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It might seem deja vu or passé to commence this talk by way of reference to some key 

ideas of the French philosopher Jacques Derrida. The same might to some extent be said 

about two other key thinkers whose ideas I will address in a search for foundations in 

history of ideas for a contemporary theory of what can be quickly called multiform 

expression and language. The other two figures are Gilles Deleuze and Charles Peirce. A 

philosopher, psychoanalyst and scientist – at least the inquiry today will be 

interdisciplinary, even if inter-disciplinarily is not its chief goal. One goal is to assemble 

ideas and concepts from a history of modern ideas – all as it turned out involving 

revisionist and pragmatic semiotic thinking – towards a theory of what is termed 

multiform language. One reaches back in order to ground and anchor a contemporary 

theory, and also to elaborate conceptually a theory that is arguably not fully developed or 

represented in contemporary thought. The retrospective journey from a current inquiry 

helps also to refresh ideas of particular seminal thinkers – in this sense to turn or return 

to a thinker such as derrida is anything but deja vu - when set against nothing less than a 

rethink of the semiotic project in a way that is synchronous indeed central to each these 

author’s intellectual oeuvre.  

 

It is widely claim that Derrida was a semiotic thinker as well as a pragmatic one. The term 

“semiotic” was one he employed of his own work, which he came to a ‘new semiotic’. It 

was new in that it was separate from the more cognitive and linguistic work of de 

Saussure. Derrida sought to explain and embody language, through a technique called 
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deconstruction, in what he called ‘the event’ of its expression. What can we briefly and 

retrospectively say about the ubiquitous term deconstruction?  

 

Some have said it is a theory of writing – or what Derrida called grammatology.  It is true 

that Derrida used attention to a modality or medium of expression – writing – and its 

asymmetrical relation or difference in relation to speech – which he termed différance – 

in order to revolutionise ways of thinking about philosophy and discourse and meaning 

and ethics. Différance is a French term homophonous with the word 

"différence". Différance plays on the fact that the French word différer means both "to 

defer" and "to differ." 

 

Through an intended playful misspelling of the ‘e’ in différence the ‘a’ in 

différance Derrida shows how the sense of two homophonous are not indicated in 

writing, that writing is a separate system not merely a phonetic transcription of speech. 

He thus questions with one simple paradigmatic example the priveled status of speech 

over writing and the idealism that can be invested in language as spoken.  

 

Différance indicates features involved in the production of textual meaning. A word or 

signs cannot fully in itself say what it means – meaning is deferred through reference to 

other words and this deferral of signification can be endless. Différer also has a sense 

of espacement or "spacing", and that is some the physical feature that differentiates signs 

from one another. This spatial differentiation, which he invested in writing, or archi-

writing as he termed it, is the basis for structural and binary features of languages. This 

spatialisation of language also explains meaning is not stable, that readers are always 

caught up in perceptual and epistemological flux that is explained through dynamics of 

the language and sign systems through which text is produced.  

 

It is this attention to the medium of writing and act of expression it facilitated– something 

he says the ancient Greek and particularly Plato in valuing oral rhetoric did not 

understand about their own culture – that qualifies Derrida as a pragmatist. He divests 

language of transcendental meanings, and seek in the complex play of expressive forms 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/French_language
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homophone
http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/diff%C3%A9rer
http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/diff%C3%A9rer
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the abstract meanings that underpin Greek and eastern philosophy. He reminds us that 

so many concepts are bases on sensible metaphors that the very Greek term for theory 

means to see.  

 

Différance was more than a theory of one modality – it was a theory of paradox that 

operated between mediums, in particular speech and writing, which made meaning 

making in any medium ambiguous and unstable. Derrida saw the manifestation of 

language as a sign system coming into force in this interplay of sense and expression that 

occurred when writing was appreciated as a separate form and not merely a subservient 

means of capturing or transcribing speech. It was a matter of writing displacing speech 

or inverting the hierarchy that speech rhetoric might have in some societies – such as 

Derrida characterized western culture.  

 

His interest in ambiguity was not merely within one language form but between forms. 

He typically expressed instability of meaning inherent in a term especially a main concept 

by crossing it out – for instance with an X over a word, such as Man. This symbol did not 

indicate contradiction or confusion so much as instability, the word meant something but 

also something else or not entirely that thing.  

 

This paradoxical nature of differentiation of writing and speech helps explains the 

paradox that could be felt by anyone witnessing Derrida speech in public. For someone 

so sceptical of rhetorical effects it could seem surprising at how accomplished and 

understated he was in person. Yet rhetorical persuasion is achieved, as in a public 

presentation by any well published author, through indirect interplay of writing and 

speech – the audience implicitly already knows the script of what is being said.  

 

Différance I would is basically a theory of the paradoxical nature of multiple forms of 

expression –  although Derrida was preoccupied with speech and writing in his early 

paper it is true in his later work and in association with Levinas he would explore 

additional non-verbal modalities of expression – including touch and eye contact. I vividly 

remember from his Sydney lecture how he segued from a courteous apparently 
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spontaneous response to applause – of being touched by the applause  – into a three hour 

meditation of what it is to be touched by someone – a neat theoretical trick that 

effortlessly led from feigned modesty to focus on Michelago and human-divine contact 

with 10 minutes.  

 

I would argue generally that the Derridean theory of différance – in as much it involves 

form of between separate planes of expression or sign system – fundamentally amounts 

to a theory of multiform expression. The spacing or differentiation espacement is at the 

heart of all sign processes including binary and opposition arises and is explained by 

differentiation of sign systems according to sensory modalities. The result is an instability 

and flux at the heart of language – that one sign systems cannot be equivalent or reduced 

to another, or even very fully translated. Positively this flux is basis of many things – 

meaning, consciousness, sincerity – that interested Derrida. His interest in features of 

written language can be elaborated into the spacing and deferral that exists between 

different language systems – that it is in multiform domains generally that the aspirations 

of his theory can be fulfilled. Such reflection helps reilluminate a relevant reading of 

Derrida as well as allowing him one that can be used foundation for contemporary 

inquiry.  

 

Multiform expression takes issue as Derrida did with the focus on verbal or logocentric 

expression. Multiform expression seeks to recognise direct and indirect forms of 

language, verbal and non-verbal, present directly or indirectly in a communicative or 

discursive event. The sense of event or actuality is that Merleau Ponty sought in a live 

performance – the dynamic between a score and live playing – is one can never be 

generalised or reproduced and one that produces immediacy, higher consciousness and 

meaning. One should note that the focus with Merleau Ponty and music was not so much 

on improvisation in any one language – such as music – not so much a study in jazz for 

instance, so much as the interaction of two or more planes of expression – such as the 

written score and the physical act of playing that score. He was interested how différance, 

to apply a Derridean term, between the played music and the written score produced a 

dynamic that was central dynamic reception by an audience.   
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Gilles Deleuze was another thinker who can be classified as a pragmatist – in his turning 

from or transformation of psychoanalytic theory of the unconscious to a theory of what 

John Dewey would call ‘the mind in the world’ – he took the complex fields of signifiers 

as he called them of film to demonstrate states of consciousness and meaning making that 

might otherwise be attributed to the unconscious. Deleuze disputes the dominance of 

‘theories of signification in both contemporary philosophy and film theory’, and 

semiology, seeking to replace or supplement these with a semiotic based 

phenomenology, that will explain and be centred on the experience and perception of film 

imagery, as well as the relationship of director, actor and audience. Instead of an inquiry 

about verbal philosophical concepts, his terminology focuses on non linguistic types and 

subtypes of images. The key term ‘image’ substitutes for that of sign, and the linguistic 

connotations of the latter. In particular and crucially, the term image establishes the 

synchrony of media and semiotic studies. The sign is a moving image. 

 

Semiotics has always boasted a flexible approach to non verbal in addition it verbal 

language. The legacy associated with words like sign and language – in someone like 

Deleuze – might be less so in a ltalian or Russian – where specific words exist to 

delineated verbal and non verbal language (refer to Luciano). 

 

Like Derrida he used semiotics to legitimate non-verbal language. Derrida and Derrida 

were not linguists, and from different backgrounds sought out a comprehensive account 

of nom verbal as well as verbal expression. Deleuze considered semiology, or the verbal 

and logical study of signs, as having dominated film studies for too long.  The moving 

image has qualities that cannot be reduced or translated to a verbal or printed narrative. 

Deleuze is keen to recognize competing non-hierarchical patterns of  visceral, non-verbal 

qualities  captured on film. These ‘include all kinds of modulation features, sensory 

(visual and sound), kinetic, intensive, affective, rhythmic, tonal,’ which are often excluded 

from traditions of logic and linguistics, but whose microanalysis is possible on film. 

(1989: 29).’   

 

One cannot over stress the significance for any contemporary semiotic thought, in 

Deleuze’s substitutional terminology. By rebranding sign as image, and the latter as a 
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moving, cinemagraphic form, he asserts that semiotics is not only a tool, even an essential 

tool, for media study, but that semiotics itself is a form of media study. It is filmic ‘images 

that give rise to signs’ (1989: 29). Later in this paper I will commence a similar argument 

about multiform performance – that it can provide an essential source and case study for 

“images that give rise to signs”, that is for fundamental understanding of aspects of 

language, meaning and consciousness in our contemporary age. 

 

One can conclude that there is a foundation on multiform expression found in the work 

of Deleuze and esp in his applied focus on film as a case study in contemporary media 

culture. He works anticipates the complex forms of social and digital media – and various 

scholars have been quick to apply him in that content. On the other hand one can equally 

critique a certain homogeneity in his propensity of non logical approach to semiosis – and 

this despite the proliferation of conceptual neologism and categories that he introduces 

often helpfully to film analysis. With Deleuze the opportunity for multiform 

understanding that he conceptually sets up can be is lost in an organic, non systemic 

approach to non-verbal expression. 

  

I would add further analysis of Deleuze on film can be found in a paper of mine published 

several years ago in Semiotica.  

 

As well as briefly dwelling on three seminal thinker, some key ideas and also some lesser 

known conceptual and even personal synchronies between these authors, I also later 

addressing some multiform features of my most recent creative performance. Yet this is 

a place of meeting, especially with Susan, so I also wish to share some brief pertinent but 

more personal anecdotes. 

 

Now Deleuze was inspired in his turn to pragmatic semiotics by the seminal American 

thinker Charles Peirce. His knowledge of well was as much as face to face as well as 

bibliographic. He mentions only one additional, secondary source about Peirce, and that 

was ‘Gerard Deledalle’s commentaries’ (Deleuze 1986: 231 note 14). Deleuze was 

introduced to Peirce was a person with whom myself and Susan had to privilege to be 

acquainted. The French scholar Gerard Deledalle introduced the work of the American 

pragmatists – Peirce, James, Dewey, mead and Royce – to France and to the Europe more 
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generally in the period after World War Two. I remember being somewhat surprised at 

Gerard’s personal association and influence on a number of prominent thinkers – 

including his early influence and help with Foucault.  I would add Gerard was essential in 

my own doctoral studies on Peirce – for which he was a reader, and I valued several visits 

to his lovely scholar’s resident at Mt Bazin West of Montpellier. Unfortunately my project 

to do an extended video interview with Gerard at his residence, in 2003, never 

eventuated. He was hospitalised at the same time I was in Paris for the visit, and tragically 

he never returned to his home. 

 

I also remember however Gerard’s displeasure with how Deleuze appropriated Peirce – 

a sense of regret even that he even introduced Deleuze to the Collected Work. Now I am 

less of a purist than Gerard might have been – indeed having read him extensively Peirce 

remains a figure dependent upon and inviting contemporary interpretation.  Speaking 

personally that is less of an issue. Peirce is someone who essentially needs reliable 

interpretation. Further,  the two volume studies in Cinema seems a significant important 

adaption of Peirce in a latter day theory and applied study, as well as being an important 

source for film studies in its own right.  

 

Regarding Peirce, I would like to say something not often said, and that concerns the  

potential for a multiform theory of signs within his elaborate meta theory of sign 

categories. Indeed I would argue, and I can only put the argument, that multiform 

understanding is quite central to Peirce’s explanation of sign functions, and that in as 

much as Peirce provides a seminal keystone to modern semiotic and communication 

studies, then one can conclude multiform expression becomes relevant to the wider field 

of semiotic study, and through that language theory and philosophy. 

 

In the first instance I would turn to his theorisation of mathematics. Gerard was very 

helpful to me in support of latter stages of my doctorate with which he eventually became 

a reader in what proved to quite successful project. I say this because the first half of that 

dissertation was an intellectual biography, and a key influence on understanding the 

biographical development of Peirce’s ideas came from Gerard’s thin biography Charles S. 

Peirce, 1839-1914: An intellectual biography translated into English by the eminent 
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Peirce Max H. Fisch and Susan Petrilli. I suppose Susan it is fair to say I would never have 

completed my thesis except for your endeavours with this translation. It is fair to say one 

can never know the fortuitous consequences of publications or for that matter theatre 

productions on individual readers or audiences. 

 

I remember at Dresden Congress in 2000 Gerard commending on some individual who 

lived south Europe who had translated his work into English – he even gestured with his 

hand and I was never sure if this was to somebody I was meant to see in the vicinity of 

the congress or to a distant part of the work. However since then and especially quite 

recently it has been a great pleasure to fill in the picture of the mystery translator, and 

have Susan on the board of the journal Southern Semiotic Review which I am honoured 

to edit. It’s been an honour to publish a paper from postgraduate students here in 

particular … .and …  – and I would add any further contributions to general issues of 

journal are most welcome. 

 

At the core of Gerard’s book in a chapter titled “Out of the Cave” – am I right with title 

Susan? – was an explanation of how Peirce liberated himself from the formidable 

influence of his father and eminent mathematics, Benjamin Peirce. By 1896, in “On 

Quantity, with special reference to mathematical infinity”, Peirce finally rebutted his 

father’s Platonic, idealistic definition of maths, as a description of an “ideal states of 

things”. “The definition I here propose differs from that of my father only in making 

mathematics to comprehend the framing of the hypotheses as well as deduction from 

them” 

 

“We must begin by getting diagrammatic notions of signs from which we strip away at 

first all references to the mind ... we may then consider that saw the peculiar 

characteristic of a mental sign, and in fact may give a mathematical definition of the 

mind.”(In Fisch: 333). Such a “definition” of cognition involves external diagrammatic 

inscription, which Peirce began to label as existential graphs, being “ a rough and 

generalized diagram of the Mind, and it gives a better idea of what the mind is, from the 

point of view of logic, than could be conveyed by any abstract account of it.” (4.583)   

In the first instance the subject matter of logic became the written “forms” of mathematics 

that were “regularly stated” - the activities of mathematics as actually expressed or 

http://www.amazon.com/s/ref=dp_byline_sr_book_3?ie=UTF8&field-author=Max+H.+Fisch&search-alias=books&text=Max+H.+Fisch&sort=relevancerank
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“exhibited”  on “the sheet” “considered as signs”(4.543). Peirce thus challenges and 

extends contemporary notions of texuality, treating logical and mathematical 

expressions, as dynamic texts, as activities or propositional utterances of their human 

subject. In particular, a visual iconic dimension was evidenced in the layout of a syllogism 

or an algorithm that supplemented  its functional purpose. The “abstract statement” of 

algebra always needs “translating .. into a sensible image.” (3.364) – that is a translation 

between multiple forms of diagrammatic, algebraic and verbal expression. 

 

Peirce saw himself now not only in the tradition of Kant, or British or medieval 

philosophy, but in that of the non Platonic Greek philosophers, especially in terms of 

Euclid’s conception of a spatial, geometric basis to inference: that steps of reasoning 

expressed in lines of a “diagram which are not at all required, or suggested by any 

previous proposition, and which the conclusion that he reaches by this means says 

nothing about.”(7.204);(Fisch :227-245). He explained abstract concepts of infinity, 

chance, relative logic and continuity, as being perceptually based, in part determined, by 

diagrams. He relativised Kant, by conceiving of symbolic reasoning as mediated and 

synthetic. 

 

This personal journey of self-discovery parallels or foreshadows Derrida’s critique of 

Plato. In a strict Derridean sense Peirce denied mathematics its transcendental signifier 

and elaborated a grammatological theory of mathematics as a graphical and written 

system of diagrams, patterns and graphs, by means of which he could explain non linear, 

non binary forms for logic, hypothesising and abduction that were are core of 

mathematics and physical sciences that he practiced. 

 

Thus Peirce quite remarkably foreshadowed Dewey’s doctrine of the “mind in the world”, 

in the imponderable and difficult field of mathematical theory. He also set up foundations 

for a multiform theory, and in so much as his theorising of mathematics in the 1890’s was 

basis of his mature semiotic reflections. Peirce commenced exhaustive classification of 

subtypes of images and diagrams – or what he termed iconic visual figures. He would 

discuss the function and nature of iconic subtypes, with frequent examples provided from 

astronomy, photography, maps and topology, as well as everyday discourse and poetry. 
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It can be argued talk that multiform expression of this different sign systems at the core 

of his semiotic theory generally, indeed as a constituent premise for the philosophy of 

pragmatism that he also devised. It is a perspective that allows us to illuminate and dwell 

more of Peirce’s pragmatic interest in immediacy and actuality – which he summarised 

in the category of secondness. We can maintain an enriched understanding of how signs 

and planes of expression point to and indicate each other in layered complex occasions, 

and how consciousness and mean making occurs. 

In part at Susan’s kind suggestion I wish in the time available to address aspects of my 

own recent performance project – indeed to share illustration of first performance of 

most recent version of my walk in beauty project that occurred only last week a week ago 

in Bucharest in small theatre club. On return this will done in Sofia, Bacau in Northern 

Romania and Bucharest again. Hopefully it can be done at other places in world later on.  

 

“A new theatre or a new (non-Aristotelian) interpretation of the theatre; a theatre of 

multiplicities opposed in every respect to the theatre of representation, which leaves 

intact neither the identity of the thing represented, nor author, or spectator, nor 

character, nor representation which, through vicissitudes of the play, can become the 

object of a production” 

 

This project has been produced in three versions over as many years with three 

performers – to fully document the brief but complex history of this projects – its 

serendipities and vicissitudes – would take a very long paper or seminar indeed. It would 

be unusual because I do not normally write about arts or theatre – I am not a scholar of 

arts. My theory has been on media and communications. I cannot fully explain the hiatus 

or discontinuity between professional practices. When very young I discontinued a very 

promising early career in literary studies die to a personal upset – and soon commenced 

scriptwriting. While benefiting from existing literature and reading, the practice of 

dialogue writing always seems a very practical one – listening, transcribing, rewriting, 

and narrating. It is also true many practising artists and writers feel uncomfortable 

speaking formally about their own work.  

 

It seems unusual then for me to begin to theorise about Walk in Beauty, which is perhaps 

the most complex form, where verbal language comprises quotations of published poetry 
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from ancient and modern sources and very little of my own writing. All three versions of 

the work have experimented with a spectrum of artistic elements – music, song, dance, 

projections including television and tri plate coloured prints, acting, posture, proxemics, 

and poetry recitation. These are composed in constantly changing permutations. The 

script and performance of final version is the most composite multiform style of the three 

– by this I mean it contains in its hour length a seamless continually varied layered mise-

en-scéne that seems very rich compared with much experimental or traditional 

performance, without any one element dominating. Various scholars have attempted to 

describe articulate conceptualise  

 

I have considered how best to theorise or speak about such a rich text – verbal and non-

verbal – performance, and also why attention to artistic production is important in a 

general discussion of multiform language. How does on articulate the meta text or effect 

or multiform mise-en-scéne in addition to focus on the particular elements chosen in 

themselves. Half of the poetic language for instance comes from writings of ancient 

peoples – and their dreaming of the earth and natural creation. The title Walk in Beauty 

is from a Navaho Indian poem,  

 

Happily may fair white corn come with you to the ends of the earth  

Happily may fair yellow corn, fair blue corn, fair corn of all kinds,  

plants of all kinds, goods of all kinds, jewels of all kinds, come  

with you to the ends of the earth  

 

May our roads home be on the trail of peace  

Happily may we all return to our home in peace 

 

In beauty I walk  

With beauty before me I walk  

With beauty behind me I walk  

With beauty above me I walk  

With beauty above & about me I walk  

It is finished in beauty  
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Three full ancients’ poems are staged spoken and sung in a contemporary style that is 

meant to be a sharing in and homage to the life of these peoples. The show brings space 

imagery at the end to evoke the possibility of modern dreaming – that we as humanity 

can have a second change of a redemptive dreaming of our earth as a collective whole. 

 

These themes can be said and verbal texts poems quoted but I am as much interested in 

how meaning and sense is mediated through various elements – verbal and non-verbal – 

what effect is achieved through the distinct multiform presentation of poems in 

particular. Let me articulate this in terms of a leading question: In terms of title and walk 

in beauty poem, how is beauty conveyed and evoked in the multiform work?  

 

I would argue for two distinct senses or meanings of the term beauty. I do so speculatively 

– I do not as said claim to be a scholar of aesthetic or theatrical presentation – yet am 

happy to engage or commence a conceptual about performance especially this one 

motivated by semiotic theory. One motivation for this focus on theatre is to ride a case 

study in multiform expression that is relevant to non-theatrical expression and 

communication generally, one that can balance as will explain later to dominance of 

multiform expression in social media processes that can seem so banal in meaning.  

 

We can discuss and largely explain beauty in terms of various rules or adaptations of rules 

in various structures – cognition, perception, culture, mathematics and geometry, social 

discourse, art design etc. as anyone who has studies aesthetic knows there need be no 

fundamental mystery about evaluation of beauty – whether in human produced or 

natural form – the problem is anything is a proliferating of ways of explaining. Let me 

further argue that many of these account can be bracketed conceptually as subsets of the 

wider twentieth century discipline of semiology – this inquiry certainly embraced 

culture, yet it can also be extended to cognition, mathematics, art design and social 

discourse – esp. if a loose sense of structure and rule based is allowed. For example, in 

communication teaching I have always given a quasi-semiotic status to john Searle’s 

speech act theory. I find paradigmatic similarity between the search for meaning in 

cultural connotation and the search for meaning in everyday conversation through 



 

The Multiform Nature of Semiotic Analysis by Geoffrey Sykes 

 

setting out a glossary of type of rule following aired utterances – promise question 

obligation – that underpin our efficient patterns of conversational behaviours.  

 

Having said that I wish to make one comment in passing about Searle’s structural theory 

or grammar of dialogue. In as much as speech acts explain how conversation works 

efficiently and often elliptically,  then speech act should really be named sign acts – this 

is what I have always done in classes – and the quasi semiotic status of speech acts should 

be replaced with a full semiotically explained theory of sign acts. The reason for this 

substitutional theory exercise is that much of work in a speech is done non verbally – as 

is often the case in every speech ambiguities in verbal language are resolved through 

gesture proxemics and intonation. This is very clearly understood in functional and 

pragmatic linguistics, and philosophical pragmatism. Peirce commenced modern 

pragmatism, and was fascination how the arbitrary tokens of meaning – words – can be 

linked to the external world- the answer he showed in illustrations was typically via 

gesture, or intonation and exclamation.  

 

We are immediately reminded that there is a multiform dimension in everyday 

communication – the Italian culture knows this only too well – the non-verbal is not 

merely a supplement or auxiliary to verbal but an essential parallel language or set of 

languages and domains, and that meaning is achieved through the combinatory effect of 

multiple languages at play. Meaning does not finally exists in any one language – but 

emerges in translation, mediation, between two or more sign systems. Conversation has 

qualities – of grace, of interpersonality, of value, of beauty, of clarity and meaning - that 

exceed simplistic or instrumental accounts of conversational or reduction to sign system. 

I use sign system here to clarify any ambiguity in the word language – that verbal 

language is the only or even main language system.  

 

To recapitulate: beauty it is argued can be understood structurally – our perception and 

appraisal of some event thing or person is beautiful is rule following, in that we compare 

the immediate with what is already known or from variation from what is known. This 

makes good sense – we need some measure or standard to evaluate something as beauty. 

The use of the word seems to imply this – that there is a connotative or existing sense that 
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is applies, as syntagmatically, in a particular instance. It makes no sense in one way to 

describe something or one especially in discourse – to share an evaluation that a person 

is beautiful for example -  if no existing pre-existing knowledge of criteria of beauty exists. 

 

There are many moments and aspects of performance that in various criteria in 

themselves are beautiful – the images created, the use of flowers, the appearance and age 

of performer, the music, the movement and gestures – many aspects of many elements 

can be evaluated separately by various criteria. Obviously these become reasons for 

selection of material in compositions of work. I will not attempt to explain or outline how 

all these elements came to be – that would be fascinating journey. And could involve 

conceptually what we might term a lot of semiological analysis. Enough to say it is not 

entirely a rational process- sometimes separately evolved elements – such as performer, 

artwork, and music – coexist with effect in the performance. I will say that the skills or 

style of the performer is vital in a performance like this, also which third performer is in 

as many years to have a go at the work, and further that the selection of performer 

involved a fair amount for arbitrary or good fortune.  

 

I now wish to outline another sense of a beauty, one that is not locatable in a person, 

product object in a way that allows it be compared or evaluated on any system pattern of 

like or similar appearances. Consider twilight - the phenomenon can be explained 

scientifically. It is a result of interacting combinatory of air, sun, sky and earth, cloud 

weather – yet what we see as twilight colours spectrum fleetingly is more than the parts … 

it is magic to human eyes that can fleetingly come as quickly as it disappears especially 

when attempts to share it discursively, “come look, now, quickly, look at colours.’  

 

It is a sense that comes in being ephemerally – it is a result of uncommon non typical 

yoking of elements or material from different modalities or medium. This multi form 

mode exists continually in walk in beauty – there are fifteen scenes and each mis en scene 

o each involves a different selection and combination from the palette of elements – 

movement and colour and music in one, movement and speech and song and projection 

in another. There is projected image or sound in most but this also varies continually. 

Despite its multi course script I carefully organised as is composition – any overall effect 

is not so much a result of improvisation that is from relative absence or suspension of 
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structure – even if improvised play throws up its demonstration of multiform domain … 

the effect I describe under rubric of s second sense of beauty is ephemeral not because it 

is improvised in planning – it is more a quality that supplements the parts that emerges 

from the parts, a s synaesthesia after image, an intuitive or hasty translation, an ineffable 

consciousness, a space in which given meanings and parts resonate and finally displaced 

in themselves in order to fulfil meaning in a domain specific to theatrical moment, in a 

realization that explains and justifies the theatrical and live moment, and impartial 

enhanced to the theme of beauty in a special second sense display enactment of beauty. 

Beauty in this sense ceases to be an attribute to a thing, or product, or even in orthodox 

sense a text. In as much as this sense helps illuminate a quality of theatre I quote Deleuze 

again: “A new theatre or a new (non-Aristotelian) interpretation of the theatre; a theatre 

of multiplicities opposed in every respect to the theatre of representation, which leaves 

intact neither the identity of the thing represented, nor author, or spectator, nor 

character, nor representation which, through vicissitudes of the play, can become the 

object of a production” 

 

That which is beautiful supplement what is previously known about beauty – this 

semiosis of beauty is not a matter of representation, or character, or any one element 

even though it perception is interdependent on each element. The “theatre of 

multiplicities” as Deleuze aptly terms it transcends its objects, rules, and can seem as 

insubstantial as air yet an air laden with possibilities that are core of our conscious being, 

our identity, our values as well as beauty.  

 

“Air is Air  

Its vacancy glitters round us everywhere  

Its sounds are not angelic syllables  

But our un-fashioned spirits realised” 

So says lines from Wallace Stevens, a favourite modern American poet of mine, included 

in Walk in Beauty. The performer moves in blue lights under stars – our humanity our 

first humanity is caught up in a lightness of being which if not mysterious then at least is 

magical in its sensory delight.  
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Theatrically and metaphorically that space of multiplicities is dark – it is black hole of 

epistemology, the dark matter of language, out of which and by means of which the 

galactic mise en scene of language spiral, are born and are maintained.  

 

Now beauty is not only quality of multiform liminality even if it can be extended with this 

new sense and prolifically  applied – to the mix of body music light in dance party or street 

celebration, or extended dinner party or gallery opening or even long conversation. In 

latter examples food, place, proxemics, lights, costume, talk and gestures all contribute to 

multiformality. In the latter example, of an extended conversation, we can sense some 

quality, call it empathy, or warmth, or harmony or even grace – that might seem 

unexpected in terms of what participants brought to the event or meeting. The event 

seems to have its own becoming: speakers contribute or give to the event which also, 

unreciprocally, gives forth a quality that is a supplement in excess or greater than any of 

the elements of the event. In this sense speech is not speech or not more than speech 

speech, gesture is not gesture gesture X and so on.  

 

Multiformality however as an inquiry has many aspects – not all are as distinct as 

emergence of grace or beauty in an event. Consider the act of writing about a painting – 

the production of an interpretive written text even a form of semiotic analysis. We can 

think some form of textual homophony is at play – that there is a symmetry of meanings 

between the two different planes or fields of expression, the visual and the written. Of 

course that is not the case: the act of writing about a painting occurs in a spatial or 

proxemics perspective to the painting. The painting is no longer an object in itself – even 

if written commentary might seem to suggest such focus. 

 

Roland Barthes as all here would know gave considerable attention to interaction of 

caption to a photograph in a newspaper and photograph, and how implicit ambiguity of 

photograph in itself can be clarified through a verbal comment, and how one photograph 

can have two meanings depending on the caption. Thus the paralleling of written and 

visual/photographic text creates a space where flux, sometimes confusion but also 

equally creative, comes into play – this flux is different to and greater than each text in 

itself, involving distinct comparisons between sign systems. The example from Barthes 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homophone
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we can say is one small and more practical example of multiformality – of course there 

are many many more.  

 

What is always at play is relational – in semiotics between signs in one system semiology 

between sigs in separate sign systems. Of course the two paradigms overlap. There can 

be conventional arrays of gestures and words,  where gestures imitate or substitute for 

worlds – these conventional joking of verbal and non verbal tokens function quite 

efficiently, and underpin success of everyday conversations. Yet multiform continually 

brings with it that sense of delight that expression across and between separate sign 

fields can and needs to be dramatized – again something that your Italian culture seems 

to understand very well.    

 

Finally I share special reasons as suggested for focus on theatre. We live in a 

technologically determined multiform popular culture. In the last 15-20 years there has 

grown a plethora of mixed multi media messages on social media platforms. The 

optionalisation of media that McLuhan foreshadowed has not lead so much lead to 

specialisation of different media but something he did not really foreshadow and that was 

concurrent coexistence of media forms. 

 

There is no point objecting or resisting to this change. The technological cat is out of the 

bag. What is of concern is that potentially rich media resources are being exploited in 

social forms that can be relatively banal in content and purpose. We live in a world where 

the short, elliptic text rules, and where there are genuine concerns at the future of 

traditional forms of literacy. Any teacher knows there is a digital Trojan horse in the 

classroom – one that is a genuine to learning as it is a distraction.  

 

My argument goes – that performance arts can provide a good and necessary stimulus 

and counterbalance to the proliferation of multiform social media. They can certainly 

provide a case study for the development of adequate theory to help explain and plan 

multiform media. 

Basically we need theoretical and practical understanding of use in education and 

generally to counterbalanced the hegemony of short text social utterance. How can the 
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long paper, the published article, and the art photograph be located in an environment of 

short text and brief reading span? The use of complex poetry in the work might provide 

some guidance and certainly help balance about what audiences and readers will tolerate 

and can manage. 

 

Of course relevance of the performance in a wider scope of social media was not a main 

reason for doing the show. The aims were in anything grander than this – to evoke an 

ancient and contemporary dreaming of the earth, and to respond to a range of art forms.  

Yet one lesson from the first performance in June 2012 was that audiences were 

surprising tolerant and welcoming from the rich even overwhelming multimedia 

presentation. “I don’t like theatre but I like this’, ‘the best show ever’ were typical 

comments. Asked if they understood it all literally they typically said that did not matter 

– it was being washes over by a warm wave on a beach one said. You surrender to the 

meaning and show, said another. 

 

I was surprised because this change in audience taste has come about quite recently – 

one can be sure it was not present 15 years ago, when a show liked this would have been 

resisted especially by a general audience. The transformation has not been produced by 

theatre alone – it is the growth of new media that has blurred boundary of experiential 

and popular theatre and created new audiences at least for this show. 

So interplay between theatre and popular culture media already exists – it’s not a matter 

of building the link but exploring what already exists.   

 

By way of conclusion I return to the three thinkers previously mentioned first part. First 

I would say that this multiform approach offers new insight into nature of immediacy and 

actuality valued by all three authors. What they conceived as the event, the existential, 

the conscious, becoming, the actual – the experience of the immediate was never meant 

to be functional or simple. Functional linguistics can miss qualities of discursive events, 

qualities explains by the confluence or fusions of sign systems.  

 

I will now argue that this confluence of sign systems is the focus of what they termed 

semiotics of the three thinkers –Peirce, Derrida and Deleuze. All distanced their inquiry 

semiotics from semiology – Peirce by absence the other two by conceptual opposition, I 
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think semiological can be retained in overall picture while exercising paradoxical relation 

with what called here semiotic 

 

Basically one argues that a reconfiguration of thinkers possible through introduction of 

multiform theory. In a previous paper I adopted terms by Riceour – preconfiguration, 

configuration, and reconfiguration – to conceptualise the assemblage of elements in a 

multiform event, the occurrences, and reflections and consequences upon it. I sense that 

the main categories of Peirce – Firstness, Secondness, and Thirdness - can be likewise 

reformulated. However I have said enough on this occasion and will not however attempt 

to elaborate such schematic thinking, whether inspired by Riceour or Peirce, Deleuze or 

Derrida, on this occasion.  
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i On the question of proper names see also Marian Hobson J. Derrida opening lines (New York: Routledge, 

1998) in particular the chapter Singular and proper names.  
ii This second sense of property, as Derrida often admits, is taken in consideration by Heidegger after the Kehre 

by the introduction of the concept of Ereignis. See above all ‘Given time: the time of the King’, in J. Derrida, 

Signatures, (Chicago: The University of Chicago press, 2013).  
iii About Derrida’s reading of Hegel in Glas see: Simon Critchley, A commentary upon Derrida’s reading of 

Hegel in Glas, in Hegel after Derida, (London: Routledge, 1998).  
iv See Jane Marie Todd, ‘Autobiography and the case of signature: reading Derrida’s Glas’ (Comparative 

Literature, 38:1), pp. 72 and following and Marc C. Taylor, Altarity, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 

1987), pp. 270 and following.  

                                                 


