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METAPHOR'S THREE THREADS

Metaphor is a finely woven concept, interlacing
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in two directions simultaneously: on the one hand

reference's denotative aspect; on the other hand,

reference

No¥ also consists "in pointing out a meaning or or

] or property

that something 'possesses.'"[22] The play of Adirt

iifrerences
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poetry. The author intentionally uses the inde
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Of the oneness permeating human being.[ 23]

While the intentions of the metaphor's author opens

Up language's capacity for expression over and beyond

simply language "in and of itself," the interpretation

of the metaphor's listener further opens up language.

Metaphor has the distinct power to elicit shock or surprise
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of its aspects. On the experiential side of this

the hearer receives the metaphor as another exper

rience

among an indefinite number of various other
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"the metaphorical statement incorporates non-metaphorical
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IN QUEBEC CIVIL LAW:

/
DAVID PARE.

I Introduction

The unfortunate tendency of many lawyers and law professors
to treat law as a self-contained science, exclusive of politics,
philosophy and economics has resulted in a certain inarticulation as
regards changes in the law. This 'tunnel vision' is well equipped to
document changes in the law. often in purely textual terms, but is
ill-equipped to explain why these changes are taking place, or to
take any coherent initiative in effecting change.

In legal discourse today, we are witnessing a fundamental re-
focussing of the relation between persons and property. This is cer-
tainly true for Quebec Civil Taw, but is no less true for the Common
law and Public International Law.

In the Civil Law of Quebec, we see a new notion of the patri-
mony being developed in Bill 20. This new notion stands as a solu-
tion to the long debate on who owns the trust property. It consists
of the concept of persons attaching to autonomous patrimony and
stands in stark contrast to the Civil Code concept of patrimony
attaching to personality.

The Civil Code notion of property is rooted in classical Will

Theory which was developed in the l?th century to justify the set

of property relations borne of the Industrial Revolution. It is al-
most a tautology to assert that the property relations of today are
not those of a land economy in 1700. Yet, this new notion of the

Da‘tt‘imony in Bill 20 has had a most difficult birth. This is, I
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