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In his article on Mental Gesture, Antoine Culioli, quoting René Thom, points out that "any scientific endeavor is based on an aporetic situation which the scientist tries to find a way out of" (2011: 64)1 . The aporetic problem at stake in the present case could be formulated as follows: How can metalinguistic representations that have to be fixed on paper, at some point, be it by a diagram, a formula or a definition, account for the ever "overflowing"2 symbolic activity at work through linguistic markers? Indeed, since the metalinguistic level aims mostly at representing markers and operations as part of a given language-state, to what extent can it allow for the interpretation of diachronic evolution and semantic plasticity and impermanence? To quote Culioli:

Symbolic means that there is always something that turns into something else; but that transformation, that metamorphosis has some form of coherence. The problem is how to account for it. (2011: 68) Symbolic activity, which we understand is not to be confused with linguistic activity per se, is at the core of the epilinguistic process that "formalizes" thought into language:

Formalization is a tool of the mind, like algebra [ … ]; it "corporifies" ideas to borrow Lordat's words once again. (Laplane, 2000: 115 3 ) But there appears another paradox, in the sense that language, being made up of discreet markers, de facto fragments the diffuse process of thinking into discontinuous units. A consequence is that words should not be equated with the notions they point to:

The words of a text do not carry meaning in themselves, they are triggers of mental representations. (Weinberg (in Dortier 2012): 335) Or, as Culioli puts it:

Words are a form of condensed version of notional representations. They capture notions: with a word one can access a notion. The word refers to the notion as a whole but that relation is not symmetrical: a notion is only partially captured by a word. So again, this is not a one-to-one relationship. (Culioli 1985: 16) Following that line of reasoning, according to which "markers represent representations" (Culioli ibid) 4 , one can surmise that the metalinguistic representation of markers should also not be equated with the notions that they refer to. Actually, even beyond the issue of lexical and morphematic discreetness, it is not unreasonable to assume that pre-assembled phrases and structural specificities contribute to shape meaning into imposed patterns. For the sake of demonstration, let's imagine that someone falls asleep while reading a book or while watching a movie. They can describe what happened by saying I read myself to sleep, whereas *I watched myself to sleep is impossible. As we know, resultative structures accept only one NP in object position; however, contrary to an ambitransitive verb like read, with watch the object NP is mandatory, but of course *I watched a movie myself to sleep is ill-formed, since there would be not one but two NPs in object position. For the same reason, even though one can say that they read themselves to sleep, resultative structures do not make it possible for them to specify what they were actually reading, unless restructuring the syntax completely: *I read War And Peace myself to sleep. As Laplane observes:

Language is likely to freeze the fluidity of thought in its gel, precisely because it fixes it through its constraints, which are also habits. Language should no longer be seen as a means to express thought, but as a frame to define and organize it.

[ … ] Good writers are those who can develop their own use of language. Great thinkers are those who can detach themselves from its formalism. (2000: 118) On the face of it, the problem of metalinguistic modelling would seem to rest on a two-fold paradox: it aims at representing non-discreet mental activity (Level 1 in Culioli's theory) through the use of discreet concepts (level 3) based on the observation of discrete markers (level 2). In agreement with Culioli's approach, we will posit that, for it to account for semantic plasticity, metalinguistics has to rest on discreet dimensions from which dynamic relations can be drawn:

Fixist or physical approaches would map on langage descriptions such as those we find in physics. To say that we are dealing with a network means that we have a network system, whatever its meaning may be and it can be represented as something like this: Each of these elements stand for something; then we establish relations and ponderations among them. The simplest examplewhich is not even a network! consists in defining an occurrence with Qnt-Qlt5 dimensions, with either equiponderate value, or Qnt/Qlt (Qnt preponderant over Qlt), or inversely Qlt preponderant over Qnt. (64)(65) Although componential in its essence, this conception has little to do with a Katz and Fodor type of semantics (1963); the components that it rests on are not predefined semes (eg. animate, female, adult,…) but conceptual primitives drawn out from trans-linguistic and trans-categorial analyses. Although connexionist in appearance, it also has little to do with Collins and Quillian's 1969 semantic organization; as Culioli insists, it "is not even a network!". Contrary to a static meshwork of interwoven notions, Culioli's model is conceived as a modular representation of primitives allowing for dynamic operations between them. Mental gestures are to be construed as active processes whereby meaning is not so much "retrieved" as it is "built". 6In our view, for it to be in keeping with this approach, the concept of schematic form should be thought of as a modular configuration implying a set of abstract, fundamental features, rather than a synthetic "invariant" formula (precisely because "variance" needs to be accounted for). It is trite to mention that etymology and language change teach us that one same word base in two different languages will take different paths 7 , but the interesting conjecture that can be drawn from that is that although one cannot prospectively assess how a word will evolve, one may account retrospectively for why it evolved the way it did. In other words, language change may be unpredictable and random a priori, but it is nonetheless analysable and consistent a posteriori. It is through the "traces" (Culioli 2011: 68) left by markers that the linguist sets out to investigate the semantic consistency in actual use. For instance, drawing attention to the Catalan word gairebé, meaning almost, Culioli explains:

Gairebé is made of gaire, which is the same word (except for the meaning, of course) as guère ; and bé which means bien. [ … ] Gaire comes from a Germanic word (Frankish *waigaro) which meant "resist, refuse, not give in"; so a possible gloss, widely accepted actually, would be: to have the strength. In Old French the word became gaire "strong, much", then in the negative form ne…guère: "little, fairly little". All of this is the result of symbolic activity. Words are not set in stone once and for all ; they can be deformed, their initial value stretching into a different shape. (2011: 65-66) One among many, this example highlights the fact that there is no anticipating that the cooccurrence of two words meaning much and well can come to mean "almost", which shows that, on the epilinguistic level, symbolic activity comes up with a language-specific means of formalizing infralinguistic activity, exploitating semantic ductility to stretch meaning into new uses. Thus, metalinguistics requires a type of representation that makes it possible to specify from which semantic dimension any such derivation occurs. To do so, we posit that meaning has to be configurable in such a way that semantic variables can be singled out so as to make it possible for us to identify which specific dimension was foregrounded to extend the use of the marker. A further reason for elaborating schematic forms that can be broken down into discreet features pertains to the question of local synonymy. If one given context allows for two markers to alternate relatively freely (e.g. Elephants MAY be dangerous and Elephants CAN be dangerous) whereas another context prevents the same two markers from alternating or else brings forth radical differences (e.g. MAY the force be with you and *CAN the force be with you), one can hypothesize that one facet of their schematic form is shared while others are not. [START_REF] Deschamps | For A Topological Representation of the Modal System[END_REF] 

apply this principle to propose an articulation of modal auxiliaries in English based on modular operations:

The assumed representation must first account for all the possible values generally attributed to each modal in all kinds of different contexts. It must also allow us to deal with the similarities, quasi-equivalences, compatibilities and incompatibilities of the modals and non-existing patterns, that is it must explain why commutations between modals are permitted (for instance SHALL and WILL, CAN and MAY, WILL and CAN, SHALL and MUST, WILL and MUST) as predicted by the are representations pertaining to corporal activity. (Culioli 1985: 23) ( les notions qui sont des représentations de l'ordre de l'activité du corps.) 7 Sometimes radically so, for instance, although complete opposite, black and blank, from French blanc meaning white derive from the same Indo-European root *bhel-. theoretical model itself, or prohibited (SHALL and CAN, SHALL and MAY, CAN and MUST, MAY and MUST…). (Deschamps et al. , 2009: 130) Based on this assumption, the authors propose to define each modal by a set of two operations a Quantitative (i.e. existential) one and a Qualitative (i.e. notional or subjective) oneeither one of which is shared by at least another modal8 .

When two connected modals appear in a context where the shared operation is compatible, an alternation is conceivable with related modal valuesrelated though never quite synonymous in the sense that the second operation preserves a kind of semantic ponderation9 . As such, this schematic type of representation can be seen as a diagram. However, Culioli insists that it is only under the form of a dynamic graph that this sort of representation can possibly modelize markers as the trace of mental gestures:

We are dealing with something that is not only deformable, but also malleable, etc. The first problem we face is that of the graph. It is oriented, therefore it is not a diagram. Our graph became more and more complex as it evolved. Its purpose was to resolve the problem of fixism that we exposed in our 1968 article10 . I wanted to avoid cases where we consider a word and say: "That word means what it means". (70) It might not be an unfitting comparison to say that, in the same way Chomsky reintroduced mentalism by positing syntactic movement between a deep and a surface structure, Culioli's theory on mental gesture posits cognitive movement among primitive components. With regard to Deschamps et al.'s representation, it is through a graph based on such diagrams that the logic behind modal operations and values can be "visualized". If we come back to the previous example where MAY and CAN alternate relatively freely: Elephants MAY / CAN be dangerous, the reason they appear to be interchangeable is because both operations are centered on the same quantitative scenario, namely the expression of both positive and negative validations in a generic context (or so called "sporadic modality"). Even in that context the two markers are never entirely synonymous, of course, in the sense that they correspond to different "gestures":

While MAY rests on a notional representation of positive and negative scenarios as both conceivable to envisage occurrential situations, CAN rests on situational experience or knowledge to predicate a potential notional property. Accordingly, An elephant can be dangerous (QLT oriented) is fine since an elephant is read as a notional occurrence, whereas ?An elephant may be dangerous (QNT oriented) would call for a form of situational anchoring: An elephant may be dangerous if you creep up on it.

To bring theory and practice together, we shall take this discussion on mental gestures further with an analysis of the prepositional/adverbial particle OVER. Cases of semantic proximity such as Fido slept with his paw over my leg / Fido slept with his paw on my leg or The night is over/ The night is through will serve to illustrate how meaning is built by gestures linking one dimension to another within a network of componential semantic features.

For the purpose of brevity, we shall not go into the heuristic intricacies or past experiences of other markers that led us to hypothesize that the various uses of OVER might be apprehended through a minimal set of three semantic components. Namely a topological component, a Qualitative component (henceforward QLT), Quantitative component (henceforward QNT), whose operations can be summed up as follows:

α. Topological: localization relative to the locator's surface (or "closure"). β. QNT : extensional path γ. QLT : asymmetrical valuation

The three components will be addressed alternatively, for each implies specific synonymic 11 areas, and for the purpose of argumentation we shall start with the QLT dimension (3d component in our list).

Component γ: asymmetrical valuation

As we know, in spatial contexts, OVER mostly localizes the locatum in an upper position relative to the locator 12 :

1. The sign over the door said "Exit". Yet the up-down axis is not semantically primitive but contextually derived from a more fundamental QLT alterity: X over Y implies an asymmetrical valuation in which the locatum X is associated to a superior value. This asymmetry may apply to any form of relation implying a hierarchy of values: salience, intensity, preference, ponderation, gradience, or event spatial configuration 13 . For instance: To go over the speed limit, to produce over a certain amount, to 11 It goes without saying that 'synonymic' is not to be understood as semantic 'sameness' (which is why we preferred it to the more colloquial adjective 'synonymous') ; in our approach, 'synonymy' is used for want of a better term to describe cases where possible substitutions have a similar enough meaning. 12 "Covering" values such as She placed the plywood over the hole in the ceiling imply that we take component 3 into account 13 Metaphorical uses like I'm down, I feel low, I hit the bottom This whole operation is going south, I'm under the weather… … as contrasted with I have the upper hand, I'm at the height of my fame, I'm at the top of my game… reveal explicitly how this axis is valued.

choose one thing over another… In spatial contexts, the asymmetry, which consistently gives prevalent value to the locatum, corresponds to a high (locatum) / low (locator) positioning.

Component α: localization relative the locator's topological surface (or "closure")

Just as the primitive QLT component γ can apply to either spatial and non-spatial values, topological configurations, although somehow at the core of spatial representations, can also further apply to non-spatial uses. Let's take a spatial context to begin with: A swarm of flies gathered over the pond for the sake of illustrationhere, the locatum (i.e. a swarm of flies) is in the neighborhood of the closure (i.e. the surface) of the locator (i.e. the pond). Put differently, we can say that the locatum is "in the Exterior of" the topological space derived from the locator, and yet it is still in its reference field. To better understand this compound localization, one may contrast OVER with THROUGH et ACROSS, for which Lindstrombreg provides the following comparison:

"If I hear that you walked through a stream, I assume you got your feet wet. If I hear that you walked across a stream, I do not know whether you did or did not [. . .]. If I hear that you walked (or rather jumped) over a stream, I can safely assume that your feet remain dry. (Lindstromberg, 1997: 127)" To rephrase this in more theoretical terms:

-Unlike THROUGH, with OVER the locatum is in the Exterior of the domain defined by the locator: the existence of the compound THROUGHOUT is evidence that THROUGH refers to the interior of the domain, whereas *OVEROUT does not exist ; -Unlike ACROSS, with OVER the locatum is localized relative to reference field of the locator: with ACROSS neither the Interior nor the Exterior is relevant, simply the dissociation of the locatum and the locator: She sat across from me (=There was a gap between her and me). In terms of localizing operations, THROUGH can be described as an identification, OVER as a differentiation, ACROSS as a disconnection. In the form of a topological space we get: Let's compare OVER to another marker which shares component γ, namely ABOVE. Their shared component (asymmetrical valuation) may make their meaning in spatial contexts hardly discernible: The sign over/above the door said "Exit". ABOVE has often been analyzed as the expression of a gap or an absence of contact (eg. [START_REF] Lindstromberg | English Prepositions Explained[END_REF][START_REF] Gilbert | Remarques autour de quelques prépositions[END_REF][START_REF] Stunell | The Construction Of Sense In English Particle And Prepositional Verbs: Focus On OVER[END_REF], contrary to OVER which is not incompatible with a representation where there is contact between the locatum and its locator. The difference here again is that OVER expresses differentiation (i.e. outside but relative to) while ABOVE expresses disconnection. Whereas

The sign above the door is a mere localization of the sign in a higher position relative to the door (shared component α), The sign over the door refers to a more holistic relationship between the sign and the door as forming a cohesive, or expected, representation. Accordingly, in the phrase over and above the relative alterity expressed by OVER is subsequently amplified by ABOVE; the same gradation effect applies to over and out, or out and away, sequences which cannot be reversed: *above and over, *out and over, *away and out. Lindstromberg provides another comment which reinforces this view: "(2) Dale's flat is somewhere above Jill's, in the same building.

That is, if Jill's flat is on the 3rd floor, then Dale's must be on some higher floor. It may be directly up from Jill's or on the opposite side of the building. If, on the other hand, one says, (2.1) Dale's flat is somewhere over Jill's... then that would suggest that Dale's flat was directly up from Jill's, on some higher floor." (Lindstromberg 1997: 112-113) With ABOVE the locatum (Dale's flat) is localized relative to a scale independent from the locator (Jill's flat); conversely, with OVER the locatum is localized within the extension of the locator, and thus remains within its reference space. These two modes of localization (i.e. OVER = differenciation vs. ABOVE = disconnection) provide a key to interpret the non-spatial forms of alternations between the two markers. Eric [START_REF] Gilbert | Across, by et through, Considérations sur les conditions de représentation métalinguistique des prépositions[END_REF] quotes Michael Swan14 : ABOVE is used in measurements of temperature and height, and in other cases where we think of a vertical scale.

The temperature is well above zero.

We usually use OVER, not ABOVE, to talk about ages and speeds, and to mean 'more than'.

You have to be over 18 to see this film.

In keeping with Gilbert's analysis, who also describes ABOVE in terms of disconnection and OVER in terms of differenciation, one can surmise that temperatures are calibrated relative to external scales (Celsius, Fahrenheit), whereas age corresponds to an intrinsic property, possibly associated with qualitative predicates such as being allowed to, being of age, having the duty to, etc. :

2. Children over the age of 12 must have full-price tickets.

Indeed, differentiation allows for the expression of alterity within cohesive representations; for that reason, OVER (unlike ABOVE) is prolifically used to derive notions: overhead, overspeed, overreact, overdose, overtime, overwork, overrated; or set phrases expressing prototypical situations: To go arse over tit / head over heels / hand over fist; or else compound adverbials: over the counter, over the top … The following example illustrates the difference between differentiation/relative alterity (OVER) and disconnection/absolute alterity (OUT):

3. "MILO, Air One, Air One, follow the Senator, roger? I'll take the sport boat, you take Baynard, over." "AIR ONE, That's a roger. Over and out."

OVER expresses discontinuity (end of the message) within a homogeneous domain (a communication). In contrast, OUT expresses the exit from that domain and consequently radical disconnection (end of the communication itself). Thus, OVER is suitable to express notional, cohesive linking between the locatum and its locator, and not just a positional relation between notionally distinct elements.

A structured network of semantic values is emerging from those alternations. Both OUT, ABOVE and ACROSS have been analyzed as markers of disconnection relative to the Interior, but only ABOVE shares the QLT component γ (asymmetrical valuation) with OVER, and only ACROSS shares component β (extensional path), as we shall see it in the next section. If we note component types α, β, γ … , and component subtypes 1, 2, 3…, we can put forward a heuristic diagram where each marker is defined by a conjunction of discrete component subtypes:

In the last section of this article, we shall try to make the case that mental gesture operates by either pondering certain subtypes and / or by establishing new links. But first, a few words should be said about the third component type β.

Component γ: extensional path

In an example like The dog ran over the lawn,, two semantic components are at stake: a localization relative to the locator's closure (i.e. the locatum (car) is on « the outside ») ; the locatum moves along the locator's closure (its surface). This latter scanning value is manifested in a variety of uses of OVER:

4. He would wander over the moors, losing all track of time. 5. Mind you don't spill coffee over my best tablecloth. 6. Come over here.

The extensional component accounts for the frequentand sometimes mandatorycooccurrence of OVER with the totalization quantifier ALL, which somehow reinforces the path by scanning the entirety of the locator's surface: He had blood all over his face. As it appears if we substitute ON for OVER, without the scanning operation conveyed by OVER, the totalization quantifier is incompatible: *He had blood all on his face. It is also noteworthy that ALL is likely to introduce an appreciative modality:

7. Dogs were barking all over the place. 8. If I can order something with garlic on the first date and she's all over it, she's a keeper.

The hyperbolic value that that modality may take on overshadows the asymmetrical valuation described in spatial (and other) uses:

She jumped over the table:

The qualitative asymmetry is preponderant (with an "on top" value). 10. She jumped all over the table: The extensional path is foregrounded with a hyperbolic value. Based on the same model, OVER and ON would appear to share two semantic components, but differ as far as the extensional dimension is concerned.

By foregrounding the extensional scanning, ALL both backgrounds locating and Qualitative components and explicitly blocks alternative extensional values. Beyond the specificity of micro-analyses, such examples serve to illustrate the more general principle that meaning is built through co-ocurrences and interactions that induce dynamic salience within isomeric relations. It is thanks to the contrastive study of markers within a paradigm of more or less synonymous contextual values that semantic structures emerge, thus making it possible for us to set a network under the guise of a diagram. Such diagrams, however, are at best a static cartography of the wefts and warps of the semantic fabric markers are made of. It is the representation of operations on such networks that account for semantic plasticity and ductability. Only graphs can indeed provide a representation of dynamic meta-operations (i.e. operations on components) such as the ponderation of certain components, the stretching of certain dimensions or else the local interaction with components induced by other markers. The distinction between static diagrams and dynamic graphs somehow echoes the concepts of khrema (what is available) and pragma (what we make of it) 15 .To reiterate our main point, we hypothesize, alongside Culioli's theory on mental gestures, that only a two-tier mode of representation is able to somehow modalize the shifting nature of language through fluid formalism.
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