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“(For: "Alliage", Jean-lzre Lévy-Lablond)

Is a selfless man one who Fov »1id of iz self, or ig ke a crianle hora
without 14? Selfless people see: o live hapnily, so iz vae self an uniecessary
organ, like the apjendixz? Is seliforzeiiulness 2 aroof that everything goes well
with -the self, ars we reminded of it only if it hurts us? IF we Spesk of ocur own
self, what part of ours owmns it? I we neen by "the self” ihe "real nerson", is
a selfless man unrsal? e say not only Mayself", but also "itsels", for instznce
"the table itself" and"the Fythagorean theorem itselfM: are there selflsess thso-
rems and tables? All this 1s obvious nonsense,

Possibly the term "selfM iz a nonsease. But tierz are selfless languszes
ike French which invent sursogates lilke "soi-m8me" to substitute for i%. Do they

do so0 in order to imitate

in? Or is it for soms reas
it just a bad habli of our
vaticn of the auxilisiy ve: 18, 1z,
surdity, and they say "va onta", Possibly to sneak sboutv "a self" is to ib
a grammatical error, just lilie ontolozy is.
This 1s an elega solution: every nronosiition containinzg the substa-tive
Tself" is e peczuse it is gremnaticeliy Faulty. e know thiz ele-
gant method: is,iéfuslled "logical analysis”, But unfortinetely we z=lso know ine

objections oprosed %o that "nso-vozitivisi? method: all

sitions may be shorm to be grammasical errors. hBAt use
ontological propositicns, if ocatological

is there to Tforbid all prodssitions

rezlly iaterzsting »ropo-

there to

isg

faced with concrete problems, of is an sxample? It may well
be that our langusges are insdequate for councrete Hrovlems, and if they do talk
about them, they ltal: aonzense.

To gilve en =xZampla: if e read = 2 omay say voav we Fforget our-
selves while reading. OF courss: we @may say instead iiats e ars sbsorbed while read-
ing, and thus avoild savins MsalfM,  J4ill: 4hers iz somevhing we do Torszes wihile
thus reading, aad there iz no vevver wiord Tor thet scuethdng vhan "self" is.  liys—
tice say that they dissolve thenszives (their selves) wi 2131 {or the fothing).
This "unio mystica™ mey not <& our owl conereie ex: miexncs, but e nust takxe their

grammatically
der concrete p

To Torget

we read the thri

tics may +thug

to be aznswersg

pody tries to s

to do so. fhig poses two guestions: (1) vie Mours
in & shmiler situation? (2) Did thed n@en reslly seicve
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gome selfish motives? Both questicns can kave no sasvers, Sut ii 15 senseless
to vose questions
nonsense when selflessne

Let us admit that the subsizn

10 substance), To have admitied this ig to have sdivenced ca imporiant stes i

our effort to face some concreie nroblens. A hhole series of provositions like

"am T a self or do I have one?" may indeed be eliminsited. “hich iz to say hat
there are concrete pisnomens with which to uze the term "self" eans o conftnse
them. But what about other vhenomena vhich geem to require the uss o7 that tera?

for instance: may I not say

"I forge? myself while reading"? Such a "phenomenolozical” rendering ol the con~
cretve phenomenon 1is nev very elegant, beczuse our languages are not wuilt fo

utter such propositions. The ter: "reading® in that nrovosition doez od mesn
a substance, but a relation, 3
not talk nonseuse.

We should learn to speak that way. To say:

"there is an aittempt to save a2 child", 3ut the second Tormmla do

4]

to render what we mean by "selfleszness™: tlere is

P Y

It says something quite different, namely: in the
of a child" there is a saving agent. e wmight ask

before the event hapvened. The answer is: berore

a possible saver, and in the event he became coucrete. Thus %0 save a ckhiid
end to die while trying to do so is io render concreie a virduality vihich wes
only dormant. This shows that "selflessness" is no

self), but an aittitude which nerits some virtualities to Lecome concred

-
And this may be exfended: each time some of the virtualities dommiant within "ush
(meaning: sone nunan viztuolities) wecoue concrzie, this is dus to the stitiitude

we call "selllass™,
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is. and vice varse: "selfishmness™ is the atiitude ich vreven
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relations. Traditvional aathroncloy?

those »henonrsns crystcolisze, dut one
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