I chose. And it is the open

space between such a mark and the next to be made which marks, is the
image of, reflects, the then still open question of how and where next
to mark, to assert, the progress of deduction. As I now write this,

the 'next' sentence, I am in the process of choosing how, where, why,

it will end; and as I end this sentence, in the proce.s of deciding

how this group of sentences will end, in the space or interval which
marks the closed frame of this group, as a greater space groups this
with other paragraphs in this section of this entry into the book,

this Introduction. And all these possibilities, choices within choices,
are reflected in the Silence which closes this book, as the common space
in which we, reader and writer, are or will be present; encloses and

isolates copies of this book, encloses and isolates, in particular, in

each case, this copye.

How can I mark this 'space' between the points of the deduct-

ion? How copy it, as this copy of the book copies the,closed symmetry
0f these two orders of thought and image, of deduction and imagination;

how find an image of the Imagination which presents deductive Thought
with a choice, in beginning each sentence, of how it will end? How,

that is, can this space itself enter into the book, as into each copy?

How, itself, enter into the order of deduction, which it mirrors in-
separably?

cessBut, you may ask, is it not already here in the bodily

separation of the words in every copy? H-e-r-e? And is it not here
in our conventional pause for thoughte..?
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But 1s it really here, doubling the order of these words?

Surely we have seen that it is not of the forward deductive and as-

sertive order of words, but of things, somehow independent of the

order of words, as the order of words is independent of the choice
between this direction of writing and reading, and the converse, since
each must always be 'this' direction. Must we not somehow mark the

Space in a way that 'means' nothing, except that the space should be

remarked? Can we really do this with a series of points, 'ecececee!?

But these, in the symmetry or indifference of their order,
cannot mark the presence of our thinking, except by their association
with, their inscription in, the conventional order of our writingeeee
they tell us nothing, or simply repeat the order of words. How can we
mark the presence of our thinking, as we write or read, in this symmetric
order of marks, which it disrupts in the order of its deduction? How
mark the missing point in which thought and mark always 'now' coincide,
and through which and as which thought, passing, is ordered?

How mark now the continuity of our thinking as this presence of our

thinking now in these words, from which the symmetric ordering of points

where thinking and imagining coincide is abstracted by the very closure

of its symmetry - the closed circuit of real beginning and imaginary
end within which I write, and the closed circuit of really finished
booﬁj and imaginary beginning, in which I imagine you to read? How re-
flect in the configuration of questions .and assertions which is this
book - one proceeding from the end in imagination, the other from the
beginning in thought, one opening from the end, the other closing from
the beginning - how reflect the actuality of our reading and writing,
the direction of my choices, my assertion as Writer, ‘and your consider=

ation of these, in the Community of our common Actuality of which and
in which we partake and are parts?

For the missing point of which each stop is a copy, hiding
the passing presence it marks, and which all the points between may
or may not present, as all those beyond, and perhaps one hiding behind,
this point do, now as I write this sentence, is both throughout the
imaginary paper of the imaginary book with which I began, and quite

Outside every real copy, isolated in a thing.
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Is there not something in the continuation, the continuity

of thought, reflected in the continuity of the circumscribing Space dis-

ruoted by this copy of this book, in the continuity of the paper dise-

rupted by each mark, the continuity of.things; by which the disruption 1
of this continuity in assertion or book corresr-unds to thought's disruptiogg
of the closed or symmetric coordination of opening and closing the book

or opening and closing this sentence? Is there not some eorrespondence
between the mirroring of the orders of deduction and imagination, an-

swer .gnd question, closed and open, in the closed frame of the book which
thus oddly corresponds to its enclosure, circumscription, isolation,

in this continuous space in which it can be bodily opened? Is it not

somehow in this correspondence that the opening question has its force,

through this corresoondence that the real disruption of the closed
body of the book begins the progress of our thinking through these
words, and as it were generates the order of deduction, the asymmetry
of our reason and our imagination from which the symmetry of their

two orders in this book, which we disrupt in opening it, 1s abstracted?

Is it not as if the 'missing point! for which we are seek-
ing is somehow there where the continuity of circumscribing Thought
and World are broken in the act which disrupts the closure of the book?
"I‘_h_(_e_g_e:where Thought unthinkably crosses into the closed order of words,
breaking the symmetry of their opening and closing, of their punctu-
ation, and installing in that closed frame the disymmetry of a deduction?
As though (in the book) the missing point of entry into the book, marked
as a question, as the Question of this book, corresvonding to the act
of opening, its actuality, progresses from point to point in the book
ln quest of some final assertion, some conclusion, the closing of tae

book? As if stumbling unthinkingly in, it must think its way out?

Then we might mark this progress by a continuous line traced
by this 'aissing noin# through the thing that is this copy of this book,

in search of the discontinuity marked by the end-point where, in the
Integration of the unthikably incommensurable orders of Word and Pre-

Sence in the closure of this book, awaits....perhaps, the Answer,
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Or might we? For such a line has not yet begun in this

discontinuous order of points and wordseeeseshas it?....Unless we were

to suppose that opening this book has somehow marked US..e.

Such a mark would be no thing, anywayee.s Do actse...emark

Us?eeeperhaps we must suppose they do...for how else could we remark
anything? How else could we remark ourselves, our selves? And without
S§0MeeeoMarkeeshow could we remeber such acts, how, indeed, would they
be 'ours'? How, indeed, could there be any interaction between us

in these words unless my 'I' somehow marked me, and my 'you' somehow
marked you, i1n my activity of using these marks? We are marked meNeee
and women..e.from the beginninge...even though we cannot mark our selves
in Thought or Thing in any beginning in ?hought or Thing...but only

in the acts, the Actuality that is so remarkablel

Did I not try and mark this act of remarking myself as writer,
when I remarked that I had made a mark, and asked how?...and imagined
you asking wWhy?eee? ¢+e0nly to find that the point that I wanted to
make was still somehow eluding us? Something was still wanting, ‘I

was still wanting, I was still wanting some thing, and we moved on
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here, Was that the first point of another line, an other imaginary

line following, as it were, the initial line of Thought - and, a real

point, actually opening this line of thoucht? Some thing only in

Thought, a fiction? Did we not see that this imaginary line was missing
esosthe point? Missing the point of entry, which broke the closed
circuit of these words, and then moved along this imaginary line,

missing at each point in turn? And did we not miss the point Jjust

when we tried to mark within this closed movement forward and backward,

of reason and imagination, just the closing noint which would repeat,

and so conceal within the words, our point of entry? Didn't we only
'miss', lack, the wanting point, when we missed the point of the
book, and tried to close it before the end? 'I' had still to go

on thinking, not yet having found UuSe

Are we getting anywhere with all this business of real and

imaginary points, lines, circles, crossing? What could be behind
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ordering, dimension, 'line!' of Thought, failing to see merely the

reflection of its own Reflection in these words that lead it on? Are

we getting any where further than our recognition that this Thought

was only unwittingly doubling the order of these words, when it thought
to describe the presence in which, disrupting the senselessness of its

simple fact, it recognised in a mark the presence of some thought, and

its sense? Are we not, rather, receding further from our object, while
seeming, in this mirror of words, to advance? Are we returning from
the Truth of Thought's recognition of itself in 'I' further and further
into the senseless marks so ill-used? Might we not better retreat to
this missing origin, lost in opening this book and finding ourselves
wanting in its words, and confusing, as here, the words that want us,
and something we want in the words? But just who, now, are we? How
could 'we'! now return to this 'I' that has been lost? We have seen
our selves in the Mirror 'I' cannot see, lost in the circle of its
imaginary identification with the isolation of a thing that it takes
for itself. We have lost no thing, but only a fiction, an illusion,
this Identity, this Term, of Thought. A thing indeed, this bodily me,
thought it was 'I'e It thought to return to itself, but now we are

returning to ourselves, having seen the Mirror.

'Seen'? But how could we see the mirror in which we see

our selves? Have we really seen it, or only its reflection in words?
Is it not at just that missing point we are trying to find? That point
ln which we imagine real and imaginary to coincide, but which we cannot
mark? That point which is neither the 'I' of Thought or 'my! Body?
That point, alone, where we are actually ourselves? That imaginary
roint in which the closed symmetry of these marks, leading neither
forward nor back until thought to do so, is broken; that real point

where the closed circuit of thought, in the imaginary continuity of

its order is, in this disruption, in this irruption into the discontinuity

of book and mark, itself brokemn. This imaginary point where the domains

Of Thought and Body are confused, conjoined, in which this very thinking
of Thought and Body now proceeds through these words, if these very

words now bodily present themselves to our bodies, in that mirroring

which is the embodiment of their very thought,
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A mirroring which, in the real disruption of thik con-
tinuity of 'I's' imaginary presence to itself, in the act of open-
ing this book, never really begins, having, in our recognition of
our selves in thHesewords, always already begun...the first real
point of coincidence of real and imaginary orders being already
a part of this book. A mirroring which continues, which is contin-
nued, by the imaginary continuity of this missing point from the
opening to the closing of the book, like %Eggkfaf¥eak in the closed
frame of thesewords impelled from i%s imaginary origin in the want-
ing coincidence with itm own Yreality, which it imagines to be re«
ally at the end of this book, in the return to this imaginary co-
incidence of Thought and Thing in these bodies which are our selves
and this book itself, in this World which is itself no thing.

But how could we ever remark, in the closed thing which
is the image of the closed order of its marks (that order of what
we imagine to be, in themselves, the senseless differences of all
these marks which are letters, an order of a definite range of de-~
ffinite differences, relating as in a frame all the letters of this
book, a frame symmetric in the mirror of the page, as if we might
begin, physically, with the last mark, and read backwards from the
other side. of the pages, and 'through' the pages, 'from' the other
side, from 'behind'), how could we ever remark, from{thfgfgfaé of
the words’, 'inside' the book, 'from' the side of the Thing, the
Prepence in this system of differences of a mirror, and so the
point at which the deductive order of our reason, and the symmetric
order of the mark, might coincide to mark, outside the circlesof
I and 'I', between them, their mirroring in which we are present
to ourselves? How could we ever remark, except by the circular
doubling of the sense of thinking in these words, the opening thus
dual to the closed frame of words themselves, which accedes to our
thinking, and gives it access from imaginary beginning to imaginary
end, and from real beginning to real end? How mark the open-ness
of the book in the book, remark in the book how its opening marks
us? How inscribe in this book the Question marked on its cover:

What is the relation between its opening and its closing, between
its words and its World? How and why does it mark, and so mirror,
our World? And how does its opening and closing mark Us?
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Opening this book, we open up this imaginary distance
from beginning to end, as the presence in our thinking of the
three missing noints of beginning, middle, and end, organising
the actual progress of our reading or writing through the words,
from real point to real point. This imaginary distance is crossed,
ag it were, from point to point in the words, as the distance be-
tween the broken circle of 'I' at the beginning, mirrored in the
inage of its renewal in the closed book at the end, is really
traversed in our activity of question and answer, reading and writ-
inge And it is this inaginary distance, crossing, as it were, the
wvords in our Imagination (from 'I' to the image cf closure which

is, as it were, its 'object') which, as it crosses in Imagination

the mirror of the words, marks our place there'.

The missing noint at the beginning marks in Imagination,
as by an imaginary 'cross' the coincidence of these two distances,
orders, the real order of points, and the imaginary continuous or-
der of 'I' thinking, the beginning of the book in Thought. The
missing point at the end marks, as by another imaginary cross, the
reflection of this same coincidence in the order of words, as the
closing of the book, the book, as it were, as object., The coincid-
ence of these two points in Imagination marks, as it were, the imag-
lnary point at which open and closed book coincide in the act by which
'I' thinks to enter and leave the closed configuration of imaginary and
real dimensions of the booke = Thinks to break by Thought'!s continuity
the imaginary isolation of the book, as 1f to actually cross, along
this line of Thought, into the fictional independence of the closed con-

figuration which is the thought in or of the book, without suffering
the actual disruption of Thought of which this imaginary disruption

of, irruption into, the order of words is the fictional reflection
in Thought, corresvonding to the pure imaginary continuation of the
point of coincidence of imaginary and real, which at the imaginary
centre of all such configurations is the inaugural fiction of the 'I',
abstracted from the mirror of words in Jjust that identification of
which the coigcidence of beginning and epd of its circuit through

these words, in the closure of the book as thing which it initially
thinks to disrupt, is this instance.
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So where am I, where are we, now?

This book has opened with the question constituted by
the complementarity of the closed frame of the book, isolated as
a fiction, or in an implicit fictional isolaticn, and 'its' World
in which it 1s inscribed. The symmetry of book and context, and

the complementary asymmetry which together make the guestion of
the book, have been seen to lie somehow in the closed order of

questions, of opening and closing, by which the book is abstracted
from the open complementarity of the converse orders, 'outside!

the book, of a Thought which is constantly questioning, constantly
finding symmetries and asking the 'reason!' of asymmetry within the
frame of such symmetry, and the underlying Fact of such asymmetry,
seen, in a limiting case, in the asymmetry between Open and Closed

in which, alone, there can be any question of thinkinge.

In an attempt to resolve the question implicit in the
opening of the bock, to inscribe within the order of Thought or
bock the locus of this opening, we have found that neither order,
neither the closed order of the book, nor the open order of Thought,
can be simply inscribed, one within the other, in any correspondence
of Thought and the thought of the book...that the question posed by
the relation of the closure of the bock, and the corresp~nding open=-
ness which makes its question thinkable, cannot be resolved by any
coincidence of the open order of Thought and World and the closed
configuration of signs in the book, either at some point, or in
some line traced by this point which is missing. Any such attempt
has ended in a simple mirroring or doubling of the closed order of
the book and the open order in which it is inscribed. This doubling,
in its symnmetry, still leaves our fundamental question unresolved.
We have still failed to relate the simple symmetry of Thought and
Fact expressed 1in this systematic 'doubling' and the apparently un-
thinkable asymmetry of its terms. In narticular, we have been - as
we might, of course, well have expected - unable to discern in the
closed frame of the text any mark of radical disyametry by which
the text might be open to Thought...as yet it must be as we write

or read, Unable...save in a partial recognition of a mutual dis-

ruption of the two orders in the act or acts of - in fact - opening
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the book, breaking into the order of its words, as they, in conmn-
plementary fashion, break into the continuity of an imaginary or

fictional open-ness of abstract thought. And we have recognised
that it is we who are somehow at the intersection of the two ord-

ers in the crossing of Thought into the questions of the book.

It is only in relation to this intial actuality of open-

ing of the book in a confusion of the two orders of open and closed
that we can mark or remark our access to these words now. Our pre-
sence in this closed configuration whose accessiblity to an imagin- ;
ary identification with a point of question or assertion that 'moves'’
through it in an order originating in our breaking into the finit- |
ary collection of marks in the first place, corresponds not to

any particular point of coincidence of the orders of Thought and
Thing ( for each point at which such an identification of our pre-
sence may seem to be made amounts only to a repetition of the ord- |
er of thought in the words, or of the words in thought, in which
repetition our question may again be repeated), but rather to a g
continuation through the words of the way that this initial act 1
has itself broken the imaginary or fictional self-enclosure of Zhought. i

A continuation in which we seek to close, precisely, the relation

of closed text and open context which gives rise to our initial
questicn. Yet this closure cannot in principle be inscribed even
at the close of the closed configuration which poses the question,
any more than our Question can be inscribed in the open-ness of ab-

straction from particular text and its context or World.

That is, the reading of this bcok cannot conform in
Thought to a presence marked by the disruption of a closed con-
figuration of words at a freely chosen point of entry at which, in
conclusion, the material configuration of the book may be exclud-
ed by an abstraction, an exit, which formally mirrors the init-
al act of entry. The book cannot be regarded as the simple em-
bodiment of an essentially independent line of Thought. The rest-
cration of the broken circle of the text cannot simply reflect
an imaginary solution (of the question posed by or in its words)
which would have Thought and Fact coincide in the simple self-

determination of 'I' as I, any more than the question of the buok
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could be resolved (on the 'other! side, of the Thing, of things) in
some simple Fact of such and such a body having been in proximity

to the words over such and such a time at such and such a place or
places, We cannot simply close the question by some concluding in-
scription of Fact in Thought, or of Thought in Fact, for the question
lies in the very mirror of words, in the two-sided complementarity,
from which these complementary identifications, sides, are abstracted,
The question involves Us, and the closure of Thought marked by the
inscription of rFfact at its origin as 'I', can no more make 'I' me or

you, than the corresponding isolation of Thought in a Body can make

such a body me, here, or nowe.

The frame of the question lies, rather, precisely in
the symmetry of these two orders, precisely in the complementar-
ity of closed text and open World of Thought, the first abstract-
ed from the open movements of question and answer which charact-
erise the second. And in this frame what is in question is the
symmetry of the subordination of thought to fact in the opening
of the book as a fact, and the converse subordination of fact to
thought which makes this opening, in each case, 'mine'. The open-
ing questicn of the book reflects just this symmetry in the con-
verse orders of question and answer, opening and closing, which
mnirror one another in its limited frame. In this frame this opening
Question itself calls into question just the asymmetry of tae
orders of question and answer in which there can be a beginning
of the book, and questions just that action of opening which in
breaking the symmetry or closure of the text, makes this action

'mine?'.

for the undroken line traced in Imagination as the
continuation of an I in which Pact is inscribed in Thought, in
the closed circuits of its fictions whose focus or origin it marks,
which thinks to cross into the closed configuration of marks, and

so mark in them a baginning, an opening, is itself in reality
broken, in this beginning,into the factual asymmetry of me and
you, in a question which itself somehow opens the closed circuits
of '"my' ficticns by asking me whose they in fact are. Although

an 'I' identified in my thoughts as a writer cannot in fact ask
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'me' as a reader such a question in fact, not knowing who, in
the open range of Reader I might in fact be, yet the text, in

refusing the question of who in the text is in fact the first

person, can break the imaginary identifications upon which suca

reserve Jepends and really ask who, in myself, 'I' am.

For the question is inscribed not so much in the marks
on the paper of some copy which is in fact opened, but rather in
the actual symmetry between the actual opening of some copy, and the
actual disruption of the closed domain of 'I' in each such opening.
The marks ask about the actuality of opening in each opening, and
this not only in the domain of abstract Thought, but also in Fact,
fcr the questicn lies just in the relaticn of these mirror domains.

The question is asked not so much 'in' tie book, as at the ambigu-

ous point of crossing into the configuration of the text. Not only
the words in the book, but (and primarily) the book itself, in all
1ts aspects, including the particular circumstances of its openings,
'in the World', asks the central, the dominant, question. The

book asks the question, or constitutes a question, the same for

writer and readers, but in different aspects or modes. In this sense
the question is not dependent on the underlying intention of a writ-
er sure of his identity, real or fictional: it applies to whoever

'I' may be, of itself, and only depends in fact upon a writer as

1t 1epends upon ink and paper.

The frame of the question is constituted by the
synmetry of the formal closure of Thought correlative with the
unlimited open-ness of its questioning, and the mirroring of this
in the independence or isolation of its objects, reflected in the
Fact of there being questions at all, This‘symmetry or airror
2ay indeed be geen simply in terms of the question which it im-
plies: how, in the frame of this question, does the Juestion, 'wWhat
1s a question?' mirror the comolementary open-ness of 'which question?!,
the former confusing the independence of Thought, the latter the
independence of the Thing., The former introduces an open-ness,
an asymmetry, within the duality of open and closed in each ques tion,

within the closure which is the frame of all questioning; the
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latter asks what to answer, what to determine, its frame given

by the fictional isolation of the Fact.. what is common to each

of these questionings is a recursion of the simple form of quest-

ions at large. One brings into question the closure which de-
termines all questicns as questions, the other the open-ness of
such closure. Cne marks a limit to the 'opening' movement of

Thought, the other a limit to the converse movement of finding

what matters are closed, determined, before we may begin our

questioning., . In their complementarity these two 'recurrent' quest=

ions themselves determine the domain of questions, in its widest range?

At the same time one marks the disruption of the closed

circuit of Thought which might otherwise contain some order of
questions, while itself unquesticned; and the other marks the
open-ness of thinking which opens up the domain of isoclated facts
to the continuity of its inquiry, and refuses to any answer an
unquesticnable isolaticn., These two questicns mark the limits of
any domain of questicning, of which the guestions and answers of

this book are one instance, isolated by the fact that it is the

franing of questions which is here in questicn, with the particul-

arity of the instance an inseparable part of the questioning.

How can we mark the breaking out of the isolation of
copies of this bhook as things, which is at the same time a break-
ing into the domain of Thought of a common frame of both their
questionings? How effect the transition of our line of question
and answer out of the comolenentary isolations of Thought and
Thing, and into this Actuality of questions in which they are
mirrored, how enter, in this Introduction, into this mirror of
words which is the donain of the book as question, as of the sub-
ordinate question and answer 'in' the book? How can we mark,
in the common frame of symmetry of Open and Closed the question
of the difference and interacti.n of the questioning open-ness
of Thought, and the closed frame of question and answer which is

this book which seeks to enquire into this relation?
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This is as much as to ask ( and it is only a new form of the
Question which has guided the inquiry so far, and which must guide it
to = conclusion, a close): How can we mark, in a copy of this book,
in the closed frame in which both as Thing and as configuration of
qQuestion and answver, symmetric in beginning and end, opening and clos-
ing, it is abstracted from the open-ness of questioning in general, and
80y in this closure or isolation, itself poses our guiding question..e.
»ehow can we mark the symmetry of its closure and its open-ness? How
can we express, 'in' the book, the radical symmetry of the questioning
from which the Thought which disrupts the Thing which is a configuration
of marks, and this Thing, are conjointly abstracted, and which, in the
mutual disruption of these orders, one by the other, in the opening
0f the book, governs the common order of their questioning? How can
the reflection or repetition of the symmetry of these two orders in a
Copy of the book actually be an essential part of the exhibition of
this symmetry in (and as belonging to) the order of questions, rather

than simply another repetition of the disruption of that symmetry in
the opening of a book?

We saw that the presence of questioning Thought in the book
involved the 'crossing' of the words, in their real order of reading
and writing, by an imaginary order or line from opening to closing in
Thought, by the distance or 'space' of questions to be covered in the
linear development of the deduction or narration. We saw that this °
'crossing' was imagined to occur at the 'missing point' wvhich moves

Continuously in Imagination from an initial crossing into the order

Of words which breaks the closed symmetry of the imaginary configuration
Oof the text as a whole, a unity (in the opening of thé book), to a fin-
al crossingggg'bf the text in the close or conclusion of the dynamic

Of question and answer generated as the order of this continuous move-
ment of Thought through the words. We saw how this continuity was
ooted in the imaginary coincidence of Thought and words in question
and assertion. We can now see that the closure or symmetry of the text-
ual configuration thus broken in imagination, and in this crossing or
break assuring the continuation of thinking through the discrete or
finitary order of words, in their 'real' order as marks, differences,
parallelling the doubling and crossing of this order in imagination

until their coincidence in some final point which restores their
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original closure to Thougrht and Thinge....We can se¢e that this imaginary
Closure must involve the coincidence in imagination of real and imagin-
ary configuration of 'book' at the very point, beginiing, middle, or
end, in vhich this closure in thought and the closure of the config-
uration in fact, meet in the actual open-ness or accession of the book
to Thought, or to this thinking of it. It is this coincidence of imag-
inary and real configurations of disruption, of mutual breaking of sym-
metry, which is itself the symmetry broken in the act of writing or
reading, broken in imagination or in reality at beginning, middle, and
end of the book.soor rather: broken in opening the book, and so govern-
ing the accession of our thinking to the book until its restoration at
the end, the real crossing into the book at the beginning mirrored as
the imaginary conclusion, in the symmetry of the orders of question and
answer governing the dynamic or real and imaginary orders, the opening
and closing of this same configuration in question and answer, at each
‘point' of the booke Thus the imaginary 'closure' or symmetry which
governs the opening questioning at each point is itself the mirroring
or doubling of the initial crossing into the closed or finitary con-
figuration of the book in the final crossing out, and itself expresses

the duality of the real and imaginary orders imagined to coincide at
that pOint °

How can we possibly embody at some point in this ordering of
words the systematic mirroring of the orders of mark and thinking, and
80 mark the transition into the duality of the more general order of

questions at lerge (of which this mirroring is, as it were, a reflect=-

ion in the order of words) which such a mark would effect? We must
find a mark which stands symmetrically with respect to the beginning
and end of this Introduction to the order of questions at large. In
such a transition out of {he closed symmetry of this closed domain of
deduction in the frame presented by an Imagination which in the limit
1s the inscription of the order of Fact, Thing, in Thought as the Fact
of the Question itself, the asymmetry of Open and Closed, we must allow
this general order of questioning to mark itself in a figure, a con-
figuration within the words, vhich, unlike the forward order of the
words themselves, or the converse order of their isolation as the éimple
fact of marks in a book whose closure corresponds in Imagination to the
frame of its questioning, does not already imply a breaking of the sym-

metry of these two orders of Thought and Thing, or a subordination of



of one to the other, but which, rather, expresses-the éymmetry which
organises the mutuality or reciprocity of these two orders of crossinge-
one-another, breaking, one, the symmetry of the other, in the very
movement by which its own symmetry is lost... a mark which expresses
the symmetry of the breaking of its own symmetry, and which thus cone
tains, dually, the converse orders of Fact and its imaginary inscript-
ion in Thought, and itself marks, in its breaking, the complementary

circularity of closed Fact and the questioning Thought to which all

such closure is open.

'Figure', for the symmetries of such a configuration, such
a marking, must be prior to that breaking of such symmetry by which
marks may be subordinated to the order of thinking as (or to become)
'words'e The mark must actually mirror such an order of 'words' in
‘things'e And nor must the mark simply be a 'thing', an image, an il-
lustration, in a fictional independence from the order of words. 1Its
difference from the order of words must be subject, without limit, to
inscription in this order, in the narration by Thought of its own dir-
ection, in pursuit of the closure which would define its Question. It
must appear in words as the Mirror of words which the words alone, 1in
the order of deduction,’cannot marke The Mirror in which words reflect
things in our thinking of them, the Figure which, marking in words the
order of questioning, the dynamic symmetry of Open and Closed whose
subordination to the closure of Thought in the activity of making-sensc
these words represent, might, paradoxically, be called the Word which
answers our Question, in the exhibition of an opening rooted in the

symmetry of Open and Closed. And it marks the questjon and the quest-

ioning of the book at the point of entry into 'questioning at large’

which itself mirrors, in the symmetry of onening Thought and closed
Fact, the crossing out of this general symmetry in the initial order
of disruption in which we crossed into the first words of this Intro-
duction. This first half of the Introduction passes into the next
through just this symmetrical disymmetry, the difference or distance
Irom which, in the deduction so, far, these opening words have traced

to just this point of transition in which they close:
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The imaginary ‘missing point! closes, as it opens, this
line vhich, in Imagination, crosses itself. This missing point 1is
the missing point we looked for in words. As the mid-point of this In-
troduction it marks the first point where the real order of deduction
end the imaginary order of its frame cross one the other. As such it
is the 'origin', root, of the Introduction's closed order of configur-
ation, of its symmetry of opening and closing, just as the 'beginning
of the Introduction is an 'origin' of the order of opening, questioning,
and the end of the Introduction the 'origin' of the converse order of
closinge This midpcint, as reflection of the frame of questioning-at-
large , within the closed symmetry of the orders of beginning and end-
ing, has, as its principle of closure, the imaginary symnetry or equi-
valence of points where the closed ordér of the Word is broken. In the
three imaginary dimensions in which the imaginary closure is inscribed,
the difference of beginning, middle, and end is determinaed only by the
breaking of the symmetry of all points in this configuration by (or ‘at',
or 'from') some further point outside its closure, in relation to which

the local distinction of real break and imaginary crossing can alone
be made,

It is in a sense this 'fourth' point outside the closed sym-
metry of the orders of crossing which is reflected in the three missing
points at which the symmetry of this closure is broken. And the identi-
fication of this point 'outside' the closure of the configuration of
crossing at some point in the order of words, 'before! or ‘after' the
identification as an actually missing point at this midpoint where the

imaginary crossing actually marks such a missing presepce in the text,

in the words, or 'between' them; this itself defines a dual order in

this figure, an open-ness, a duality, a mirror, corresponding directly
to the closure of the figure itself. For although 'really' there are
three breaks in the line, the 'imaginary' closure of the line 'broken'
at these imaginary points of crossing, itself defines, from different

tsides' of this figure in these words, complementary or converse orders

of crossing, corresponding to one identical imaginary closure, but 'fol-
lowed! in a different or inverse order around the closed line*, Jjust as

the closure of the Introduction in which the figure defines a missing

*That is, the line comes over itself 'out of!' the paper in contrary

senses, as 'seen' from different sides of the paper 'in' which it is

imagined to be inscribed: @) corresponds to the 'other side' of
jts mirror-image, éa) .



point may be considered under two converse aspects, the deduction
closing at the end, or the determination to conclude with which this
forward order begins. These converse orders of the Figure thus reflect
in the closure of the text the symmetry of opening reflection and clos-
ing determination, or the converse orders of Thoucht and Thing, from
which this closure of the text is itself abstracted. The 'neutral!
real breaks in the line which reflect in the closure of the text the

missing point in the order of questioning 'outside' the text, corresp-

ond to the real break in the continuity of opening Thought and closing

Thing in the finitary punctuation of this closure, this symmetry, of

question and answere.

The six-fold (twice three-fold: the two 'sides' of the three
'missing points') image of this missing identity 'outside' the imagine
ary closure in the Figure of the finitary symmetry of question and
answer reflects the multiple open-ness of questioning correlative with
the abstraction from the simple complementarity of opening and closing,
Thought and Thing, in the closed frame of a particular, a definite,
question. It reflects the passage of ouestioning into itself, in the
open-ness thus correlative with the closed symmetry of opening and
closing, thinking and its objects, instanced by the finitary frame

of this discourse, as of all discourses. The resulting co-ordination

of finitary orders of reflection and correlative determination thereby

provides a frame for the Question, as I have called it ('What is a
question?'): the mirroring in questicning (and the correlative deter=-
mination) at large of this Question in particular questions itself

being the frame from which the finitary order of Discourse is abstracted
in each of its particular closures, and which, in this abstraction, it
reflects in the several orders of reflection which constituté the di-
mensions of Discourse's opening and closing, the dimensions of its
textual space, and the orders of its deduction, themselves reflected

in the orders of determination in that circumscribing World of Things

in which it is inscribed, and which it mirrors.

This 'passage of questioning into itself' thus has as its
frame (the closure corresponding to the particularity of a question)

the mirroring of opening and closing, their symmetry or duality, but

the passage of questioning into this frame requires, as it were, a
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detour through the closure in which a particular questicning is ab-
stracted from this otherwise indeterminate and unquestionable mirroringe.
'Detour': but not really a detour, as there is no 'onrening' and ‘'clos=-
ing' before the recursion of Question and questions, any more than there
is a closure of this text, or of the Figure which reflects that closure
in itself, independent of the duality of orders of determination and
reflection marked by the 'progressive' and 'regressive! projections of
the Mirror marked in this text by that Figure. The distinction between
the mirror-orders of Open and Closed is as inseparable from the closure
in whibﬁ they are mirrored, as is this last from the distincticn between
these two converse orders of closing and the closed frame of the triple
symmetry of these two closures and itself. In the Mirror there is a
triple symmetry of three orders of crossing (or, equivalently, of open=-
ing or of closing). The symmetry of the Mirror is broken in the identi-

fication of one of these orders of crossing or closing (or correlative

opening) with the symmetry of all three orders - when this last symmetry

then 'falls out of consiceration', out of the question, itself determ-
ining the open duality of the remaining converse presentations of this
same closure, this third term which, as frame of the question, has dis-
appeared in the questioning, this Mirror which disappears in the subord-

ination of Fact to Thought in the finitary order of reflective or theor-

etical Discourse.

The necessary 'detour' of this questioning which first drops
out of the question in the mirror of words, in the unquestioned closure
of the finitary frame of Discourse, and which only through making this
closure the frame of its question can rediscover itself, amounts here
to this Introduction to the domain of questioning-at-large, in which,

through the words that follow, the question of this very closure of
the book proceeds.

The frame of this questioning of questioning which governs
the configuration of the book 'properly speaking' (the book between

Introduction and Close), the questioning in this instance of 'the Book!',

of the closure of the Book 'as such', of books, is determined by the

mirroring of opening and closing in the Actuality of questions, fron

which the closure of a discourse is abstracted.
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The fundamental symmetry of this frame of questioning-
at-large, of opening and closing 'as such' is the symmetry of
the modes of breaking this symmetry. It is presented in the
closure, which is one of its terms, the tinitary symmetry of opening
and closing in a configuration of differences (as in these marks)
in terms of the coordination of 'crossing' or order which 'in' (or

relative to) this closure is '‘cpen' (asits closed frame of questioning

just as this clcsure is itself presented, within itself, as one
side of th TFigure, our 'Knot', which Figure jitself includes this
aide (as representing its primary closure rather than the correl-

ative open-ness), its 'first side', in the order of words.

In this sense, the first side of the Figure re-presents
in the order of words, in the order of the finitary symmetry of

Discourse, of the Book (or its analogues, such as speech, of which

more in a moment) the primafy order ordirection of closure correlative
with our breaking the general symmetry of questioning by entering
into a particular question, entering into the closure of the fin-

itary configuration whose closure itself abstracts from, and so

breaks, the 'neutral' symmetry of closure-in-general in the frame |
of questioning-in~-general. Within this 'primary' or direct ord-

er of the closure of the book, we early identified the coordinati-
ion of the deductive or 'logical' order (which we will in future
denote 'A'), the converse order (primary in the isolation of a. fict-
ion) which we associated with the orimary order ot 'determination'
in a 'physical' World of bodies 'outside' the book, in which, as

a particular ('marked') sort of body the book is itself inscribed,
which order circumscribes it (this order of determination we will
denote '¢')..and, as the primary order of closure abstracted from
and open to this duality or conversion of words and things, the
order of closure of the configuration of questions and answers in
their converse movement in the text, a ‘'poetic' order, rooted in
the questions and determinations associated with the mirroring sSym-
metry of logical and physical, deduction and narrative, theory and

fiCtiOn -~ this order we will denote '"' * Tn the simplest or 'eale~-

mentary' case the correlation or coordination of these orders may
he gseen in the limit-text of naming or marking itself, in the simple

assertion of 'point-ing', 'this', or the simple open-ness of quest-

ioning, in which a 'thing' may be taken to mark itself, be remark-

ed: '"?', or 'What's this?',

e
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In these two converse limit cases, assertion and questioning,
the 'voetic' symmetry underlying the suboriination of thought to
thing in question, or of thing to thought in assertion, 'drops out’
as the third term, the closure of the 'text' which is constituted
by the symmetry of this closure itself, and the closures of A\ and
+ which are correlative with the open-nass of the text to thought
and thing as its 'terms'. M here constitues the minimal 'direction'
of Thought, of a thought, towards a 'thing', its closure amounting
to the inscription of what 'marks' the thing in the domnain of Thought.
*)corresponds to the 'term'! or object of this thought which, converse-
ly to the order of Thought, determines, in ta2e minimal mirror of the
mark, itself 'indifferent', this direction of thinking, the thinking
'of' it, as the finality, the 'end' of this direction.. and, insofar

as this 'object'! impinges on Thought, it itself 'opens' thinking to
its presence,

Complementing this elementary 'direct'! mode of 'naming',
the structure of assertion and question corresponding to the '.' and
'?! which were themselves objects of inquiry in the first half of
this Introduction, is a converse mode in which the object of the
words 1s not a 'physical' or 'outward' thing, but a correlate of
such a thing in 'Thought', as if the name or mark were being used
in a converse sense, the directions of question and assertion, open-
ing and closing, being inverted in the 'mirror' of the mark or
nane, 80 that in the assertion of the name it is open as to what,
if anything, is really, in Fact,being marked, the assertion of the
nane, the making of the mark,not corres-onding to what is physic-
ally marked, but rather to what is a sort of minimal fiction, a,
or the, thing which mnight be marked by the mark. Thae 'direct' or-
der of 'opening' and %“losing' is inverted, and the three orders
of 'crossing' which constitute the mirror-image of tae 'primary’

presentation of the ¥igure or Knot are introduced into the closed

frane of questions ani answers, as the 'open' orders correlative

with the primary clcsures of A,*, and TC ,
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These three complementary orders represent 'in' the
finitary frame of closure the organisation of the complementi-
ation of the finitary and discrete symnetry (or order of sym-
metry)of this frame in the frame of questioning in general.,

They represent the 'other side' of this general frame, just

as they are pnresented within the finitary frame itself as tine
'secondary' or converse order of crossing, and Jjust as the Knot,
two of whose three crossings represent the two sides or closures

of the triple order including their symmetry, represents the nir-

ror of opening and closing in general, within the closure of the

finitary frame (represented in itself as the 'first' side of this

Knot). The trinle order of these symmetries we call 'co=finitary',

since its organisation, although 'infinitary' and irreducible to
any finitary scheme of identification within the finitary order
of closure (just as the asymmetry of oven and closed in the Quest-

ion which is the frame of this order cannot be reduced to the clo=-

sure of any finitary configuration of symmetries, and is 'irresolu-
ble' in 'finitary terms') mirrors exactly the triple order of fin-
itary symmetry, just as the open-ness of the mark as imaginary

term that covers all real terms, but cannot be reduced to any fin-
itary enumeration of these as its extension, mirrors exactly the

closure or determination which is given to it in some particular

instance,

Just as we characterised the minimal case of finitary co-

ordination in terms of the mark, so, now, we can give a complementary

characterisation ol co-finitary symnaetry in terms of the missing

noint that marked, in Imagination, our pnresence in the first half
of this Introduction, and which, as a 'fourth! missing point ‘'out-

side' the closure of the Figure, determined in Imagination, or in

two converse imaginary perspectives or projections, the dual present-

ations of the Figure as complementary triple symmetries of crossing.

Mirroring the logical order of deduction in the mark,
then, 1s the order of an actual identity which cannot, in principle,

be reduced to any finitary determination, any more than one
could close the symmetry of onen and closed in the Juestion in

a way that would bve unquestionable, leave no opening for further
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} questioning. Yet (correlatively) there is no point at which

- the logical characterisation or analysis of this missing point

5 can itself be halted. Any limit, any line by or at which one
might seek to express the inaccessibility to deduction of this
constant pronomial presence in each step, in every term, of the
deduction which it systematically eludes, could in principle be
crossed in the finitary, yet unlimited or indefinite prosecution
of the logical order of differences in the mark., In the duality

. of any distinction between marks and that which is marked (as in

the radical duality of the closed frame of a deduction and the

correlatively open range to which its terms may, within the form-

al limits set by their coordination in the system of differing

- marks which is the deduction, apply) there is always maintained
an absolute or unlimited complementarity rooted in the absolute
oY recurrent symmetry or mirror of coordination of Open and Closed,

Asymmetry and Symmetry.

The 'elementary' or minimal instance of this comple-
mentarity can be seen in the point which marks assertion, ‘'.',
' 'is', which, in its distribution through every deduction, system-
atically articulates the mirroring of the logical order and this
, complementary or 'co-finitary' order of the ‘onto-logical', or
. ontological, the primary closure of which mirrors the opening of
the mark '7?',which is the logical converse of assertion, as= ‘what

{

is' or 'that which is', The systematic complementarity of the two
{orders embodies this elementary conversion of terms in a duality
‘ of interrogative and relative pronoun which organises the principail

f duality of open question and relative 'clause?!, ’

! . This ‘'ontological'! order or dimension we denote 'w'.
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