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KATHARINA RAJABI 

(NOT) SEE OURSELVES AS OTHERS (DO NOT) SEE 

US. SEEING BLINDNESS IN ULYSSES  

Abstract The article examines the conceptualisations of blindness in Ulysses. As 

vision’s other, Joyce’s text marks blindness as essential in thinking and interro-

gating visual perception, thus highlighting its mechanisms. For Ulysses, as has 

been argued, the central perceptual paradigm is that of the triadic structure of 
parallax relating two different (subject) positions to the same object. Stephen’s 

and Bloom’s encounters with blindness, I will argue, reveal and accentuate dif-

ferent aspects of this parallactic constellation. While for Stephen the absence of 

vision calls into question the relation between perception and the ontological sta-

tus of the world, the object of vision, for Bloom it unsettles the sighted subject 

itself, challenging the act of seeing by way of its negation as well as by reflecting 

on the positions of activity and passivity it entails. The discourse on blindness is 

thus ultimately concerned with the intersubjective relation between sighted sub-

ject and blind other. The article wants to show that it is therefore precisely 

through the examination of blindness, that visual perception is revealed in its 

parallactic configuration as characterized by relativity and reflexivity. 

Keywords Ulysses, Blindness, Vision, Perception, Parallax, Reflexivity 

Joyce’s eye problems, resulting in countless operations and temporary 

near blindness, are well-known and well-documented in his letters. They 
may well have contributed to a heightened interest in the workings of 

visual perception apparent in his texts. Indeed, John S. Gordon argues 

that „rather than sealing him off from the world of the senses, [they] 

made him particularly studious of it: certainly he became, in the course of 
his ten eye operations, an authority on optics“ (Gordon 1981: 2) – or, as 

Joyce himself supposedly phrased it, an “international eyesore” (JJII 
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412)1. The double entendre in this expression reveals, albeit ironically, 

the possible reflexivity at work in visual perception (but then irony itself, 
of course, is always, ‘ineluctably’, connected to reflection): the reflexivi-

ty inherent to the question of ‘direction’, of subject or object of vision – 

or, indeed, of its absence. It is precisely this reflexivity I want to focus on 
in my consideration of blindness in Ulysses. 

The significance attached to the “ineluctable modality of the vis-

ual” (U 3.1) informs not only the “Proteus” episode but the whole of 

Ulysses. “Thought through [the] eyes” (U 3.1-2) is the constitutive prin-
ciple of a text as much preoccupied with the perception of the world as 

with the language used to narrate it. As vision’s other, its absence, blind-

ness, for Joyce, is of equal importance. It not only implicitly reflects au-
thorship, literary tradition and intertextuality through the biographical 

link to Joyce himself as well as to Homer, undoubtedly the most famous 

(allegedly) blind poet2. Moreover, blindness, under the paradigm of paral-

lax central to the text, is essential in thinking and interrogating visual per-
ception. Applied in astronomy to determine the distance of stars, in Ulys-

ses the parallactic principle of “apparent displacement or […] difference 

in apparent direction of an object as seen from two different points of 
view” (Gifford 1988: 160) comes into effect as a mechanism of percep-

tion, emphasising the significance of perspective. The parallactic para-

digm situates perception within a triangular constellation of subject, ob-
ject, and other – an other to the subject (as well as another subject) occu-

pying another position, holding another point of view. Thus, seeing is 

characterized by relativity and reflexivity, and, I argue, it is precisely 

through the negotiation of blindness that this is ultimately revealed  
Stephen’s and Bloom’s encounters with blindness are staged 

against the backdrop of their respective examinations of visual percep-

tion, and so it is no surprise that their explorations of blindness’s point of 

1 Richard Ellmann states that Joyce wrote this on a newspaper clipping he sent 
to Harriet Shaw Weaver (JJII 781), but does not provide further information. There is no 
other source for this quote, nor any record of it in the Letters.  

2 Joyce himself brings up the parallel in a letter to Harriet Shaw Weaver dated 
11 March 1923. After describing his current eye troubles and treatment, he turns to the 
relation between Ulysses and the Odyssey, and writes of Homer: “he [Homer] went blind 
from glaucoma according to one of my doctors Dr Berman as iridectomy [an operation 
Joyce underwent several times] had not been thought of” (Letters I 201). 
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‘view’ are ultimately less about comprehending blindness than about in-

sight into sight. Through experiment and following the paradigm of paral-
lax, the position of the “unseeing” (U 11.1281) is assumed by the sighted 

to gain, through a glimpse at the perceptual experience of blindness, an-

other perspective on seeing: A variation in the key of blindness of 
Bloom’s thought “See ourselves as others see us” (U 8.662)3. 

In the following considerations, I will trace these explorations of 

visual perception via its other. I want to argue that, within the framework 

of the triadic constellation of parallax, the different examinations of 
blindness’s position – the blind spot of the sighted and of seeing – accen-

tuate different relations within the parallactic configuration of perception: 

Stephen’s approach proceeds from the object of perception, onto which 
blindness offers a different perspective, and accordingly – and in keeping 

with the philosophical tradition – figures blindness as the counterpoint to 

the perceptual relation between sighted subject and object of perception. 

In contrast, Bloom’s encounter with blindness literally sees himself faced 
with the other, centring the discourse on the intersubjective relationship 

between sighted self and blind other. Thus, the other is rendered visible in 

the self and also, literally, incorporated into the signifier, becoming, in 
Bloom’s own words to the blind stripling in “Circe” the sighted’s “more 

than Brother” (U 15.1600, italics mine). 

Othering Blindness 

Blindness figures not only as the blind spot of perception but has histori-

cally also figured as the blind spot of the reflection on perception, intrin-

sically tied to, but at the same time radically othered from vision. In this 
formation, the presence of the other causes the need to grasp, to ‘read’ it, 

in order to keep it distanced and, therefore, controllable, othered. This 

reading of the other is, therefore, always inevitably determined by the 

way the self is conceptualized. And so, the historical readings of blind-
ness as a metaphor are based on an established metaphorization of vision. 

Where in antiquity and medieval times sight acts as a metaphor for (crea-

3 Hence the, admittedly, grammatically somewhat dubious title of this paper. 
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tive, religious, etc.) insight, blindness, accordingly, is functionalized 

within the context of cognition and ignorance, as well as that of punish-
ment and salvation: As a contrapasso-type punishment, it penalizes the 

mis-use of vision of either having seen too much or of having seen too 

little.4 Correspondingly, the gaining of sight, as described, for instance, in 
the various accounts of healings from blindness in the New Testament5, 

implies the finding of faith. Inversely, however, blindness itself can also 

be imagined as providing a sort of supernatural vision or insight distinct 

from mere worldly, and thus superficial sight.  
Even with vision being increasingly examined thoroughly in 

terms of its physiological conditions in the early modern period, the opti-

cal discourse did not cease to follow a paradigm of metaphoricity: As 
visual culture studies have pointed out, the Renaissance saw the estab-

lishment of a centralised subject defined by visual perception categorical-

ly separate from the perceived object.6 Just as seeing becomes a metaphor 

for subjectivity, blindness is radically othered. But at the same time, phil-
osophical examinations of vision do address blindness as its other. Even 

if they do not explore blindness itself, it seems as though sighted subjec-

tivity is intrinsically linked to and cannot be conceptualized without the 
radical – and of course potentially destabilising – other its establishment 

had created. In his Optics (1637) Descartes, who termed sight “the no-

blest and most comprehensive of the senses” (Descartes 1985: 152), uses 
blind perception through touch and assisted by a cane as an analogy to 

visualize the mechanisms of visual perception. Of the blind, in turn, he 

writes, “one might almost say that they see with their hands” (153). 

While this interconnectedness of blindness and sight in thinking vision 
hints at a reflexive moment, it is with Locke’s Essay Concerning Human 

4 In some traditions, for example in Callimachus’ Hymns, Tiresias is blinded by 
Athena for having seen her naked, while Oedipus famously blinds himself after having 
‘seen’ the truth. In Dante’s Inferno, seers – most famous amongst them Tiresias – are pun-
ished for their hubris of claiming foresight by having their heads turned permanently 
backwards and their eyes clouded by tears – a state of quasi-blindness.  

5 See Jacques Derrida (1992) for a reading of blindness in the New and especial-
ly the Old Testament. 

6 Martin Jay incorporates the Cartesian cogito and speaks of “Cartesian perspec-
tivalism” (Jay 1988: 3) which, as Hal Foster writes, “separates subject and object [and] 
renders the first transcendental and the second inert” (Foster 1988: x). 



201 

Understanding (1692) and the ‘Molyneux problem’ that a thought exper-

iment establishes itself as the prevalent frame for subsequent philosophi-
cal examinations of blindness. In the second edition of the Essay, Locke 

includes a question the Irish philosopher William Molyneux had posed: 

Suppose a man born blind, and now adult, and taught by his touch to dis-

tinguish between a cube, and a sphere of the same metal, and rightly of 

the same bigness, so as to tell, when he felt one and the other, which is the 

cube, which the sphere. Suppose then the cube and sphere placed on the 

table, and the blind man to be made to see. Quaere, whether by his sight, 
before he touched them, he could now distinguish, and tell, which is the 

globe, which the cube. (Locke 1987: 146) 

While this hypothetical question, which would go on to preoccupy, 

amongst others, Berkeley, Voltaire, Condillac, Leibniz, and Diderot, pro-
duced different answers, it always served as the basis for demonstrating 

the respective theory of visual perception. For Locke, the Molyneux 

problem illustrates the importance of judgement and experience for per-

ception, on which Berkeley elaborates in detail who also considers it as 
proof of the incommensurability of the different senses. Thus, it is not the 

experience of blindness itself that the Molyneux problem focuses on, but 

rather the degree zero of sight. It is Diderot’s Lettre sur les Aveugles 
(1749) that, for the first time, centres blind perception itself and not sole-

ly the moment of gaining sight – even if the accounts of it are fictional-

ised attributions. Moreover, in accentuating the correspondences between 
blind and sighted perception, Diderot relativizes the infallibility of sight – 

anticipating a modern figuration.7 

The 19th century sees a paradigm shift: Optical inventions such as 

photography and the stereoscope, which proves the hitherto predominant 
model of monocular vision to be a fiction, and new discoveries in optics 

like the detection of a reaction time between a visual stimulus and its 

cognitive processing in the brain reveal the deficiency of human vision, 
destabilising the ‘scopic regime’ (Jay 1988) of emancipated subjectivity 

through vision by focussing on the physicality of the self – a physicality 

conceived in all its shortcomings. At the same time, the marked dichoto-

7 The importance the text attaches to the mirror also suggests a moment of re-
flexivity. 
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my between subject and object of vision is destabilised as well, since, as 

Jonathan Crary writes, „[o]nce the objects of vision are coextensive with 
one’s own body, vision becomes dislocated and depositioned onto a sin-

gle immanent plane“ (Crary 1988: 35). Consequently, the formerly un-

contested subject is now threatened not only by the discovery of the pre-
cariousness of its own way of subjectification but also as the potential ob-

ject of someone else’s, another’s vision. Under the earlier paradigm of 

sighted subjectivity and the ensuing distancing of the other, blindness al-

ways related to vision as an other without which vision could not be fully 
explored. However, in doing so, blindness had no destabilizing effect on 

the sighed subject. This now changes: With the very sense upon which 

the sighted subject’s dominance had been built in question, blindness now 
gains power as the other within the self. It is on this ground that blindness 

is now staged as a figure of reflexivity. In a sort of twisted mirror stage, 

the sighted recognises himself in the figure of the blind, his reflection in 

the reflecting/un-reflecting eyes of the other. This moment, I would ar-
gue, is the pivotal scene of modernist examinations of blindness. 

 

 
Stephen: Shut Your Eyes and See 

 

Unlike Bloom’s, Stephen’s experimentation with blindness in “Proteus” 
is not prompted by an encounter with a blind person. Rather, it is intro-

duced as an intellectual exercise, an inquiry into the workings of percep-

tion, in the tradition of the Molyneux problem, alluded to through the im-
plicit and explicit references to Berkeley throughout the episode.8 The 

“ineluctable modality of the visible” (U 3.1), the perceived insistence of 

the visual calls into question the relation between perception and the on-
tological status of the world. Stephen’s speculations on the shore of 

Sandymount, his examinations of the status of things as perceived objects 

oscillate between idealist and materialist notions, between Berkeley, “the 

                                                
8 With the Irishmen Molyneux and Berkeley to, respectively, propose and ex-

tensively explore the problem, David Berman’s assessment, quoted by Philip Sicker, that 
“[i]f a philosophical problem may be assigned a nationality, then the Molyneux problem, 
more than any other may be called an Irish problem” (quoted in Sicker 2018: 49) seems 
justified, and accentuates its relevance to the passage in “Proteus”. 
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good bishop of Cloyne” (U 3.416), and Aristotle, “maestro di color che 

sanno” (U 3.6-7). With reference to Böhme and Berkeley the semiotic 
structure of the world is emphasised: “Signatures of all things I am here 

to read” (U 3.2). At the same time, the question of the nature of this read-

ing process arises. Stephen still seems attached to the idea of a hermeneu-
tic operation on the grounds of the presupposition that the essence of the 

perceived object is not contained in the perceived image of it and thus is 

to be found “beyond the veil” (U 3.425) beyond the visual surface.9 But if 

the visual is only surface, not itself ‘essential’, what, then, is its status, 
especially when, mediated through perception, it persists, ‘ineluctably’? 

Further examining the configuration of the visual, the sequence of per-

ceptual acts within visual perception is addressed: “[…] coloured signs. 
Limits of the diaphane. But he adds: in bodies. Then he was aware of 

them bodies before of them coloured” (U 3.3-4). As spatial perception 

precedes the perception of colour, this raises the question if it could, 

therefore, even be entirely independent of visual perception? These issues 
induce the need for a change of perspective, a see-change amidst the 

“seachange” (U 3.482) on Sandymount Strand. The answer is to be found 

in another point of view, the absence of vision promising insight: “hut 
your eyes and see” (U 3.9).  

In the closing of the eyes, seeing is swiftly transformed into hear-

ing (“closed his eyes to hear”, U 3.10). Sound takes over as the now dom-
inant sense and organises the perceived. Invoking Lessing’s concepts of 

Nacheinander and Nebeneinander (as constitutive principles of textual 

and visual art, respectively), hearing is associated with linearity, the Na-

cheinander, and consequently a model of two-dimensional space, surface. 
Beginning, now, to orientate himself (“I am getting on nicely in the 

dark”, U 3.15) in this two-dimensional, ‘rhythmically’ structured space, 

Stephen discovers that, still, rather than overcoming the three-
dimensional, he cannot escape it, it sticks “My two feet in his boots are at 

the end of his legs, nebeneinander” (U 3.16-17). As a body (‘feet’, ‘legs’) 

the absence of vision does not completely dislocate him to the two-
dimensional. And although he walks not only literally in Mulligan’s 

9 This actually proves to be exactly the opposite with Bloom, as exemplified in 
his ‘reading’ of “metempsychosis” in “Calypso”, where the attempt at signification leads 
back to the signifier, the ‘surface’, ‘ineluctably’. 
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shoes but also figuratively in those of the blind, mentioned immediately 

before (“Tap with it: they do”, U 3.16, italics mine), he remains rooted in 
the three-dimensional space connected to vision. And even when reflect-

ing on rhythm and metrics, visuality inserts itself back: Not only could 

the two verses, as has been suggested, possibly allude to either the sculp-
tor Henri Lemaire or the painter Madeleine Lemaire, but the incomplete 

repetition of the last verse – “deline the mare” (U 3.23) – also insinuate a 

visual practice, in fact, the very act Stephen himself performs in this epi-

sode: the outlining, or sketching, (‘délinéer’ in French) of the sea (‘mare’ 
in Italian). 

So, a return to sight is inevitable: “See now” (U 3.27). The termi-

nal point of the experiment is the degree zero of vision, the starting point 
for an answer to the question of the ontological status of things that initi-

ated it in the first place, briefly unsettling: “Has all vanished since?” (U 

3.25). “There all the time without you” (U 3.27): At the end of Stephen’s 

experiment with blindness stands the realisation of the continued exist-
ence of a material world independent of a perceiving subject. 

Still, even if this assurance of the world’s ontological status ulti-

mately seems to oppose idealist notions, the “walk in the dark” (Sicker 
2018: 44) has, at the same time, provided a sense of understanding that 

visual perception does not simply ‘objectively’ capture the perceived ob-

ject, but is itself at work, constructing vision. Accordingly, towards the 
end of the episode, the perception of depth is described as a secondary 

cognitive act based on experience as Berkeley postulates in An Essay To-

wards a New Theory of Vision: “Flat I see, then think distance” (U 

3.418). 
Following the paradigm of sighted subjectivity, vision’s other is 

distanced. However, its perspective is needed and temporarily taken to 

gain a more thorough understanding of the relation between the existence 
of perceived objects and the act of perception. The escape into self-

imposed blindness to elude the ‘ineluctable modality of the visible’ and 

investigate its status ultimately serves to see more clearly, the reduction 
or flattening of the three-dimensional to the two-dimensional exposes the 

workings of visual perception, and the absence of vision eventually refers 

back to its other: sight. Because just as the visible its ‘modality’ is ‘ine-

luctable’, it needs to be (temporarily) distanced in turn, othered, to be ap-
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proximated. In this way, the exploration of blindness, for Stephen, proves 

to be a figure of reflection.  
Within the parallactic structure organizing, as argued, the text’s 

discourse on vision, the subject takes the position of the other because 

this position provides a different perspective on the perceived object. 
While this other standpoint does also offer insight into the mechanisms of 

seeing and thus constitutes a reflexive moment, the conception of sight as 

a unidirectional act a subject performs on an object separate from itself is 

maintained and prevents a more direct exchange of the subject with the 
other without the alignment to a shared object – an exchange that would 

fundamentally destabilise the sovereignty of the sighted subject. But alt-

hough the ‘scopic regime’ of sighted subjectivity which presupposes the 
stability of the subject is still prevalent in “Proteus”, the text, at the same 

time, not only produces the subject’s other and carves out their reflexive, 

and therefore potentially destabilising, relation, but also subtly suggests 

and anticipates its potential undermining with regard to its own position: 
instead of being situated on stable ground, this subject walks on sand, his 

feet always sinking in: “Unwholesome sandflats waited to suck his tread-

ing sole” (U 3.150). 

Bloom: I’ll See You across 

While Stephen personifies the other to gain insight into the status of the 

material world, Bloom encounters the other personified and engages di-
rectly with their condition. And whereas Stephen places himself in blind-

ness’s shoes, Bloom, the voyeur, who is attached to instead of preoccu-

pied with the material presence of things, in “Lestrygonians”, sees him-
self faced with the other in the character of the blind stripling. He experi-

ences this as a scene of observation: looking at someone who cannot see. 

From this situation arises the possibility of challenging the positions of 

activity and passivity, of subject and object of vision. 
But first, the situation of looking at someone who, in turn, is una-

ble to see him leads Bloom to speculate about the workings of ‘blind’ 

perception. With the blind stripling’s face being, for Bloom, blank, seem-
ingly devoid of ocular expression, a “wallface” (U 8.1078), he attributes 
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‘vision’ or a sense of orientation to various parts of his body: “the seeing 

hand” (U 8.1090), “the eyeless feet” (U 8.1106) guiding him through 
space, his “forehead”, perhaps capable of perceiving a “kind of sense of 

volume” (U 8.1108-9); and, of course, the cane, being at once almost in-

dependently animate – “The cane moved out trembling to the left” (U 
8.1082) – and an extension of the blind man’s body. This incomprehensi-

ble, fragmented body provokes Blooms desire to try to ‘read’ it: “Stains 

on his coat. Slobbers his food, I suppose” (U 8.1096) – “Like a child’s 

hand, his hand. Like Milly’s was. Sensitive” (U 8.1097-8). Still, these at-
tempted ‘readings’ cannot make sense of this vision-wise non-sensical 

body. Instead, the failed readings raise the question of the possibility of 

their inversion, of the other reading him: “sizing me up […] from my 
hand” (U 8.1098) – “Knows I’m a man. Voice” (U 8.1102). Bloom thus 

veers away from his initial doubting of the other’s subjectivity – “Wonder 

if he has a name” (U 8.1098-9) –, exploring the other’s experience, blind 

perception. In doing so, the text especially focuses on the blind’s percep-
tion of space in general and of the urban space of Dublin in particular: 

“sense of volume. Weight or size of it, something blacker than the dark. 

Wonder would he feel it if something was removed. Feel a gap. Queer 
idea of Dublin he must have, tapping his way round by the stones” (U 

8.1108-11) Here, unlike in Stephen’s experiment, blind perception does 

actually encompass three-dimensional space and is not confined to the 
Nacheinander, plane two-dimensionality. This is also due to the fact that 

Bloom, more extensively than Stephen, also considers the role of the oth-

er senses – “Of course the other senses are more” (U 8.1118) – also un-

like him only very marginally mentioning sound (“Knows I’m a man. 
Voice” (U 8.1102) – “Look at all the things they can learn to do. […] 

Tune pianos” (U 8.1115-16)). He is more interested in the blind’s sense 

of smell, taste, and most of all touch. With almost voyeuristic curiosity he 
imagines erotic pleasure, which for himself, as is evident in the whole of 

the text, is always linked to seeing, under the absence of vision. Parallel-

ing Stephen’s thoughts on colour, Bloom then, to somewhat comic effect, 
goes on to speculate about the relation between colour and touch, about 

the possibility of ‘feeling’ colour: “Feeling of white” (U 8.1131). This, 

finally, prompts him to conduct his experiment, not only hypothesising 

the other’s way of perceiving but actually putting himself in his position. 
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“See ourselves as others see […]” (U 8.662), or indeed ‘(not) see our-

selves as others (do not) see’. The underlying principle of this exchange 
of positions, this change of perspective, is, of course, that of parallax, es-

tablished explicitly for the first time in this episode and continuing to 

preoccupy Bloom: “what’s parallax?” (U 8.578). Contrary to the parallac-
tic change of position performed by Stephen, however, the focus here lies 

not on attaining a different perspective on a perceived object from anoth-

er/’s point of view, but rather, self-reflexively, on the relation of the oth-

er’s point of view to the position of the self: “See ourselves as others see 
us” (U 8.662, italics mine) — ‘(not) see ourselves as others (do not) see 

us’. 

The change of position itself is performed in the most absurd way 
possible, with Bloom furtively attempting to ‘feel’ the colour of his stom-

ach: “Walking by Doran’s publichouse he slid his hand between his 

waistcoat and trousers and, pulling aside his shirt gently, felt a slack fold 

of his belly. But I know it’s whitey yellow. Want to try in the dark to see” 
(U 8.1140-42). Presumably not even closing his eyes, Bloom is unable to 

renounce vision entirely, and fails in his whimsical attempt at experienc-

ing the other’s way of perception. Consequently, after having tried to 
measure blindness in its physicality, he seems to be returning to its meta-

phorization, contextualising it within the paradigm of punishment: “Kar-

ma they call that transmigration for sins you did in a past life the reincar-
nation met him pike hoses” (U 8.1147-8). But what this failed attempt in 

all its absurdity actually illustrates is merely the impossibility of becom-

ing completely one with that which has been othered. The text’s engage-

ment with otherness is less concerned with identifying with the other, but 
rather with othering the self. As sighted, Bloom evidently cannot truly 

experience or ‘embody’ blindness. However, he can experience himself 

in the position of the blind, a position which had been marked in the be-
ginning of the passage as being the object of vision and unable to see. 

And so shortly after his encounter with the blind stripling, right at the end 

of the episode, Bloom experiences himself under the threat of being seen 
by Boylan, and unable to really look himself: 

Straw hat in sunlight. Tan shoes. Turnedup trousers. It is. It is. His heart 

quopped softly. To the right. Museum. Goddesses. He swerved to the 

right. Is it? Almost certain. Won’t look. Wine in my face. Why did I? Too 
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heady. Yes, it is. The walk. Not see. Get on. Making for the museum gate 

with long windy steps he lifted his eyes. Handsome building. Sir Thomas 

Deane designed. Not following me? Didn’t see me perhaps. Light in his 

eyes. The flutter of his breath came forth in short sighs. Quick. Cold stat-

ues: quiet there. Safe in a minute. No. Didn’t see me. After two. Just at the 

gate. My heart! (U 8.1168-1179, my emphases)10 

 

But, just as the self-othering in the reflexive staging of blindness, again, 

this constellation of points of view develops a reflexivity: Bloom escapes 

being seen while being able to watch Boylan, who, in turn, is blinded by 
the sunlight, which is, again, in turn, reflected in his eyes. Developing out 

of the encounter with blindness as its other, vision now continues to be 

reflected as a continuously reflexive situation, with the positions of sub-

ject and object always switching. 
And so, as also marked by the last gesture of the episode – “his 

hand looking” (U 8.1191) – the blind, the other, has truly become 

Bloom’s “more than Brother” (U 15.1600). 
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