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In Anti-Oedipus Deleuze and Guattari attempt to think difference in terms of what they call desiring-production. They claim that desiring-production is immanent to society so that the differences thought and secured through desiring-production are immediately social. This means that desire can make a difference to society, to the way it is organised and how it can become organised anew. In this paper I will first explore the ways in which desire in Anti-Oedipus assembles its materials and how these materials realise or sustain desire in the social organisation of space and time. Having presented this philosophy of production I will engage briefly with some readings of Deleuze and Guattari's attempt to make desire immanent to the social. I will look at Slavoj Žižek's attempt to question the social and political value of the difference that Deleuze and Guattari seek to think through flows. I will then assess Frederic Jameson's attempt to show the immanence of desire to the social by putting Anti-Oedipus in a historical context. My argument will be that this is a false alternative between an apolitical Anti-Oedipus on the one hand, and a contextualised or historicised Anti-Oedipus on the other. I will seek to show that Deleuze and Guattari's philosophy of production is concerned with the extension of difference, as the object of desire, through a full space of social organisation and activity. 
1/ Desiring-Production and 'a system of interruptions or breaks' 
 
I want to argue first of all that in Anti-Oedipus Deleuze and Guattari are concerned with desire as such. For them this means that they must ask What can desire do? and How does it work? Unity in desire must account for the energy and materials of production, and through this account for the differences that are expressed in limitations, oppositions, resistances and antagonisms at the level of social organisation and activity. Desire then is to be thought 'as such' rather than through something that transcends it or is set out in advance so as to give meaning and ends to its productive activity. Deleuze and Guattari therefore start the book by writing “It is at work everywhere, functioning smoothly at times, at other times in fits and starts. It breathes, it heats, it eats.”
 Deleuze and Guattari want to throw open the horizon of thought so that it is able to encounter desire as being at work everywhere. Thought must encounter flows of desire that provide a full account within thought of what does not flow. They are concerned with what desire can do in a social situation when they talk about its fits and starts, its interventions. Desire must therefore be wide enough not to be confused with its particular products but must also have dynamisms that intervene in and mark out social situations or contexts. This horizon of desiring-production is to be full of the materials and energy through which it is able to continuously produce new contexts or situations where desire flows without ever becoming exhausted or monotonous. Seeking to grasp how desire works in and across different contexts leads Deleuze and Guattari to search for a way of talking about desire without confusing it with its products. 
They therefore write early in Anti-Oedipus that: 'Desire causes the current to flow, itself flows in turn and breaks the flow.'
 In this formula what is key is that flowing is always already at work. We can say that desire breathes, heats and eats where these are first impersonal flows or ways in which desire works to mark out and animate a situation or context. Thus thought must encounter flows insofar as flows are not attributed to organised bodies if they are to account for the ways in which bodies are organised in the first place. Desire causes to flow, it flows and breaks the flow with another flow, the 'break-flow'.
 Thus a flow of eating breaks a flow of breath, which may then be broken in turn by another flow of breath. This would not happen if the flow of eating broke or interrupted the flow of breath, something that for an organised body would be experienced as chocking. This fills out a situation and expands what a body can do through these flows in which its organs are invested. Thus whilst breaks may determine or organise a body, providing it with organs through which it realises and sustains desire, they do not precede the flow or mark out the space of its activity in advance. Breaks are instead first of all part of what desire can do and how it works. 
In a seminar from 1971 Deleuze explores the immanence of impersonal flows of desire to the social conception of a person. He writes that: 'A person is always a point of departure for the production of a flow, a point of destination for the reception of a flow, a flow of any kind; or, better yet, an interception of many flows.'
 Thus desire is immanent to the social but its activity is also something recorded, as Deleuze explains when he adds that: 'If a person has hair, this hair can move through many stages; the hairstyle of a young girl is not the same as that of a married woman, it is not the same as that of a widow: there is a whole hairstyle code. A person, insofar as she styles her hair, typically presents herself as an interceptor in relation to flows of hair that exceed her case and these flows of hair are themselves coded according to very different codes: widow code, young girl code, married woman code, etc.'

At this point it will be useful to introduce Deleuze and Guattari's notion of machines so that we can see how flows are constructive or machinic. This is important if Deleuze and Guattari are to be defended against the criticism that by beginning with flows they account only for social activity that is contemplative or celebratory. This would be contemplating or celebrating an ability to flow that we cannot participate in.
 Desiring-machines are for Deleuze and Guattari machines that work by breaking-down.
 They are distinct from social-machines that work by recording or representing social roles and functions. Then there are technical machines that work by being reliable in realising the interests of a society that are recorded by social machines. Deleuze and Guattari's own rather neat example for explaining  these distinctions between machines is a clock.
 This is a technical machine insofar as its mechanism works, it is a social machine insofar as it records working-time and is a desiring-machine insofar as it 'breaks down'. When it breaks down it expresses what Deleuze elsewhere calls, via Shakespeare's Hamlet, a 'time out of joint'.
 What desire does through temporal synthesis is to break one flow with another. The desiring-machine, because it works through breaks, is what desire can do. It breaks a flow of technically regular and socially regulating work time with a flow of desire which has a revolutionary potential. Time that measures work and assigns our roles at different times – as a worker today and as a consumer tomorrow – is broken by time or temporal synthesis as the horizon of desiring-production. Thus for Deleuze and Guattari a desiring-machine is where a flow of unconscious desire intervenes in a situation recorded in terms of preconscious social interests. The desiring-machine must therefore be constructive precisely as '...a system of interruptions or breaks (coupures).'
 We have then a system for determining or marking out through flows a situation or context anew.
The term Deleuze and Guattari use for the matter or materials of desire – matter that is able to flow and be assembled by flows – is 'partial objects'. Desire assembles or machines these materials. These are what temporal synthesis relates in desiring-production but are also recorded, measured and regulated by technical and social conceptions of time and space. Partial objects are never already organised, they are never already attached as organs of bodies or parts of objects for the life span of these subjects and objects, groups and societies.
 Desiring-production produces or engineers this lifespan. Hence Deleuze and Guattari's concern with 'How do these machines, these desiring-machines, work – yours and mine?'
 The dispersal of partial objects is what is to drawn upon so that the differences between flows are what is realised in the lifespan of an organised body, making this organised body the realisation of differences through the interception and breaking of flows. Deleuze and Guattari write of how dispersed partial objects flow and relate to one another: 'Amniotic fluid spilling out of the sac and kidney stones; flowing hair; a flow of spittle, a flow of sperm, shit, or urine that are produced by partial objects and constantly cut off by other partial objects, which in turn produce other flows, interrupted by other partial objects.'
 These are flows that are referred to what emits them when they are recorded by a social machine. Thus the partial objects are recorded as organs of organised bodies or parts of apparently complete objects. Yet they in fact situate an organ and diversify its activity, making this organ the receptor of different flows. Thus the mouth is both able to eat and breath because of the flows it is invested in. Flows then become reduced to organs or personalised in the social recording of bodies. This is possible because flows of desire do not seek to escape society but are social in the sense that they are always engaged in the assembly of social situations. A flow becomes personalised, a flow of hair becomes your hair or my hair. This personalised hair then plays a part in a social machine because, in the case of capitalist societies, it can be styled and style is a commodity. Hair can either be something to be coded by a conservative social machine or it is a site for experiment for capitalist social machines for which hair styles are commodities.
For Deleuze and Guattari then social production makes use of a flow of desire that it records. It can seek to harness the desire to experiment with ones hair or it can harness the conservative desire to repress experimentation by coding flows. An experimental flow can break a conservative flow. A capitalist social machine records the function of the person as consumer, as interceptor of flows. This is to make use of desire for social interests, to produce capital, rather than for desire to create a revolutionary situation where social interests would no longer hold. Deleuze and Guattari distinguish capitalist societies or social machines because they make much more use of desire but still do this in order to organise society with roles and functions like worker, boss and consumer. Desire can be harnessed to make the consumer frantic but also repressed by a conservative coding when this preserves the interests of capitalist society. Deleuze and Guattari write that 'One sometimes has the impression that the flows of capital would willingly dispatch themselves to the moon if the capitalist state were not there to bring them back to earth.'
 Capitalism wants to expand the role and function of bodies, to harness the desire for experiment, at the same time as conserving their organisation. 
B/ Critical Responses to Thinking Differences Through Flows

We have followed so far Deleuze and Guattari's attempts to think difference through flows but must now consider an objection to this whole approach towards thinking difference. In his book Organs without Bodies Slavoj Žižek makes the case that we cannot think difference through flows if difference is to have any social or political value. In order to attain this, difference must secure the finitude and abstraction of the subject. Žižek sees desiring-production as being an escape from the constitutive social difference that is the real object of desire. This ultimate difference is symbolic castration. It makes subjects finite and so establishes the problems of finitude as the condition of any political action.
 He writes critically that '...Deleuze experienced his collaboration with Guattari as ... a “relief”: the fluidity of his texts cowritten with Guattari, the sense that now, finally, things run smoothly, is effectively a fake relief – it signals that the burden of thinking was successfully avoided.'
 Difference must constitute a challenge by making the subject finite – allowing politics to arise as challenging and hazardous – but it must also provide the abstraction that enables the subject to rise above their material situation. Deleuze and Guattari's attempt to think difference through flows is escapist for Žižek. He defends Oedipus as the structural way of organising social space or thinking the difference that expresses the constitutive finitude and abstraction of the political subject. In criticising the picture of desiring-production that we have been sketching, Žižek writes that '... far from tying us down to our bodily reality, “symbolic castration” sustains our very ability to “transcend” this reality and enter the space of immaterial Becoming'.
 By definition a political subject is faced with the challenge of their own finitude as well as being abstracted from the flows or drives that would otherwise provide distraction or escape from political concerns. Žižek identifies Deleuze and Guattari's notion of matter as the 'polymorphous perversity' of drives. He compares the activity of desiring-production to market relations in late capitalism, where experimentation with different lifestyles and positions leaves no 'empty space' where the subject can question the order of society.
 His criticism is that experimentation with difference, being perverse, escapes the traumatic problems of finitude imposed by symbolic castration.  How can the subject resist capitalism, he asks, if it is the interceptor of the very flows that are harnessed by capitalist social machines? If everything is relative to flows then for Žižek politics never gets started.
One way of defending the social and political relevance of Anti-Oedipus is to put the book firmly in context. Frederic Jameson attempts to understand the text as a strategy that is directly engaged with the social and political situation in France at the time in which it was written. He argues in his book The Political Unconscious that to read a text and grasp its potential we must first situate it in this way. It follows that any attempt to make use of Deleuze and Guattari's critique of totalisation in a different political context would not be productive and could even be counter-productive.
 Jameson refers to the need for a critique of totalisation in France that was behind the strategies employed in May 1968 and was still relevant in the early 1970s when Deleuze and Guattari were writing Anti-Oedipus. We may note that Jacques Sauvageot, of the National Union of French Students, has written of how in 1968 'Relations were opened with the union organizations with a view to a vast discussion at the base, which would decide on its own forms of action and its own aims.'
 For Jameson this would be evidence of a strategy suited to France at the time that allows us to account for and to read Anti-Oedipus. They were then strategically engaged with their own situation and the need for thinking about political activity from the bottom up. Deleuze and Guattari would then share Sauvegeot's contention that 'The positive aspect of this disorder is the emergence of consciousness followed by action. At present we are feeling a great wind blowing; it may be disorderly, but it is creative.'
 Jameson puts Anti-Oedipus firmly in the context of what he calls the 'historic weight of French centralization'.
 His conclusion is that Deleuze and Guattari's strategy would not work in the America where he lives.
 Here desire cannot be useful in left-wing politics if it is opposed to centralisation or alliance politics. There is not enough centralisation, he argues, in this social context. Only centralisation can make a difference here, not discussion at the base or disorderly winds. Late capitalism has harnessed these very flows, the disorderly winds of diverse and differentiating desires.
 This attempt to historicise Anti-Oedipus goes against the emphasis we have put upon desire as such as the starting point rather than desire in a particular social or historical context. Gregg Lambert, in his book, Who's Afraid of Deleuze and Guattari?, argues that we can undermine Jameson's reading by showing that Deleuze and Guattari re-think totalisation rather than simply criticising it.
 They critique totalisation not simply as a response to their own social situation but as part of an account of social organisation as such in which a new notion of totalisation is to emerge. 
C/ Deleuze on Social Intervention in Shakespeare's Hamlet
We can begin to respond to Žižek's and Jameson's reading's by considering an essay by Deleuze entitled 'On Four Poetic Formulas That Might Summarise the Kantian Philosophy'.
 Here the first formula, which we have already mentioned, is 'The time is out of joint' from Shakespeare's Hamlet.
 As we suggested, a clock would be a desiring-machine if it broke down because time is 'out of joint' when it is at its most productive. This is the time of the temporal syntheses of desiring-production. In this sense the breaking of a clock literally challenges us in a social situation not because it shows that time does not exist but that it exceeds the technical reliability and social regulation of working technical-machines and social-machines. The breaking of the clock is both a moment of paralysis, loss of orientation in social space, and the realisation of a new source of energy and materials for the assembly of a space of unheard of and revolutionary action. The determinate political situation presented by the literary example of Shakespeare's Hamlet allows us to develop this. It has the advantage of showing the immanence of flows of desire to society and the difference they can make. There is a desiring-machine in Shakespeare's Hamlet and it is made up of partial objects which are already recorded at the start of the play as organs of the social body, the state of Denmark. As we saw, partial objects are the materials of desire, they are able to flow because they are not parts of a complete object. Instead they are the ways in which flows populate a situation but are also recorded by social machines as the organs of bodies or the means they have for realising social interests. The desiring-machine relates partial objects through time or temporal synthesis when it breaks the flow of desire recorded and harnessed by the social machine.  
The break is first with time as measuring movement in space since this is the social and technical space of the state, where roles and functions are recorded and regulated. Time here measures the processes by which subjects merely grasp or comes to terms with how space is ultimately organised. Deleuze writes in his ‘Four Poetic Formulas’ essay that: 'The hinge, Cardo, indicates the subordination of time to precise cardinal points, through which the periodic movements it measures pass. As long as time remains on its hinges, it is subordinated to extensive movement; it is the measure of the movement, its interval or number.'
 The first stage of the break is paralysis and passivity because time that measures space breaks down or is 'out of joint'. This break down reveals the immensity of time or temporal synthesis, as that in which all partial objects relate or flow, and this renders the actor passive. This is what Žižek complains of, seeing here the escape from social reality in the differentiation or dispersal of partial objects that exceeds the situation and abilities of the subject. Yet for Deleuze this makes the actor passive in order to be the source of new ways of their being active, in order to open up a space of revolutionary action. It provides the 'empty space' that Žižek thinks is lacking.
 Rather than producing a subject who 'goes with the flows', as Žižek alleges, passivity in the face of time or the temporal syntheses of desiring-production must produce a new space of action. In Hamlet the breakdown of action is the condition of new and unheard of activity because it is activity which could not be predicted or accounted for on the basis of the social space in which Hamlet finds himself at the start of the play. 

When he meets his father's ghost in Act I Scene V Hamlet encounters the moment of his father's murder, a past moment that has not affected the social organisation of the present. Yet as past it coexists with the present. This is coexistence not in time as measure of the social organisation of space but in time as the temporal syntheses of desiring-production. Hence it is through time that Hamlet learns, as the character Marcelus puts it, that 'Something is rotten in the state of Denmark'.
 In other words, he knows that the social machine is broken or that the flow of desire that animates it and is recorded by it has been broken by a different flow. His paralysis and passivity is in the face of a flow of desire by which he is overcome but which he cannot realise or express in the present organisation of the state of Denmark. He needs an empty space to be opened up in this social organisation of space if he is to become active. In the present the murderer, his uncle, is the King and to kill him is treason. Yet this situation makes possible a break, it means that the flow of desire which is unrealised has something to break rather than to simply flow over or through. As we saw, the desiring-machine only works as 'a system of interruptions or breaks'. There must be this friction between time as a whole and time as a means of measuring the present organisation of space because otherwise there would not be a system for intervening in a social order through interruptions or breaks. Yet the break will not simply set out the future but throw it open by creating a space of action.  Deleuze writes that: 'Hamlet is the first hero who truly needed time in order to act, whereas earlier heroes were subject to time as the consequence of an original movement (Aeschylus) or an aberrant action (Sophocles).'
 Earlier heroes then had a space of movement and action already marked out. Yet for Hamlet has there is an empty space of praxis that has no transcendent model but only the immanent relations between the partial objects that have been distributed by the break-flow. We must now explore the nature of the praxis that this empty space makes possible. 
In Act V Scene II of Hamlet we see partial objects which were before organised as organs of the state of Denmark, the full social body where Hamlet's uncle is King, lose their roles and functions. This is because the flow of desire in which this social order is invested is broken by an unconscious flow of desire. Yet they are not simply given new functions by the breaking of flows, as if Hamlet merely has to come to terms with a newly settled situation. Desire does not do all the work so that a passive Hamlet can only celebrate or contemplate productive activity and never take part in it. In fact the new space of action in which Hamlet finds himself in Act V Scene II is not one he fully grasps or recognises completely. Yet it is in this sense that he is active in it as a finite subject and is able to respond strategically to the burden of his finitude. It is a finite space of action as Žižek demands because partial objects are out of order, they have been disorganised thanks to the work of temporal synthesis. Yet Hamlet certainly does not just 'go with this flow'. He has not grasped all of the co-ordinates of this space, such as the poisoned foil and cup, hence the unintended deaths by these two means of his mother the Queen, Laertes and himself, as well as the intended death of his uncle the King. This is then a finite space characterised by encounters with unknown co-ordinates so that while Hamlet must act this is never easy or settled in advance. Hamlet acts as a finite subject and yet is able to realise the flow of desire that had overtaken him by ultimately overcoming what he encounters. In this space therefore there are both instruments and obstacles to Hamlet's purpose but still room for decisive action and strategic response to encounters. We see that partial objects – such as the poisoned cup and foil – are distributed or situated as unpredictable objects of encounter by the flow of desire that has overtaken the social machine. In them different desires are invested, hence the different desires of the King, Laertes and Hamlet for justice, revenge or self-preservation which are invested in the poisoned cup and foil as organs of these flows. The King and Laertes grasp it as a means for realising their different desires, as a means of killing Hamlet as protection for the King and as revenge for Laertes. Hamlet grasps it as part of strategy formed in the heat of the action in response to a sudden revelation and he exclaims: 'The point envenom'd too! Then venom, to thy work.'
 He forms a dynamic strategy that responds to events and encounters that he cannot predict. We therefore have a very full space of action indeed in Act V scene II of Hamlet and yet it only emerges because Hamlet was first passive in time and thus receptive to how time relates its moments. Rather than escaping human finitude it seems that desiring-production has made it all the more harsh and yet also productive of a decisive break in this literary example of the desiring-machine as 'a system of interruptions or breaks'.
How has the connection of flows that is realised in the desiring-machine made a difference? Even Hamlet's enemy Laertes recognises the justice of the King's death and with his dying words absolves Hamlet of blame for the death of his sister Ophelia and his father Polonius, and for his own imminent death thanks to the poisoned foil.
 He does not blame Hamlet because at last the injustice of a past moment has taken hold of everyone in this space. A flow of desire for revenge and justice has re-organised the situation so that everyone recognises the rottenness or brokenness of the social machine. Yet this is because they have also become invested in the break-flow, in the desire for revenge and justice that afflicted Hamlet and which they now recognise as an honourable desire. This break-flow has then re-organised space and how its occupants relate to one another. It has also made this a space of action animated and sustained by this flow. There is a striving after the honour recognised in Hamlet that has the potential to create a new order through the activity that it sustains. It is political action, first Hamlet's but now the activity of those animated by the same desire, which extends the realisation of this flow. The new and hazardous space of action therefore remains open at the end of the play. It is important that there is not now a new state, with Hamlet as king, but a flow of desire that is expressed by characters who now proclaim Hamlet's honour. The desire that afflicted Hamlet alone and made him appear mad, now afflicts those around him. Thus Fortinbras, prince of Norway, marches in with an invading army immediately after Hamlet's death. He shows that the desire that animated Hamlet has not died and is not exhausted. He acknowledges the justice of Hamlet's act, his honour, and shows that his own actions are now invested in the same flow of desire when he orders that four of his captains should 'Bear Hamlet like a solider to the stage,...'
. 
Conclusion

In foregrounding the problem of thinking difference through flows I have sought to show that Deleuze and Guattari can be defended against certain prominent criticisms. If desire does make a difference it must be shown to intervene, to construct social situations and account for full spaces of social activity. For Deleuze and Guattari desire is productive insofar as it is realised in this way, insofar as it is constructive or flows in order to form 'a system of interruptions or breaks'. It also must not be confused with its context or situation but provide an account of any social context by breaking flows and in this way creating a space where political action can take place. Deleuze and Guattari demand that thought proceed through its encounters with flows in different social contexts. Yet it is their differences that unite them in desiring-production, that makes them the realisation of desire as such. They are differences distributed by the breaking of flows, flows that break in order to account for the differences that distinguish and fill social situations. They emphasise the ability of desiring-production to both fill and empty space. It contributes materials through flows but also breaks the organisation of space so that it can be organised in very different ways through political action. Thus if desire is productive this involves both desire as such and the political subject who expands their abilities in the empty space opened by break-flows of desire. 
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system' (Gregg Lambert, Who's Afraid of Deleuze and Guattari, p. 24-25).





In the context of Anti-Oedipus the 'plane of immanence' is formulated as the desiring-machine where components of the 


machine are not related according to a transcendental model or end. They are immanent to one another and thus to the 


matter of partial objects that make up their functioning parts. To avoid a transcendent reference they work by 'breaking 


down' rather than conforming to a model that is transcendent to their immanent relations. The role of desiring-machines 


is to account for social organisation and so for Deleuze and Guattari they can never be reduced to a social context. The 


social context would transcend the desiring-machine or 'plane of immanence'.  If their strategy is critical then it is in 


order to think production immanently to desire and its materials, to establish a 'plane of immanence' through machines 


that work only through desire and its materials. In this sense Lambert is correct to emphasise their novel construction of 


totalities and rescue their critique from being a response to a situation that transcends the working of desire.


�This essay was published in 1993 as part of Essays Critical and Clinical but uses material first presented in 1978 by 


Deleuze as part of a series of seminars on Kant's philosophy and available at www.webdeleuze.com.


�Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act I, Scene V, line 188. Cited in Gilles Deleuze, Essays Critical and Clinical, p. 27.


�Gilles Deleuze, Essays Critical and Clinical, p. 27.


�Gregg Lambert argues that Žižek is concerned that Deleuze and Guattari submerge the subject in '...late capitalist 


market relations as a closed loop of fluid transformation that has no outside or no “empty space” for the subject to 


question this order. In the perverse universe there is no position of truth as there is in the hysteric's universe.' (Who's


 Afraid of Deleuze and Guattari? p. 100). 


�This line is uttered by Marcelus, a member of the King's guard, at Act 1, scene 4, line 90 of Hamlet. It is significant 


that he says this after having tried to dissuade Hamlet from following an apparition that turns out to be the ghost of the 


former King, Hamlet's father. It responds to the coming revelation of a past moment or flow that is unrecognisable for 


any member of the present social body. Just as Hamlet horrifies citizens of the state of Denmark because he is only 


recognised as mad, so the ghost is recognised only as something daemonic. They thus function as what Deleuze 


elsewhere calls 'dark precursors' of something that is in fact very relevant and productive in the social body. It turns out 


to be very positive that the King is unmasked and the social order thrown open but that revelation is always daemonic 


and shocking. Deleuze uses literary examples to develop this in Difference and Repetition. He draws upon Joyce's 


Finnegan's Wake, Proust's In Search of Lost Time and 'Gombrowicz. [who] in his fine novel Cosmos, shows how two 


series of heterogeneous difference (that of hangings and that of mouths) call forth their own communication through 


various signs, until the inauguration of a dark precursor (the murder of the cat) which plays the role of differentiator of 


their differences. This is like the sense, nevertheless incarnated in an absurd representation, but on the basis of which 


dynamisms will be unleashed and events produced in the Cosmic system which will culminate in a death instinct which 


points beyond the series' (Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, p. 150).  


�Deleuze, Essays Critical and Clinical, p. 28.


�Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act V, Scene II, line 327.


� Laertes refers to the Hamlet's killing the King and shows that a new recognition has dawned upon him: 


'He is justly serv'd.


It is a poison temper'd by himself.


Exchange forgiveness with me noble Hamlet.


Mine and my father's death come not upon thee,


Nor thine on me' (Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act V, Scene II, lines 33-34).


�Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act V, Scene II, line 401.
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