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0. Introduction s
The following are some of thguestions and puzzléisat this book ¥l tackle:
Are distinctions the basis for all meanipgpcesses iognitior? Why is it a
contradiction to speak of undescribed objects or an uninterpreted reality? Can
an ontological inquiry lead to a linguistic monism? What is the role of-signi
fiers incommunicative systems? How can the semantic deep structure of social
phenomena be pwayed? Why do paradigmatic and syntagmatic meacong
flicts have diffeent consequence$® a contract a prototypical element of the
legal system, whereas a pengisnan atypical bird? How does the study of
meanings lead to the study of meaning field&?at are the sociological impli
cations if several meaning fields overlap? Why is the activaifomeaning
fields crucial forcognitive and communative processes?

These questions will be answered in the framework géneral,inter-
disciplinary, and formal theoryof meaning incommunication, cognition, and
reality. The elaboration of such a theosy meaningis the main objective of
this book. That is,| do not primarily pursue aestructive or deconstructive
goal by criticizing or dismantling existetheories, but a catructivegoal by
building a new theorywhich selectivelyincorporates catepts and arguments
from existenttheories: Consequently, there wilbe no systematic survey or
appraisal of existent thees becausthis would risk remaining on a superfi
cial level, would leave méttle space to present my own theory, and would
give rise to the suspicion that | merely point to the weakes of otheheo
ries as a means of drawing attention a

Thekeytermof the theory presented in this bookmganing Contrary to
common usage in everyday life and scientific discussitvesterm meaning is
used herén a peculiarand broad sensés afirst approximation, meaning is
»something« on the linguistic, symbolic, ceptual level:The term meaing
not only comprise standard synonymous terms such as signification, sense
denotation, or signified, blitusemeaning alsan terms of concept, sign, word,
code, symbol, description, indication, labdljstinction, idea, interpretation,
etc. Even though | coulgthooseany of theseterms as the key term, | opt for
the termmeaningbecause of its widpread use and high conrieity in the
Social Scienceand Philosophy

Despite its theoretical orientation, tHi@ok does discusempirical and
methodologicalaspectsrelated to the theory of meaning. This has two- pur
poses: | want to illustrate the theory by providing concretmgtes from
everyday life thatrender thetheory morevivid and comprehensible. And |
want to show how the theory can be applied to and tested in parteases.

! | use the terntheoryin a technical andnpretentiousense withouthe usuatonnotations
of »pompx, »intricacy, and»awe«. The structure of a theory is an integrated and censis
tent network ofhypotheses about a particular research domain (where a hypothesis is an
explicit and systematic relation betwessncepts) The function of a theory is to serve as a
toolbox of concepts and hypotheses that may be useful in understanding, explainohg, or s
ving paticular things, problems, or puzzles.
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One such example or case that | will frequently discugmvger and lawin
social and psydh systems, e.g. threatguilt, court trials, punishment, norms,
hierarchiesanticipation of orders;ontracting criminality, rights, etc.

As for the theory of meaning presented in this book, several questions
need to be answered: What are the reasmnddveloping this theory®here
is thetheorylocated within the currerdcientificlandscape®hat are the ob
jectivesof this theor® What are existing research gaps and shortcomings that
the theory intends to tackle? Where is the starting point ordfttion for the
theay? In theremainder of this chaptdrwill answer these questions.

Numerous theories pbr approaches taneaninghave been proposed
the relevant disciplinesespecially inSemiotics, Linguistics, Sociology, Rsy
chology, and Philsophy Many of these theories approachebave proven to
be inspiring, fruitful, and innovative in their own respedtowever what is
missing is a theorgr approactihat proposes definition of meaning whichs
soelementary, atract, and generahat it is connectae to, or evempartially
incorporatesother theories of meanirgnd which therefore lays the common
foundation fortheseother theories of meaning.

The pesent studyeeks taackle thisreseach gapby bringing the focus
of andysis down to a fundamental andhiversallevel whichoffersabroadand
abstractdefinition of meaningwhich can be applied to psychic and communi
caive systems, to language andaadled »noringuistic« phenomena such as
behavior, objects, pictures, or rodles, as well ato human and nehuman
actors.Such adefinition of meaning does not entirely reject or exclude other
definitions but instead it proposes a common denominator that is more basic
than, and hence compatible with, these ottedinitions This opens up several
possibilities of crosslisciplinary and crostheoretical dialog andtimulus

What is also missingin many ofthe relevant disciplinegs a theoryof
meaningthat begins at aleliberatelyelementaryabstract and generalevel,
as dscussed in the previousipagraphsandwhich thensystenaticallyleads to
a morecomplex,concrete,and specifidevel where the theory becomes rele
vant and applicable to empirical research.

This research shortcoming s®ught to be remedied this stidy by pro
posing a theory of meaning that is constructed in analogy to the construction of
a house: It startsn afundamental andrude plane, which constitutes the base
for assembling and erecting a more complex and Idped structure This
theory ofmeaningunfolds in the course df h e  bcbaptkr$ is a way that
each chapter is a complemeatd extersion of a preceding chaptef~or ex
ample, thedefinition of meaning as category will be refined in a later chapter
by the definition of meaning as totypical categorywhilst the approach to
meaning will be extended to the approach to meaning fiatdithe structural
ist focus on meaning fieldsill be complemented in a later chapter by a-pro
cessual focus on the activationroéaning fields.

Due b such astructureand orientatiorof the theory of meanings itis
preserted in this study, the theory can be classified Esraalabstracttheay
and not as a substantieencretetheory (in the sense @ormann 2004: ch.
B.1lIl.5 andGlaser & Straus4967: 32f). That isthe theoryrefers to a formal,
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corceptual, orgeneralarea of fundamental research that istieddy indepen
dent of particular historical or cultural contex¢® that it can be applied to a
wide range of empirical casespecifc examplesand research dmains.

Therefore, tk theory of meaninglevelopedcombines Universalism with
Relativism: On the one hand, the theanf meaningclaims universal validity,
i.e. it assertshat its concepts and hypotheses\akd for, and aplicable to,
all human syems,epochsactors situationsand culture$ On the other hand,
the theoryof meaningaccepts the uniquenesariety,and complexity of parti
cular human systemsgpochs,actors, situations, and ¢utes. The relativiic
and universalistiqgperspective are combined in the claim that the theory of
meaningcan give validand viable interpretations of, anéxplain the differ
encesand similaritiesbetween the mostparticular idiosyncratic,and unique
human systemspochs,actors, situdons, and cultures by mean$ general
and universal concepts and hyipeses

For examplethe theory proposes formal, general, and universatepts,
eg. the concept of meaning fielth empirical research, such a conceah be
specified and operationalizede.g. the meaning field of nortndty. Then it
may be adapted arapplied to a particular culture, system, or epoch, e.g. con
temporary Wetern societies or anciemiztec civilization. In so doing, one
may analyze, for istance,the structureand evolution of the contemporary
Western meaning field aformativity, or one maycompare it with the ancient
Aztec meaning field ohormativity.

A further shortcoming in existingesearch on meaning, especially in
Saciology and Anthropologyis the lack of, or even aversion formalized
theaies of meaning. A theory is formalized if its main concepts and hypothe
ses are expressed @nlogico-mathematical ntation. The problem with non
formalized theories is that they are more likétybe semanticallyvague and
intemally inconsistentIn contrast, fomalized theories havéhe following
advantaged-irstly, formalizationrenders he meani ng odepts he t h
and hypoheses more precise, unegptal, and standardized, whichsters
their intelligibility. Secondly, formalizatiomenables the analysh avoid inter
nal inconsistencies in the argumentatibor example,a theoryarguesat the

beginning A =B + and atthe en8 =  Athus implying that both equa
tions are simitaneouslyvalid. However, f the second equation is inserted into
the firstequa i o n , namel y Aogical cgnthadietionmesults,ite. a

theparadoxicalclaim that 0 =2° = 6.28.

The pesent study tackéethe abovementionedesearchshortoming by
elaborating ssemiformalized theory that uses a logimathemécal notation
with symbolssuch asM, Ms = b ,&dppled 7IVMACTIVATEDM (W) STARSBD
MR, M = dkosbuaussve Mwwvsmyd Md Y M + {PIDVIMRLOVE etc.
This notation is intvduced step by step so that readers witthogaco-mathe

2 This does not imply that the theory of meaning is a universal theory, supertheoryhair glo
theory (in Luhmanndés terms 1984: Il§jnthé 9, 33)
sense of incluidg and explaimg all meaningrelevant phenomena, coepts,and topics
nor does it intend to synthesize or transcaih@xigent scholarly thees ofmeaning.
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matical background knaedge can follow and understand the argumentation.
Moreover, to facilitate the intelligibility of the notation, it is illustrated and
complemented by figres tables, and tdxal explanations.

Another fiortcoming in existent reaech is that there afeardly any sys
tematicallyinterdisciplinary and intertheoreticapproacksto meaningEven
thoughmeaningi and neighboringermssuch assignification, concept, sign,
interpretation, symbol, etci are key termsin many disciplines and theories
most of themremain within theirconfined areaand constitue fairly isolaed
discourseworldsthat oftenignore or avoiderms hypothesesand methodsf
other discipline®r theories.®

The present study seeks to address this research inadequacy byngropos
a theory of meaning thatystematically combines approaches from different
disciplines and theorie3his emphasis on crosisciplinarity and crostheo
reticity can be constrakeas a contribution to the Dagical Turn (see Camic &
Joas eds. 2004yith two major implicationsFirstly, with regard todiscipli-
nary combinatios, the theory of meang particularlyconnecs the disciplines
of Semiotics Philosophy, andociologyi a combinatiorthat has proven to be
fruitful 7 but it also incorporate®lated disciplines such @snthropology,Lin-
guistics,and PsychologySecondly, vith regard to theot&al combinatios,
the theory of meaningims at conectingMi t t er eDuas i 8emmn Luhman
Systems TheoryRrototype Theorycurrents oWi | s lmtarpretive Paradigm
such as Sytwlic Interactionism or Ethmoethodology StructuralismSeman
tic Field TheoryandSear | e 6 s S p g lkutdso dthertthedfids such y
asCorstructivism,Activation TheoryFi | | mor eds Fr ame Theory
Abel sonds SndDiscpurse iebrg or vy ,

The objectivesof this interdisciplinary and intertheoretl approachare
manifold. It aims at demonstrating that different ditices ad theories deal
ing with meaning are often compatible and commatary so they can be
integratedinto a novel, coherent, amdore complex theory of meang (for a
similar argument, see Turner 2001: 20)oreover, crossdisciplinary and
crosstheoretich dialog may facilitate cedin synegeticemergent effects
which result from the particular combination of concepts, hymses, and
methodsfrom different disciplines or theorieduch of originality and crea
tivity is not new ideas, but new connectiobetween old ideass(aser1992:
29). For example, the concept of menfield is welkknown in structealist
Linguistics, and the concepbdf medium and form arewell-known in socie
logical Systems Theory, btiteseconcepts have so far remained leted and
restricted to their own discipline or theory. This has prevented a tizlgn
fruitful combination of both concepthat could produceéheoretical syner
geticemergent effectsTherefore, | have triedo connect both concepts by
conceiving a maning field in terms of a medium thatings out forms

% There are several approaches to meaning that do seek to transcend disciplinary boundaries,
e.g. SocieSemiotics, Semantic Anthropology, Cognitive Sociology, etc. However, in com
parison to their »mother disciplines«, these »offspring approaches« have so far remained
marginal (for a similar remark, see Alkemeyer 2003: 2820 for Semiotics anddggygio
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Another synergetiemergent effect is thatrossdisciplinary and cross
theoreticalexchange may fosteromel, unusual, or even irritating perspectives
which shed new light on old topias which stimulate further thoughtand
communicationssuch as criticism, tests, refinements, applications, Etcs
may beachieved by aplying a concept or hypothesis froome discipline or
theory toanother disipline or theory For instance| haveappliedlinguistic
Prototype Theory to the sociological discussion of power anddadphilo-
sophical NorDualismto the seniotic triangle

Also, in contrast tca monadisciplinary and monaheoretical approach to
meaning, an interdisciplinary and intertheoretigagraach is likely to attract a
more diversd and therefore also often a largeaudience that may include,
for example, semioticians, philosophers, so@ats, linguists, anthropolo
gists, psychologists, etc. The reason is that such an approach afferepts,
arguments, and topics which are similar or relevant to the concepts, arguments,
and topics that readers from different discigtiy or theoreticabackgrounds
are interested in. For instance, philosoghmiay be interested in the theory of
meaning because of its ontologicdlscussionssociola@ists may be attracted
to the theory of meaning because the theory dealssoitlalsystemsandlin-
guists may feel drawn to the theory because of its emphasis on language.

The theoryof meaning preséed in this booldoes not only intend to an
swer unanswered questions, but also to ask unasked questions. The latter point
refers to aprogrammatiepropositional objective of the theory of meaning.
That is, the conceptfiypothesesand methodshat will be elaborated in the
course of this studgire also supposed to function as a theoretical program and
as methodological proposalthat | advocate and encourage others to follow
and apply ina concreteempirical studyThis is why loftentry to askunasked
guestionghatinvite other researchers to answer th&or. example, the thep
of meaning proposes concepts suchm&saning up to nowmeaning field or
activation, which may be appligd a concreteempirical case, e.gvhy is a
particulartype ofmeanng up to nowso likely to beinterpreted as a camand
and not as a request®yw is the modern Latin American meaning field of love
structured?, when is the meaningurlawfulness activateth doctorpatient
interactions?, etcSuch a programmatigropogtional construal of the theory
of meaning may help to lay the basis and give guidelines for future research,
because the theorseeks to provideoncepts, hypheses, and methods that
wait to be applied to a particul@mpirical casgand it intends to pot out un
answered questions and promising research avenues.

In order toshow how thisprogrammatiepropositionalobjective of the
theory of meaning may bachievedand put into practice havechosa the
exampleof power and lawin the contemporary Westn world Even though
this example will only be presented in a fairly concise and rudimentary form,
its main purpose is to show one possible field of applying and testing the theo
ry, which may stimulate further researih other fields of application asn
other ways of trialing the theory. Moreover, illustrating the theory by means of
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a concrete example such as power and law brings the alfetraet theory
more to life and makes it more intelligitle.

Finally, | will briefly outlinethe conent and or@nization of the chaprs
Chapter 1(Meaning as categoyyproposes a formal and general definition of
meaning in terms of a distinctidmased category, which constitutes the basic
building block of the theory of meaning. It will then be shown how such a
definition can account for the role that meaning plays in cognitive and commu
nicative processefn chapter 2 (Nordualistic meaning)l will lay the philose
phical foundations for the theory by discussing the ontological status of mean
ing and its relatin to objects and realitj]Non-Dualism will be cotrastedwith
Dualism, i.e. Realism and Constructivism, so as to argue for an ontological
monism of meaning. Readers who are not interested in this philosophical topic
may skip this chapter. Chapter 3 (Ma@iin the semiotic trianglajiscusses
the cognitive and communicative processes that operate betineangles of
the semiotic triangle i.e. extension, onomasiology, classification, intension,
semasitogy, interpretation, and meaning divergence. Ingtea4 (Meaning as
protaypical category)the definition of meaningn terms ofcategory, original
ly presented in chapter Will be refined and replaced by théefinition of
mearing as prototypical categarfhe main source ahis argument is Proto
type Theoy, an approach from Linguistics and Psychology, which will be
modified and applied to sociological topics and examples. Chapter 5 (Meaning
as field) will change the previous focus on meaning focus on meang
fields, i.e. to clusters aflaied meanings, such as semantic fields, conceptual
spaces, lexical domains, or mental networks. Apart from semiotic and linguis
tic issues e.g. meaning fields of signifiers or overdagf meaning fields, | will
alsodiscuss sociologicalnal methodological@plications br the meaning field
approach In chapter 6 (Activation of meanings and meagnfields), | will
adopt an exptiitly processual and interactional approach by studying how
meanings and fields of meanings are cognitively or communicatively textiva
by actors or systems. Activation will be linked to other concepts such-as co
activation, noractivation, and medium vs forms from sociological Systems
Theory. Finally, chapter 7 (Extroduction) witrovide a retrospecand pre
spect of the theory of naaing developed in this book.

“* Power and law are here understood in a broad and sociological sense. They are closely rela
ted to, and sometimes identical with, neighboring or derivative condeptexample, the
concept ofpoweris similar to the concepts afomination, authaty, coercion, control, in
fluence, strength, causality, efend the concept of law is similar to the conceptsaims,
legal systers rules, morals, juridical procedures, normativity, rights, mores, deontics, nor
mative expetations, etc.
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1. Meaning as Category table of

contents

A short but crucial scene froRairyland

Seeing her approach the well,
the FrogPrince wondered
»To kiss or not to kiss?«

The foundationof this studyis theterm meaning which will functionas the
basicbuilding block forconstructinga theory ofmeaning.Consequentlythe
most impotant tasknowis todevise a suitable definition tfie termmeaning

table of

1.1 Distinction
contents

In accordance with the requirements of the prte@theory of meaningyhich
were outlined in theéntroduction, thedefinition of the termmeaningneeds to
be highly elementary, abstract, and genénatrder to meet this requirement, |
deliberately choose to create a nstipulative definitionof the term meaning
whose semntic scopecovers but is larger thanthe semantic scope of the
stardardempirical definitionof the term meaning.

A definition that | consider well suited to grounding the theory may be
summarized afollows: A meaning is adistinctionbased categoryinstead of
an empirica) essentialist or identitybaseddefinition of meaning, this is a
stipulative, structuralistand distinctiortheoretic definitioninspired bySpen
cer Brownds approach ( ich@hereof(1®96din Jo ki s c
orderto better understand the sources and peculiarities of this definitialh,
summarizehte beginning of Spencer Brodaargument.

In thefirst step, a distinction or boundary is drawn in an unmasdyede,
which creates two separate sides thatssgreamérical. In the second step, an
indicationor marking is madefoonly one side of the distinction, whereas the
other side is left unmarked herefore, e two sides of the distition become
asymmetrical These two steps are summarized by Spencer Brodaim that
»we cannot make an indication without drawing didéion« (1969: 1) That
is, an indication logially or temporally presupposesdistinction’

1 A stipulative definition is different from an empirical definition: An empirical definition
describes or identifieshe existing and standard meaning of a word as used in a particular
|l anguage or group, e. g. lovel Atnygp iopdldiong meamg r
feeling of caring about or liking someone or something. In contrast, a stipulative definition
prescribes or stipulatea new and idiosyncratic meaning of a word to be used by a particu
lar person for a special purpose, e.g. a sociologist may septhiatt she will use the word
ovedl in the sense of a s yannhedrsonalaelationskigsi um of ¢
2Based on Ceccatobs Operational Sc hoa.e., Bened
meanings or categories are made up of elemeaeyations, e.g. the operation atfen
tional focalizationselects or highlights something with respect to all the rest.
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For example, irthe first step, one may drawractangleon a blank sheet
of paper so that two spas come into being.e. the inside and outside of the
rectangle in the second step, one may indicate or shade only the inside of the
rectangle while ignoring or not shading the outsidtherectargle. Similarly,
in the sceneat the opening of thishapter the Frog Princand the princess
first have toknow anddrawthe distin¢ion between kissings non-kissing(i.e.
between kissing veionkissingbehavior such as huggindalking, fleeing, et}
in order to subsguently indicate or think of kissg (instead of no-kissing).

From a systentheoretic perspectivelokisch (1996: 87argues thathis
asymmetrization of the symmetiye. the indication of only one side of the
distinction, iscrucial asit guarantees the connectivity, tand continui of,
subsequent operatianshe indicated sidef the distinction ighuscgpable of
hooking upfurther operations, such as succeedittgrance®r thoughts.

Spencer Browfs approach has raised several questions and probiatms
haveled to controversis and refinemenfsAccordingly, | will base mydefini-
tion of theterm meaningn an aspect of his approach that is less controversial
and complexbut more consensual anelementary the final outcome of the
second step where a state ofasymmetrical tinction prevailsi.e. a state in
which a category has been selected or created on the basis of a distinction.

This definition of ameaning as a distinctielpased categorgan now be
specified:A meaning denotessemeéhing particular, which is markear indi-
cated, so that it is gomatically distinguished fromsemething differertor
from »all the resk, which remains unmarked or ignoredTo render this dis
tinction o relation clear, | notate the »something particulay«<he symboM
and the sonething diferent as well asyall the resk by the subscripted sym
bol MeLse The indication oM logically presupposes the distinction betwéén
vs MeLse Consequently, Kramgfi998: ch. 3.2argues that whenever a distinc
tion is mademeaning is produed I'n analogy to Jokischd
digtinction there is no informatio(1996: 50) we mayclaim that without dis
tinction there is no meaning. Accordingly, | defimeeaningas a distindion-
basedcategory namelyM, because &ne, frame or border is set up that sepa
ratesM from MeLseand that unite®in itself with anidentity of its own*

% | donot go into these controversies and refinements, but two aspeptrticularly impor
tant. (1) The state preceding the firstep i.e. the state ljere a distinction or boudary is
drawn, e.g. the existence of an allegedlynarked state or unobserved world (Weber 2005:
40-45), the infinite regress of the »beginning of thgibring« (J&isch 1996: 7€80), etc
(2) Theprocess of the send stepi.e. the making or créian of the distinction or marking,
e.g. the roleof the observerelementary mental operations, symneatrivs asymmetcal
distindion, distinction and indication as one vs two operationserate doperations, con
stitution as one vs two distinctions (Jokisch 1996, Benedetti 2010).

* Simmel (1903) argues thaframe the recursive bdeer d a painting, has two functiont
distinguish the painting from the worlthdto integrate the painting iota coherent entity.
My definition of meaningesembles other approash The systeftheoretic termsbserva
tion or descrigion aredefinedas the simultaneous indication and distinction of something,
so that a uniform spadeecomes differentiated sace (Fuchs 2004, Lalann 1997: 882).

In Structural Senantics, a meanindoes not have an ex&sce on its owrasit can only
exist, and be described, inagon to something different than itself (Greimas 1966: 103).
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Figure 1.1: Meaning as distinctionbasedcategoryM vs Mevse

M MeLse

With regard toM in terms of»something particular¢he ilustration depictiM
as a clearly bounded and formeategorythat is indicated or marked in con
trast to the noiindicated or unmarketeLse With regard toMeLsg there are
two possibilities:Either MeLseappears assomething differentbecause it is
single, specific, and boundethtegorythat stands in contrast td, or MeLse
appears athe residual »all the restecause itonsists olnumerous, bound
less, or uspecificcategoriesghat stand in contrast t¥l The following two
exampeshelp toclarify this point

First exampleiln acourt trial the prosecutor claimat a particular mo
mentthat the defendant Mrs. Miller guilty of murder The legaldiscussion
that the lawyers, the judge, the witnesses, and other participatits court
trial entertainis highly structured becauser#volves around therimary se
mantic codeof guilty vs innocentIn the claim of the prosecutahe »some
thing paticular« M that is indicated and markeddsiilty, whereas the »some
thing different«MeLse that is not indicatedbut left implicit is the antonym
innocent In this caseMeLseis a single, specific, and bounded category

Figure 1.11: Example ofVkeLseas »something different«

GUILTY INNOCENT

Second exampldn small alk among neighboraaiting at a bus stop, several
topics are discussed sucheahucation, the weather, foreign polititsis fares,
etc. The participants unsystematically shift from one topic totlagr. At some
point, Mary mentions thaa distant relative was found guiltf stealing some
of hiscompany salculators buthis boss did not fire hinbecausehey were
friends| n  Mar y 6 sthesdomethangnmnidulari that is marked and
foregrounded isamong other thingguilty. However, sice there are multiple
or only vague smantic codes that structure tenversationMeLse appears
here agheresidual »all the rest« that comprises numerous or unspeatic
goriessuch again, the Gulf Warinnocent low bus faresschooling friends
to sing etc.
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Figure 1.1ll: Example ofVeLseas »all the rest«

RAIN THEGULF WAR FRIENDS
GUILTY INNOCENT TG LOW BUSREE
SCHOOLING BECAUSE ETC

When speaking about the concrete content of a partibilause the notion
M = .tléebvertical lines are shorthasgmbok for the rectangleand the
three dotsstand for a particular semartieformational contentdepided in
upper case letter$he equal sign is used in a sgiEcsense as it indates that
the semantieinformational cotenthas the ontological status afeaning\.’

In the above exampdethe »something particular« that wasmmunica
tively marked wadM  =GUIbTl, whereaswhat was excluded and left un
marked was the specific »something differentdMete= INNOCENTor the
unspecific »all the rest« dfe,se= b RAITNDE G U L, BINNDEENT
b SCHOQNIHB ECA UekcE b

An objection tofigures 1.1 to 1.1l maybe that theysuggest a reddt per
spective MeaningsM are »out therein the worldlike pre-existent, observer
independentand readymade parcels of informatiothat canbe discovered
and transmittedHowever, Foerster argues that »the world contains no-infor
mation« (Foerster & Porksen 1998: 9BHcausevinformaion does not occur
in the ewvironment, but only in the system itselfkuhmann1990: 99).Based
on this constructivistperspective the definition of M that | prgposedallows
observers or systente »create« and »construck e.g. by drawing the dis
tinction or boundary atifferent places by inventingor changinga singleMé s
content, by combining severlllin a syntagmetc. However, despite this cen
structivist perspectivg it is inevitablethat observers use or ptace M, and
most M are communicativelyor cognitively sandardized and intersubjee
due to sedimentation in languaged other sigrstructures(see chapteb.2.2
for a discussion of Realism vs Constructivish).

® The equal sign is not used iretsense of an »equivalence of ontologiaiten, i.e. the
ontological content of that which lies within the vertical lines is not equal to, or identical
with, the ontological content of a meaniMglnstead, | uséhe equal sigm the sense of an
»equivalence of ontologicastatus, i.e. the ontological status of that which lies within the
vertical lines is equal to, or identical with, the ontological status of a mekhiRgr exam
ple,M = b TdodsIndE imean thétetableis ontologically identical witha meaningvl
(as if »2 equals 9« were valid), but thia¢ tablehas he ontological status of a meanikty
i.e.it exisson the same ontological level as meaning (similar to »Aiswber«).

® | deliberately neglect the following topic that | consider less relevant to my approach and
that has already been discussedther approaches: the question of ¢higins and sources
of meanings, i.e. whether meaniregeembodied concepts deing from perceptuatorpc
real operations, hereditary structures transmitted through geweligtionary processes,
categories created by mental or emotional operations, representations or reflections based
on external objects, concepts deriving fromftural processs,etc.



Chapter 1: Meaning as Categoryl 1

In methodological termshe Spencer Browsinspireddefinition of mean
ing Mvs MeLsethat | prgposed above is natunity- or essencdaseddefinition,
but adistinction or relatiorn-baseddefinition.

In the first type of definition, onelefines or identifies the permanenes
sence of someneaningM as it exists independently of othereanings The
meaning oflove may beidentified in a simplified wayasM = b LeOA E,
STRONG FEELING ©@RINGBOUTR LIKINSOMEONBR SOMETHING
This type of definitioncapturaap ar t of a me-mformationdls s e ma
core ands therefore a useful starting poiniowever it oftenturns out to be
only a halfway approachbecause it ignores the role of other mega and of
the situatiorin which this meaning is use@onsequently, this definition needs
to be complemented by a more comprehensivanitiefn, e.g. a distinctionor
relationbased definition.

In thesecond type of definition, one defmer idertifiesthe situational or
pragmaticcontent ofameaningMin relation to another, temporariynmarked
meaningMecse It is thedistinctionMvs MeLseused in a particular situation that
determines and chgas the content of its two sideé®. of MandMeLse Hence,
MandMeLseare ceconstitutive becausia linking them bymeans of alistinc
tion each influencethe scqpe and boundary of the other.

For example, a group of friendes been talkingbout peple theylike,
when Maria exclaimsBut | love him!«. I n Mar i dobesandlikeareer anc e
juxtaposed in terms d¥l vs MeLsg so that it is thiglistinction that frames the
content of its two sidesThe momentarily backgroundéiéte from the previous
conversational context acquires the meanvigse= b L | KE, i . e. A
OF é,whereasMar i ab6s f toveaaguiresuhemdanidgM = bDLOVE,

i . e. A ST R ON GThe mdahingfkecandbiFe@are here portrayed
in a comparative form becaukweis seen as an increase in amoonguality
in relation tolike.

If the previous conversationdbe cont ex
cause the friendbad been talkingabout people theyate the meaning of
Mar i ads ut toeehim!'n woeld chaBgedccorndingly Now, it would
be the distinctionlove vs hate which determinesand changes the meaning of
Mar i ads Whereashedemporarily unmarkeldateis framed in terms
of Melse= bHATE, i .e. A STRONG®aMEGAokd \mEa r KEE
acquires the meaningg = bLOVE, i . e. A STRG&NG POSI
meaningdove andhateare portrayed as evaluative opposites on atspacf
strong feelings.

And if the friendshad bea talking about theirindifferencewith regard to
certain peopleMa r i a 6 s »But [foeehim!r woeld acquire still another
meaning. Based on the distinctilmve vs indifference the meaning ohdiffer-
enceis nowMetse= b | NDI F F E FSENCE BF A STR@NG FREBING OF
CONNECTION BETWEEN SUBJECT AND &©BJaRaGHve would meanM =
bLOVE, i . e. PRESENCE OF A STRONG FEEL
SUBJECT AND OBJECTEéHD
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As Christis summarizesthe nature osomeconcept X is determined by
the natue of the distinctionsuch asX vs Y or alternatively X v&Z, whichis
used to indicate the concept X of the distinction (2001: 336).

StructuralSemioticsadopts a similar approach is argued thamearing
is based on relations and distinctions: Inesrtb fully understandand clearly
delimit a particulaM, actorseitherfeel the need teelate it to, and distinguish
it from, other and neighborinlfkLsg or theyautomatically or unconsciously
relate it to, and distinguish it from, other and neighibgiVeLse Consequently,
an important part of the informationrptopositionalcontent of anV depends
on its structuratelationto otherMeLss

Let us look at an example from the educational systarthe figure be
low, | have juxtaposedwo different gading scalegommon in German uni
versities andiddedtheir official interpretation

Figure 1.1V: Grading scaleiy German universitiés

Official grades Official interpre -
- tation of the grades
Master 0s PhD degree
T summa cum laud{  with distinction
1.0
13 magna cum laudg  very good
17
2.0 cum laude good
2.3
27
30 ) satisfactory
33
37 . -
40 rite sufficient
50 [no grade, _the5|s failure
formally rejected]

" If analyzedclosely, the example shows that the content of a meadviogy partially (but
not completely) changes with the backgrounded or juxtaposed medaikig-rom a strue
tural perspective, a meanimdgis composed of morelementary meaning componemts
M, M, etc (see chapter 32. If Mis contrasted witiMeLse=b L | Ka&s in the example
above,MOs content slightly chang®s b&TREONEDLt he
foregrounded or addetf. Mis contrasted wittMe,se=b HA T HMbs content again
because the meaning componbfit=" b P O S ishighWgEdd or included. And so on
with otherMeLse However, eventhoughtd s cont ent ¢ haVagéhereisvda t h di f
semantic core that does not change. For exarmpdspectiveof different MeLsg M always
contains the meaning componéfit= b F EHE Ln kcoNdBsionjf an Mis contrasted with
differentMecss MO s semantic core dWessemant.henpgeri pher
8 In their study regulations, universities only show one grading system at a time, but they do
not show or compare both gradisystems at the same time. Consequentlyfaime of the
table is my invention, but theonteni s part of wuniversitieso6d stud
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Thepoint | want to makean be illustrated by usirend modifyng arguments
from Saussurg¢1906/11)and Hjelmslev (1943)n so doing, | will use the ex
ample of the abovementioned grading scalbih | find more suitable for my
purpcses than the weknown exampldrom Saussurée.g. the English words
sheepand muton compared to the French wondoutor) and from Hjelmslev
(e.g. the English wordsee, wood andforestwith their lexical equivalents in
different languages)

The overall sens®f a particularM hinges ontwo aspectsnamelysigni
fication and value Whereas signification is thetra-sign relation between
signifier and signifiedof a particular signyalue is theinter-sign relation
between a sign and other sigis.the table abovesignification refers to the
horizontallevel, e.g. the numbet.0 indicates an evaluation thatvsry good
whereas value refers to tivertical level, e.g. the numbet.0 ranks highest
with regard to the other numbers such &sor 2.7.

The differencebetween signification and value becomes clear when com
paring gradefrom different grading scales: Put in formal notation, the gkdde
= 1bb has the same signification as tadeM MAGNA CUM LAUDHEE
cause both indicate a very good evaluatidowever,M =.0btwoes not have
the same value &4 MA®GNA CUM LAWDEecause each grade has a differ
ent relation to the other gradbkLsewithin its respective grading scale. That
is, M =0bk t he best sdegaed eecausd theothdvigradese r 6
Metse= B b D bb ¥ betc rank lowerin contrastM = Db MAGNA CUNMN
L A U Dig dnly the seconthest grade in a PhD degreechuse some grades
suchadvkise= b CUM BrAlJBIE Bdnlkblower, but one grade, namely
Meese= b SUMMA  C UrbhksLhigHgD E b

Let us look at an everyday example where the difference between-signifi
cation and value becomes relevant. A student kedtsfather that she got the
grademagna cum laudér her PhD degree and she explainim that this
grade meansery good Strictly speaking, the father can only fully understand
the sense and value of the gradagna cum laudby knowing or considering
the other possible grades, and in particular, the position of the gragea
cum lauden the whole grading scale. This is particularly valid in the case of
grades where thabsolutemeasure of evaluation, e.g. she got the graalg
good is often lessnformative or important than thelative measure of evalu
ation, e.g. she got theestgrade. But in order for the father to infer the relative
measure of evaluation, he must know the other graddése whole grading
scale. Consequently, if the fatheyed not know the grading scaleall or only
knows the grading scale for amagmster 6s
cum laudeas the best grade because it meary good which semantically
suggests that there is no better grade and which actesdhe best grade for a
Masterbs degree. However, if the fathe
PhD degree, he also knows thagna cum laudis only the second best grade
because the best gradesisnma cum laudé>ut formally, in order to fully un
derstand the sense and value of the gkdde= b MAGNA (beMnudt AUDED
know and consider the other possible grablese= b SUMMA CUM L AUL
bCUM L AaddbERHO TlEobe continusthis example or seit in another
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social context, it becomes cletinat it not only has cognitive consequendast
may also have behavioral consequences, e.g. a scholarship applicason is
jected, the fathetreats his daughter differentlgomeone is invited to a job
interview, etc.

The structuralrelational approacko meanings particularly applicable to
binary terms especially when they stand in asymmetricahierarchicalrela
tionship,suchasbllL E G Avs b L E G Adhdndler(2002: 112f) argues that
one term is logically and structurally dependent on the other term to lend it
substance, so that neither of the terms makes sense without the other. He adds
that this corr es psuppiementardy, iB.eventhodgnthe | og
secondary term, such Bsl L L E, G Aeprbsented as marginal and external, it
is in fact constitutive of and essential to the primary term, subhlag& G Ar. b
my terminology, the included and marked tdvhis definal by what it exclu
des or leaves unmarked, nambh s

The above discussion has tried to promote a distinctiomelationbased
type of definition of meanind/ vs MeLse | hope to have shown thatich an
approach is not only fruitfuand sensibldrom a theoreticaimethodologral
perspective, but alsérom a practicakveryday perspectivd.o summarize the
main argumentsan M is defined inrelationto someMeLse if MeLsechangesvi
changes togandthe distinction betweeklvs MeLsedeterminesvi

table of

1.2 Rudimentary vs ComplexMeanings contents

The definition of a meaning as a distinctiemased categorgan now be differ
entiated by constructing continuumwith two ideaittypical poles i.e. rudi-
mentarymeanings/s complex meanings

Rudimentary meaning#\t onepole there areM that are extremely rudi
mentary,simple, andelementary Consequently, thesd tend to be socially,
culturally, and historically widespread, e.g. they are leabedhildren at an
early stagethey may even be stored and transmittecetieally, they appear
in many cultures around the globe, they pegvasive in different social mi
lieus and groups, they have been usechanginglyin manyhistorical periods
and they may even be used lmymvhuman actors such as animals or plants.

Thistype ofMisnicelyc apt ur ed b ynotidh cdsermahntic prk a 6 s
mitivesor semantic universaléseeWierzbicka 1996, Goddard & Wierzbicka
eds. 2002, Goddard 1998)hese ardnighly simpleandelementary categories
that constitute the shared semantimceptual core oflanatural humanlan-
guages and thdbrm a kind ofuniversallexicon of human thought#\ccord
ing to Wierzbicka, there are about sixty of thesesscultural categories that
are semantically indefinable because they are so simplehdnatcannot be
decompose into even simpler categories.

This set of rudimentary categories comprises,rfistance nounssuch as
bl,bYOUdob SOME T Hdeadr@ibhers such ds T H 108bO T H Etieb
evaluatorsdr G O O brth B A Dntental predicates suchbsT HI ,MKHEEL b
b WA N, oibb K N OWheechcategories such &8 S A Yitb T R U Fhéac
tion and event categorids D Odr b H A P P, Bobhtionexistence categories
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sucha® B Edob T H E R Etimé &t space categories sucha&8 EF O&® E b
b H E R Hobical concepts such &N O Tobb B E C A U &ETheserudi-
mentary categorieare cosidered to be lexically universal in that they can be
exactly translated into every natudalimanlanguage. Foinstance the rudi-
mentarymeaningM = b Ba# istexical counterpart in the English word
tbadit he Fr e mauvai$wo rtdh el Meutuld gtc’wor d

Apart from thesehighly rudimentaryand unversal meanings, there are
other,more orless rudimentarand universaimeanings that are used in every
day sign manipulatiom different culturesor epochs These comprisgmong
others Mi t t e r motiodssofrudithent@rg Jescriptioror object indca-
tionsuchasM = b TokB L ERIANGLE

From the firstorder perspdive of the actor or experiencer in the every
day lifeworld, many of theserudimentary, intuitive,and simple M are not, or
cannotbe easily, lexicalized intowords orsentenced~or example, whe Pav
lovés bellconditioned dog hears the bell rinigy instinctively actualizes the
rudimentary meaninyl = b FE @h@rDabcar driver on a highway suddenly
ses smoke she automaticallyactivates theintuitive categoryM = bDATTEN
T 1 O;Nvhama Buddhistmonksits in meditéion, he mayrealizethe emotiont
al stateof M =WEIBEIN®; when a baierium moves within a substance it
may come to an area with a different and harmfulvallie so it may activate
the rudimentary categoy T Xt or M =T ABELS BAR andin terms
of Gestalt Psychologywhenan infantlooks at its surrounihgs it may make
out a particulafigure against a ground suchas! <€IRGLE.

This raiseghe question: AréM, and in particular rudimentayl, always
linguistic, i.e.based on languagd&ased on a definition of languageasetof
signsor tokens(e.g.words,concepts, images, symbols, eémda setof rules
for combining thee signs or tokens (e.g. syxtasyntagmatic conventions,
grammar, etc) which areusedin psychic or communicativeperations, then
theanswer to the questids affirmative.

For many readers, this is certainly a radical and counterintuitive answer,
especially when considering dogs, monks, bacteria, and infameever,here
I will not deal withpossible objectionsr criticism(e.g. a gestalt is not a word,

a sensation is distinct from the destiop of this sensationthere are non
linguistic objectsthe percept is prior to any concept,)dtecause thedepics
will be discussed at length chapter 2vherel will presentphilosophical Non
Dualism whose radical argument is tis&verything« (including gestalts, sen
sations, percepts, objects, ets)composed ofanguagebased categories
(see also Mitteret992: 5662 and Weber 2005: 1852, 324)

Even if one disregards Ndbu al i sm6és ar gument-s, t he
ments that emphasize the priority and unavoidability of language. Many so
called »noHdinguistic« signs such as a gift of flowers, traffic signs or gestures

® In orderto clearly mark a meaning as linguistic, i.e. a word or sentence in a particular lan
guage, in contragb other types of meaning, e.g. a gesture, sound, image, etc, | will often
use the U0 brackets between which the word
wo rpmbuvdii or gtl h e hE rSleersue@ mecfoe likil.
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presuppose a priar simultaneous verbal description or linguistic knowledge

in order to be understood. Similarly, Saeedicdrdes supposedly nelinguistic
conceptualizations of objects based on gestures (ostensive definitions, i.e. defi
nitions by example or demonsti@t). For instance, if you want to teach a
child the meaningy  =RABBI® simply by pointing to a realorld exemplar

with your finger, you camot even tell what exactly you are pointing to without
some linguistic support: Is it the whole rabbit, its tdik way it is running, or

the number of exemplars? In order to understand the melhingRABBID,

the child already has to know and use other and previous linguistic meanings
(Saeed 2003: 40, see also Lyons 1995: 83f).

This categonybased approach toaningM is compatible withChom
skyds Uni ve+shydlot G sainanataleBebypaihesié, sand Me n
Wi e r z blingu& ménglishypothesis In simplified terms, these authors
argue that despite the superficial differences between the raugideuman
languages there is a deep, unique, and innate mental language composed of a
universal lexicon and grammar. Evérough this mental languagerisdimen
tary, it constitutes a symbol system ofrepresentational tokens or semantic
primitives suchap X8 EL | E Vd&1S| Y WA N TthafTar¢lin8ependent of
anyhuman language.

Empirical suport for such an innate mental language is based on-cross
cultural studies and research on language acquisition inrehil@his mental
language is the basis forgmition or communication in human and many fion
human actorslévi-Strauss takes a similar staneéanguage is the system of
meaning par excellenci;cannot not mean, and all of its ebeisce is in mean
ing« (1945: 58). Consequently, the prototypicaldaprimary source foM in
communicative or psychic operations is language.

Complex meaning#t the other pole of the continuum there Btéhat are
highly elaborateandconceptually complexTheseMtend to reuire developed
cognitive capacities or thegre more restricted to a piaular social, cultural,
or historical contextln the following, | will distinguish betweemb subtypes
of these complex meanings.

Firstly, the rudimentarycategories or semantic primitivé4g which have
been discussedbow, may be combined syntagmaticaliyd syntacticallyso
as to create a compoul For example, theevendisconnectedudimentary
meaningM =bSOMEHIN®, M = b WM NFOWBL, M DDbM =, bl b
M  KN@W, andM = b, Bvdyé combinedo asto form the connected
complexmeaningM =KNOW YOU WANT TO DO SOMEBHANIEN terms
of Speech Act Theory, these compMxan be constative, im®gative, diree

1% Moreover, many scholargaim that words often fail us in representing certain experien
ces, e.g. smell, touch, feelings, vision, etc (Chandler 2002: 3). However, this is a contra
diction becauséy asserting thiswords succeed in expressing the idea that words often
fail us in representing certain experiences. Besides, rudimentary categories are always
activated, e.g. someone intuitively knows »something particular« sudh as= b | SEE
S OME T Hihske&iof »sonthing different« such agetse= WBARS OME T HI NGb
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tive, commissive, interpretive, expressiperformative etc. The rudimentary
mearingsare thus combined by using the syntatimjua mentalis™

Secondlythere may be categories such as particular worggcturesthat
exhibit a compdx internal structure and are closely linked to a particdaral
or historicalcontext.Saeed2003: 33f)notes that complex meanings often in
volve whole theories or cultural complexes, suctMas= b MARORM A GED
b R E TM ERNETTIhe same goes f@ower and lavwwhich tend to be complex
and abstract meaningse. M POWER andM £+ AW. In order tobetter
convey the complex internal structure of such categories, | will Soee use
theablr evi at i on oi.eé (s uiprp | te Imeemivb tFROWER,n s ,
i . eandNd = AWi.eéb. As already argued inhapter 1.1,Hethree dots
symbolize a deliberately omitted but integral and ptax semantic descrip
tion of thecategoriesTo give a gnplified example: Tie ategoryM = b Bl RD,
i . e may be spelled out by treemantic descriptioM = b B IAIRADI i . e.
MAL WITH WINGS, FEATHERS, AND A BEAK BHEAAZHAT CAN USU
ALLY FLYAND THATANS OME T | ME Sep@ndiNgntte type of cate
gory and the depth of detaihis semantic description can be more or less-com
plex and comprehensive, ranging framly a couple of words to hundreds of
sentencesEven thoughmost complexmeanings are lexicalized in pigular
words,thereare humerousneanings that are not lexicalize€br instancethe

meaningM = b TO BE HNQ GR:diGEzBd in the German word
tsati butM = D TO BE THNO RISSINNt@&Kdaized in any German

word so that a lexical gapccurs(Schwarz & Chur 2004ch. 2.3). However, it
is still possible to use other wordsdonvey the same meaniffy.

. table of
1.3Conclusion contents

Having reviewed the continuuf meanings with the twaleattypical poles

of rudimentary vscomplexmeanings an important inference can be drawn.
Meanings m terms ofdistinctionbasedcategeies arenecessaryor, and omni
present inall socialand psychic system®perations such asanting, com
municating perceiving, thinking, signalingdeciding,or remembering are all
based on distinctichased categorieénd this applies not only to healttand
adult humans, but also to autists, babies, ants, and badtnizexample, in
order to function properly or to survive, babies need to be able to distinguish
betweerM IWAIR MibdMeLse=b C O L, Britsmust be capable of differen
tiating otherantsin terms ofM MAW BridMe.se=b FNEA L Fabd bacteria
need to diBnguish between substances which Bte=b T O X lar@ BeLse=
bNUTRI T M@ddeth on a fundamental basis, all acforise they hu
mans,bacteria, antsbabies, omlantsi must be able to drathe existential

“"This approach has been systematically develo
language (see chapter 2% A similar syntagmatic approach is Correlatioiaeory of
Thought inspired by Ceccatobds I|talian Operat

2 Here, | will not discuss thenature vs nurturequestionof which meanings are genetically
transmitted via heredity and evolution and which are communicatively learagdter
action and socialization.
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Hamletian distinction betweehl =b T O 8&'Ethsse=b NOT T,@.g.BED
bTHERE | S S@Msd=+bl TNHEORE | S, Whatdver thisG b
somehing may be, such as an object, another actor, an event, etc.

With regard to human systems,nguistics and Cognitive Sciences have
emphasized the key role of categories. Schmidties that only by means of
categories and distinctions can sdinireg be thought, perceived, and described
as something (2003: 31f, 99)akoff holds thatsthere is noting more basic
than categorization to othought, perception, action, and spedgehery time
we see something askand of thing, for example, a tree, we are categorizing.
Whenever we reason abokinds of thingsi chairs, nations, illnesses, emo
tions, ay kind of thing at alli we are employing categories. Whenever we
intentionally perform ankind of action, say something as mundane as writing
with a pencil, hamméng with a hammer, or ironinglathes, we are using
categories¢1987: 5f)

Also in Socology, categories are considered to be a pervasive feature in
cognitive and communicative processetnomethodology and the Soldgy
of Knowledgemaintainthat actors apprehend situations, behavior, and other
actors by putting them into typifying cateies, egM = DbHE | S- AN EN
MANdGM = Db THATJ QWEab to grasp their meanjing understand
them and to normalize them. This normalization by means of categorization
especially occurs when such situations, behaviors, or actors seemaltadre
mal, strange, or incomprehensiblesuch as those provoked in ethnomethodo
logical breaching experiments (Joas & Kndbl 2004: 233f, Berger & Luckmann
1966: ch. 1.2) And for Systems Theory, meanirigor in my terminologyM i
is the universal medium iwhich both psychic and communicative t&yms
operate (Luhmann 1984h. 2).

Meaningsi both rudimentary meanings such s = and domplex
meaningssuchad = bl WANT YOU ONEBGASTER SD®H CHURCH
1 are the basic buildingldicks for allcommunicative and cognitive processes
andstructured t is i n this sens econstuetiofi Comd t r u

(to corstruci may bMeanings ard the building blocks out of which
complexstructures and operatioase constructed. For exampley lising and
combining meanings a large variety of »thingsare consciously or uncen
sciously constructede.g. discoursessocietes metaphors,texts, decisions,
recolledions, and even objects and reality (see chapter 2) as well as meaning
fields (see chapter 5).

The definition of meaning in terms of a distinctidrased cagory M vs
MeLseis deliberatelyelementary, abstct, and generalWhat is the purposer
advantagef such adefinition? | propose five answers.

(1) The definition of meanings to cover the typical and conventional
semantic space f t h e méaeingenrteems of signification, sense, deno
tation, a signified In everyday language and sdiéin discussionsthe noun
Umeaningf and ttohmeadv earrbe Gused i n various but
For exampl e, t hey a pTherad flag nteans dangere nc e s
(He did not understand the meagiof her look (Smoke means fifieor iThe
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meaning of pohef woddi #s6t o matk(eony ou
1995: 3ff, see also @gn & Richards 1923: ch. IX).

(2) However, he definitionof meaningproposed in this bools alsoto
cover the semantic spacef derivative or neighboring terms suchtaencepi ,
(signd ,wordil ,symbo] desicriptiorl ,indidationd ,labeill ,représentatiof |,
Udeal ,senténcé ,interppretatiori , Tehése terms aré just like the term
meaningi seen to pertai to the linguistic symbolic or conceptual level in
contrast to thesreal«or »factuak level of objects, paple behavior things,
events, etcSome exampke (She gave a description of the talbl@heconcept
of infinite spac@ Urhat was my interpration ofthe everii ,Sheiattached the
label d@ancéto these body movemeiits Gohsequelty, the term meaning
and its derivativeor neighboring termsre deliberately, but only temporarily,
lumpedtogether in one homogeneossupso that for the monré there are no
relevant differences between thentis is whyl will treat them quassynony
mously(a differentiatio of these terms is proposedcimaptes 2.5.2 and3).*

(3) The advantage o&n elementary, abstract, and genedefinition of
mearing in terms ofa distinctionbased categoriyl vs MeLseis that it is both
referentialtransitive and nareferentialintransitive(in the »languagenternak
sense of syntaand grammar

On the one hand, meaning (and its derivative or neighboring teams) i
typically seen ageferential and transitive because it is based on, oriented
towards, or refers tother meaningsvithin a sentence or syntagmut in lin-

e €

gui stic ter ms, meaning requtoindtel ardir e

(to raisél and ® cannot stand alone or refer to its@lhe example sentences
from the previous points (1) and (2) contain words or expressions (put in small
capitals) thatare referential and transitieften indicated by théttle words

(of0  adh,)naimelyiShe gaves DESCRIPTION Orhe tablél | @ on érie k no w

MEANING OFa red flagl (He INTERPRETELher lookasdisapprovall Her beha
vior wasLABELED ASO p at h ol BnipkeaeaNsfael etc. The hghlighted
words or expressions refer, tar are based gmtherwords or expresons such
asithe tablél (thered flagl her ldokl her biehaior( ¢ rfired .

On the other handhe definition of meaning in terms o vs MeLsecan
also be nonreferential and intransitive because it may not be basedmay
not ymbolize other meaningsvithin a sentence or syntag@onsequently, a
meaningM cansimply be a self-sufficient, reflexive,or autonanouscategory
For example, the followingvords (put in small capitals) amonreferential
intransitive:Ul sLeepwelld jrHE DoGchased the cétisILENCE( (GOdEXISTS
Urhe tablearrIVEDfrom the warehousgesterday Ul like THISO , et c .

The theoreticabenefitof including a nonreferentidahtransitiveaspect in
the definitionis that the term meaning largely freedfrom a purely referen
tial-transitivedefinition because, and this is primary, meari;g distinction
based categoril that may be, and this is secondary, referefitélisitive in

2 Even though | could have choseny of the abovementioned derivative or neighboring
terms as the key term for the theory to be elaborated in this book, | opted for the term
meaning because of its widespread use artdd¢ognectivity in the Social Sciences.
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some instances and nonreferentidgtansitive in other instanceAccordingly,
by enlarging the semantic scope of the term meaning, its theoretical scope,
abstractness, and universality are equally enlarged.

(4) Moreover and this follows from the previous poir(tb), (2), and (3),
the definition of meaningin terms ofM vs MeLseis deliberatelyelementary,
abstract, and general so as to make it comhkcto and compatible with
other disciplines and theories whose focus also lies on the lingsigtibolig
or conceptual levebf language, signs, interpréitan, discourss, symbols,
communication,conceptstexts, etc (in contrast to theeak or »factuak level
of objects, peple actions, things, events, gtd his is to stimulate interdisci
plinary and intertheoretical crofartilization or crosdrritation: On the oe
hand, it enables me to draw concepts and arguments from other disciplines
and theories so as to enrich or irritaty theory of meaningand on the other
hand,my theory of meaningnay enrich or irritate these other djgines and
theories.

(5) Fimally and most importantly, the elementary, abstract, and general
definition of meaningasM vs MeLserunsin accordance with the geirements
of the proposedheory of meaning outlined itihe introduction This definition
of meaningensure that my anbysis beginsat a verysimple anl fundamental
level with as fewlogical, ontological, and cultural premisesdapresupposi
tions as possibleor at leastwith as many explicitly stated ones as possible
Metaphorically speaking, the term meaning can theeelier used as the basic
building block for erecting the more complex construction ofiddlerange
theory, which may subsequénbe applied to a vagty of empirical case¥.

14 The definition of meaning asategory which was proposed in this chapter, will be refined
in chapter 4 by the definition of meaning@stotypical category
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2. Non-Dualistic Meaning table of

contents

Anondual i sti c v well&nownilthddéuerbhaehrthesiss
and of St . Gdspelopedirgy wiuld readwasfollows

The philosophers have interpreted the world differently
and therefore changed'it

In the beginning was the Descriptittp To Now andFrom Now On,
and the Description wawith God and the Description was God.

The same was in the beginning with God.

All things were made by the Descriptiom TWo Now,

and without the Description JTo Now
was not any thing being described from now on
that had been described up to now.

In the DescriptionUp To Now andFrom Now On was life

and the life was the light of mén

In the previous chapter,Haveargued that meanings, in terms of distinction
based categoried vs MeLsg are thefundamental elements of albmmunica

tion and cognition As such, this argument may be neither new nor radical
However,in the present chaptel will go a sep further byextending this
argument | will claim that meanings are alsan the strict sense of the term,
the fundamentaland constituentlementsof the world or reality with all its
objects,structures, entities,rpcesses, states, and phenomena such as stones,
lightning, treesspace earthquakes, sperm cellsars etc. In short, | want to
show that meanings are the fundameataiments of »Everfiing«, which can

bei as the title of this book indicatéscommunication, cognition, or reality.
This argumentational strategy will give the theory of meaning a broad scope,
which will go far beyond the usual scope of theories of meaning.

The basis for is argument ighe definition of meaningV vs MeLsethat |
presentedn the previous chaptem order tojustify anddefendthis definition
against compaig definitionsof meaning | will draw on philosophicalNon
Dualism which is a countercurrent to idsophical Dualism (see Mitterer
1992, 2001 see alsoWeber 2005 Constructivist Foundations 200énd its
German translation intRiegler & Weber eds. 2010In the following, | will
thereforeextend,modify, andformalizeDu al i s mé sDuan d nxahmd s
arguments (for an earlier version, see Staude 2008).

'Mar xo6s original st at e me onty interpreted thé Wonldedifferh i | o s o p
enty; the point is to change it.«

2This is a slight modifi edautailoins toifc Satdraapstsaetridosn
Gospel, whose original text in the Bible goes as follows: »In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with
God. All things were made by him; and without him was not any thing made that was
made. In him was life; and the life was the light of men. And the light shineth in darkne
and the dankess comprehended it not.«



22 Meaning in CommunicatiQiCognition and Reality

table of

2.1 Dualism of Meaning vs World contents

Dualism is not only the classical and dominant paradigm in the scientific
world, both in Realism andConstructivism but it is also and primarily the
standard anccomma sense reasoning in the everyday lifewoiliialism
seems so natural, seffident, and intuitive to most people, that it is extremely
widespread and unquestioned.

Mitterer (1992) argues thaDualism presupposes or producedualistic
distinction which | notate asDouaLismwith two sides that are ontologically
distinctbecause thelje on dfferentontological levels

The first side oDouaLisMs theworld, which is the real or factual level of
objects, events, reality, things, behavim@tter,or prenomenaThey aretypi-
cally considered to be material, permaneggl, external,resistantconstrain
ing, observabléy sensory perceptioar measuring instrumentslifficult or
impossible to modify or avojdntersubjective or objective.will notate this
ontological level of the world by the symb@. For example,a table that
stands in my kitchen ia W =table So as to clearly indicate this ontological
level of the world, | will use lower case letters in the notations.

The second side d¥buauisMs themeaningof the world which is thelin-
guistic symbolig or conceptual level of descriptiorigdications,words, intef
pretations, sense, discoursesncepts,or statements about objects, events,
reality, things, behaviomatter,phenomenaor the world They aretypically
considered to benmaterial, mentallunobservabldinguistic, easily and quick
ly changeabledependent on and temporally subsequentand referential
or trarsitive with regard toN. In chapter 1, | already introduced thgmbolM
to notate tk ontological level of meaning, for instance the English widre
b T A B brii$SpanishranslationM M ES Ate linguistic desription and
sentenceM =THETABLH S R O UWMNeinentalcorcept ofM =TABbE,
i.e.A PIECE OF FURNITURE WITH A FLAANDSBPPORTED BY LEG®&\T
IS USED BRFEOPLEHOPUT THIN&ON IT IN ORDER TO EAT OR WGRK
mentioned in chapter 1, | use uppese letters to indicate this ontological
level of meaning.Moreover, M does not only include secalled constative
speech acts or »thought acts« suciMas = b THE TAB/Lbgtall S ROU!
types of speech acts suchiaterrogative, directive, commissiviaterpretive,
expressive performative etc speech acts or »thought acts«, &g. = bl S THE
TABLE ROMND?BA TABLE IS A SYMBGL bRPARI CC
THE TABLB HEMBEOS LOVE ,&dl S TABLED

Du al i»deppdstuctureBbuausw W vs Mias numerous terminological
»surface structuresgependng on the theory andiscipline, e.g. the object of

% The termontologicalwill be used here in the sense of the distinction betwegry vs non
being(e. g. there is a tabl e, unicorns idondt exi
usedin the sensef thenature of beinde.g. a table is a materiakternal object, an apb
ora is a logicalinguistic structure, an idea is an immateriantal representation).

* This broad conceptualization bf prevents the semantic and connotational problems asso
ci at ed wi tdescriptb wlirenh Gusually only refers to
excludes or backgrounds other types of speech acts (see Janich 282): 36
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the description vs the description of the object (Mitterer 1992), reaijefi

nition of reality (as in the Thomas Theorem »If men define situations as real,

they are real in their consequences«, see Thomas & Thomas 1928: 572), beha

vior vs interpretation of behavior (as in Action Theory or Behaviorism), social
structure vs acietal semantics (as in sociological Systems Theory, see Luh

mann ed. 1980 and 1997: ch. 5), thing vs meaning of the thing (as in Symbolic
Interaction s més premi se that éhuman beings a
the meaning that these things havetfem«, see Blumer 1969: 2), reality vs

discourse about reality (as in Discourse Theory, see Keller 2004s&t&0ory

perception vs interpretation of the sensory perception (Bsyohology), eté.

Within the dualistic distinctio®buausve W vs Mtherelation between the
meaningdescriptionM and the worlebbjectW is, as | will show in the next
paragraphs, one of dependendaiyabaifid chr o
ands 0l are revealing in this sens-e becal
cription of an object, reality interpreteals something particular, wordsbout
the world, the meaningf a thing, a phenomenon descritesisomething spe
cific, etc. In order to clearly indicate this relation of dependency and chrono
logy, | will sometimes use a notational specification, i.e. instead of simply
writing M, | will follow the mathematical convention and writgw)®

Firstly, meaningdescriptionis referential, dependent, and transitinath
regard to the workdbbject in that the meaningesciption is always based on
or refers tothe worldobject.For example, the Spanish woki{W)= MESA
refers to a realV =tablein the world The reasorfor this is that the world
object is prioritized and apriorized with respect to the meadéasgripton
becausehe world-objectis seen as autonomous, intransitive, and independent
of the meaninglescription. For example,\W =tableas suctalways remais a
W =table independent of whether you give the descriptdf W) = b THI S |
TABLE, whether my ant writesM( W) = b THI $, wh&herraltaR E WO OD
Maasai warrior from Kenya sayd ( W) = b T HIbSwhdth&r aghildCHA I R
interpretsitaM( W) = b T Hb, & whetBer Ater@ite Viéws it &4(W)
= b THI Sb.InSsiniHaD @iD, objects canbhbe »talked awayer modi
fied by using language, discourse abmradlity cannot changeeality itself, and
behavior is resistant to different interpretations of that behavior. In short, the
world-object is robust, unchangeab#nd immune to meanirgesciptions.

Secondly, meaningescription iselated, posterior, and subsequémthe
world-object because the wortibject constituteshe fixed starting pointor,
and exists before there are ameaningdescriptions. Before the worlabject
is describedinterpreted, or indicated, it is undescribed, uninterpreted, or unin
dicated. For example, first there iS4 = tabland only afterwards can it be
indicated by the German nod{W)= Ib § C bt ldlescribed aM(W)= Db THI S

5 This listcan becontinued: referent vs representation of the referent, actions gsatectit
actions, world vs words about the world, experieve@arrative of the experiencetc (see
Mitterer 1992, 2001 and Weber 2005: 271).

® This notation is an analogy to mathematical notations. The nofétjpfior examplef(x) =
3x + 4, symbolizesa function or variablé that is causally or functionally dependent on the
variablex, for example, ik rises,f rises too, and i falls, f falls too.
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TABLESWHITE. Accordingly, otler observers or the same observer at differ
ent moments may produce different or contradictory meaaé@sgriptions of
the same worlgbbject. To resume the example: Depending on the observer, a
W = tablenay be described or interpreted differentlyM{gV)= TABLE, M(W)
= bFI REMWO@D =DbWMCANAI Rb,BICW) E=0b,et6 OOD

Within thedualisticdistinctionDouausw= W vs IVboth sides are considered
to be ontologicallydistinct andmutually exclusive.That is, here is arontolo-
gical heterogenity in the sense that theme worldobjectsW and there are
meaningdescriptionsM, but they have different ontological statuses because
they lie on different ontological level§hat is, the »nature« of the world is not
identical with the »nature« oféhmeaning of the world, a thing is distinct from
the word for the thing, the »substance« of reality is not the same as the »sub
stance« of the representation of reality, or as Mitterer putseitpbject of the
description is distinct from the descriptiari the object (1992: 39)That is
why you cannot put a glass of water on the wdrd = b T, BuBdnli din the
objectW =table And, to reformul ate Weberos
dualists speak of &/ =tablasaM=b TABL Eb

Due to their dighct ontological statuse8/ can never b&\V, even ifM ap-
proximatesW. Consequently, even thou§f and M can influence each other,
W as such idv-free andM-distinct (e.g. W is undescribed, uninterpreted, and
unindicatedl, and vice versaM as suchis W-free andWidistinct (e.g.Mis im-
material ,referential, and changeable).

The figure belowdepictsthe dualistic distinctiorDouaLisyi.e. the ontole
gical difference and heterogeneitytiheenW and M. So as to clearly distin
guish then, the level of meamig is depicted, as already proposed in the pre
vious figures 1.1 to 1.1, as a shaded rectangle, whereas the level of world is
depicted as a white ellips®n the right side, you see an exampl®afaLism

Figure 2.1 Dualistic distinctionDouaLisie Wvs M

M ttabled

DouaLisve DouaLisv

>

Dual i s mgsut usuplly impliaitargumerational procedure may be-
constructed and summarized by the following three ste®, and C(based
on Mitterer 1992)

" A similar illustration can be found in Weber (2005: 274), wheredtreription(in my ter
minology. themeaning is situated above thabject(in my terminology: thevorld).
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StepA: There is anundescribed objecte.g.a W = stone or on a more
elementay and general level, aW = udescribed objeat simply W =it. As
already explainedhts objectW is independent ofdistinct from,and prior to
descrigion and meaning. StepAi's one of Dual i smbés mo:
upon which the Wole dualistic argumentation miilt because its the neces
saryconditionin order to carry out théollowing stepsB andC. In step A, the
object must not be described in any way so as to keep the object undescribed
and thus meetDualisins r equi rement of a strict se

StepB: Now, there isarudimentary descriptiolr object indicatiornthat is
based on, andefers tq the undescribed objeat,.g.the Englishnoun M(W)=
bSTONR or theequivalent French wortM(W)x=  HEERRE. There can also be
object indications that are not true or not viable, e.g. vehehildthinks ofthe
W =stonein terms ofM(W)=b T HI1 SNUIbSn other more elementy and
generalcases the rudimentarydescription may consisif the worég M(W) =
bUNDESCRI BE r M{BAN) BT6TThib rudimentary description is
necessary in order to introduce the undescribed object fromAstefp cog
nition or communication in steB, i.e. in order to thinlor speakabout it. The
rudimentarydescripton is madein linguistic or norlinguistic signs (e.g. pic
tures, melodies, touches, esce e Magr i dinfiges2lXpai nt i n

Step C Finally, a morecomplex descriptioror object interpretationis
given on the basis of the rudimentalgscription orobject indicatione.g.the
English sentenci(M(W)>¥ b BSHIENBVEIGHZ00 GRAMSor the equiva
lent French expressiokl ( M( W) ) IERRERESE400 BRAMMBES® Even
more complex object deriptionsor interpretationgnay be given thacom
prise several sentences or a whebd.

The figurebelow visualizes steps A, B, C. As in the previous figure 2.1,
the level of the undescribed object is depicted in white, whereas the level of
the descriptions, indications, meanings, or interpretations is depicted in gray.

Figure 211: Visualization of thedualisticexamples from stepA, B, andC

step A >> step B > step C
undescribed obje rudimentary description complex desription
WeundescribetijiedM( W) =b UNDBSC BM( M( W) UNIESCRBEBIECTSREDR
M(W& STONE M(M(W3 b T BTONBVEIGHE00 GRAMS
M( W) IERRE M( M( W) JERREPESER GRMMES
M( WIHISIANUD MMW))s T H | /SBIG AND HEANYD
Wit MMWEDI Th MMWEDI T HAS TWO LEC

® This notation can be read in the following way (based on the explanation of mathematical
notations of the typ®(W)n footnote6). The complex descriptiokl(M(W)s dependentro
and subsequent the rudimentary descriptiod(W) For exampleM( M( W) = DbTHE STC
WEI GHS 4 0 & baGe’ anMiSdisubsequent¢ W) = DTHE STONED
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According to Mitterey Dualism comes in two versionsamelyRealism(or its
different denomination®r neighborsas Objectivism, Essentialism, Ration
alism, etc) andConstructivism(or its different denominationsor neighbaos
such asldealism, Constructionism Relativism etd.’ Surprisingly enough,
both versiongresuppose or use the dualistic distinctidyausv= W vs Min
the case of ConstructivisrBbuausvappeas in several guises, e.g. firstder vs
secondorder eality, substratum vsonstructionsworld-1 vs worlds2, real vs
constructed realitybrute facts vs institutional factstc (whereW is usually
seen as unobservable, inaccessible, passiviadescribable

The difference between Realism and Constvigti resides in the way
they conceptualize the relation betwd&andM: Whereas Realism focuses on
Wand analyze¥\s role in the creatioand modificatiorof M, Constructivism
focuses orM and studiedviGs role in the constitutioand portrayabf W (Mit-
terer1992: 11f, 49)Since Realism and Constructivisame thusboth versions
of Dualism, two important conclusions follow: Firstly, N@ualism is op
posed to both Réiam and Constructivism. Secondly, given that Realism and
Constructivism are not only idespread, butatherquasimonopolistic within
the Social Sciences, Nddualism directly concerns the Social Sciences. It is
preciselyin these two pointsamong othershat NorD u a | iredenadicgand
radicalism lies

A definition of meaning that is bed on Dualism iglualistic or non-mon
istic because it comprises and opposes elements from two distinct ontological
levels, namely meanindescription vs worlebbject:Mvs W (seefigure 2.1).1n
contrast, the definition of meaning that | proposed in avapisnon-dualistic
or monisticbecause it coprises and opposes elent® fromonly oneand the
sameontological level, namely meanirdgscription:M vs MeLse (seefigure
1.1). In the followingchapter2.2, | will defend this nordualistic or monistic
ddfinition of meaning against the dualistic and frapnistic definition.

. . table of
2.2Non-Dualism of Meaning contents

Non-Dualism is aradicaland counterintuitiveapproach that upsets the usual
everydayand scientific reasoninglt represents an alternative to bothalen

and Constructivism. As will be shown in the followifgon-Du a | icerend s
argumentgprimarily donot concern epistemologicquestions, but ontological
guestionsMitterer (1992 2007 considersdDualism with its dualistic distine

tion Douauise W vs Mo be optional and avoidablandnot anecessary and-n
evitable prerequisite for everyday or scientific reasoning. Instead of presup
posing or usin@ouaLism Mitterer not only circumvent®buausy but he also
succeeds in deconstructing and unifyldgiauism The way in which he achie
ves this i s by bliedkgpat ontnadictidd,uaad infisiterd s
gressMitterer, soto speak, nowualizes Dualism.

° | will not justify this argument in detail because this has already been done by Mitterer
(1992, 1999, 2001), Weber (2002, 2005, 2008), and Constructivist Found20083.
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2.2.1 Psychacommunicative silence vgeflection on Douauisu In order table of
to beginNon-D u a | s cstioisdn of Dualism | will distinguish two situations ~contents
Does thedualist thinkor saysomething abouhe ontological relation between
WandM, or does he not?

In the first situation, the dualistmporarilydoes not think or sagnything
aboutthe ontdogical relation betweekV andM.*® For examplethis afternoon
Mr. Huangdoes not claim that there is dhdistinctW such as an undescribed
object or uninterpreted reality. Accordingly, there is only psychic and cemmu
nicative silence on the topic dtlie relation betweerWW and M. Even though
such a situation is difficult to imagiriebecause Dualism is so deeply rooted
and unconsciously used in scientific reasoning and everyday life that we hardly
notice it andcan hardlyavoid iti let us neverthelesignagine that this first
situation is possibldn such a situatiorthe dualistdoes nothink or talk about
the ontological status of and difference between trees, words, light, planets,
feelings, gestures, governments, melodies, thsugtouds, signsmarkets
tables,and sentenceslowever, as soon as the dualist does think or say-some
thing aboutthe ontological relation betwed® and M, he is automatically in
the second situation. And this occurs also in the more subtle case when the
dualist claims thathere is arividistinctWeven if heor someoneloes not think
or saythat there is arMtdistinct W (seechapter 2.2.3n variations of Dual
i smbébs contradiction). For exampl e, a r
scribed rocks on planet Mars even dhody has yet thought or spoken of them
because they are still unknown and undiscovered (the example is inspired by
Krausz 2000: 47). Since these claidssay something abouthe ontological
relation betweenVandM, they fall irto the second situation.

In thefirst situation, it is (tautologically true that it is) impossible to make
any claims about, or to deal with, tbhatological statu®f WandM. And if
nothing is thought or said abotlte status ofV andM, then there is no claim
that can be testedr evaluated Without a claim however, Re al i s més an
Constructivismbs most i mportant testin
and viability, cannot be applied. In this first situatitimeere can consequently
be no Dualism and, in turn, no Nd@ualism either. It may seem too self
evident or trivial to mention this first situation, butléads totwo important
conclusions: Firstly, even though dualists may be tempted to do so, they can
not use this first situation as a means for supporting or provieig angu
ments. Secondly, Dualism can only operate in the second situation.

In the second situationwhich is the unavoidable beginning and prerequi
site for Dualism, the dualighinks or sayssomething abouthe ontological
relation betweeW and M. Forinstance Mr. Huangargues that there is aivk
distinct W such as an uninterpreted object or undescribed reality. The dualist
may not necessarily make explicit claims and formulate elaborate arguments in
order to support or defend Dualism as a scientiféot, but inhis daily life-

101f the dualistneverthought or said anything abowtor M, he would (probably or per defi
nition) not be a dualist. That is why | specified that the dualist whporarilydoes not
think or say anything abolt or M.
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world he may simply presuppose Dualism as background knowledge or apply
dualistic ideas in dealing with practical matters.

Since the dualist thinks or speaks abthiet ontological status &/ andM,
and since all thinking and spking(just as all wanting, hearing, writing,-re
membering, feeling, seeing, etc.) usdé terms of distinctiorbased catego
ries as outlined in chapter 1, the syllogistic conclusion follolee dualist
cannot avoid using and thusustuseM. This contusion has, as we will see
below, drastic consequences for Dualism

In the following, | will focus on this second situation in which the dualist
thinks or saysomething about the ontological relation betwééandM. In so
doing, I wi | | mdn mgrablensssand presemt INBhmé ki s moé s
main solutions to thertbased on Mitterer 1992, 2008s will be seen, Dual
i smbés pr ob patiouarly agumentational egts A and B (see the
previouschapter 2.1), namely the assumption tiate is firs an undescribed
object or uninterpreted reali{gtep A), which is subsequently indicated or de
scribed by an object indication arudimentary descriptiostepB).™*

222Dual i smdés c imthe follandng, ¢ willi skow that Dualism  table of
is self-contradictory. The garting point is the followinghortdialog contents

(1) Dualist: There is an undescribed object.

(2) Non-dualist: But that is a contradiction becaubg uttering yoursentence you a
describing the object, i.e. you are describing the objechdssaribec
Consequently, the object is not undescribeddestribedi.e. describe
by you as undescribedPut differently, there is no undescribed oh
butadescribed object.

The dual i st dise lpa@Erespomds ¢otthangenentational speA
(see thepreviouschapter 2.1) because it makes the ontological clainthieat
is anundescribed objectn this step A, the object is not yet described because
it is only inthe subsequent step B thatwill be rudimentarilydescribedoy
means of avord, an indication, distinction, a representatioatc. According
ly, in step Athe dualistmust notdescribe the objedh any way sas to meet
the requirement ahe existence odin undescribed objedf, however,he does
somehow describe the objele isno longer in step A but in step B where the
object is already rudimentarily described.
Thenord ual i st 6 s The dualist 3 eoottadictoly because say
ing thatthe object is not describedheobject is describedly the dualist as an
object that is not described. More precisaip, the one hand, he dwgeml i st 6 s
tence in line 1 says théte object is not describethut on the other hanthy
saying his sentence in linethe dualist isactuallydescribing the object as an
object that isnot described, so after dle object isdescribedby the dualist.
For exampl e, t he | as senténgén linevbaredasde i n t h ¢

™ As argued in chaptstl.3 and 2.1, | will use the following terms quagnonymously be
cause they are all forms &t meaning, description, indication, interpretation, represen
tation, concept, etc. Furthermore, thédean be constative, interrogative, commissive,
performative directive, expressive, etc. Likewise, different form$\oivill also be treated
guasisynonymously: world, object, reality, thing, phenomenon, etc.
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scription of the object, namely a rudimentary description in the form of the
Englishl anguage enderrbedsobjedio. he dualist says that there
is anundescribed objectut as he says his worde is at the same time -de
scribing the object as undescribeghich means that there m supposedly
undescribed object butdescribed objectHence,the duaikst is not in step A,
as he believes himself to be, but in step B.

The dual i sdtuwasl isndsnanm gufomalized bycan al
couching themin logico-mathematical notatian Below is a dialog that is
structurally similar to thelialog abovebut expressed moréormally:

(3) Dualist: There isanW = undescribed object

(4) Non-dualist: But that is a contradiction because by uttering your sentence yo
describing the object, i.e. you are describing the objeahds Nt
DESCRIBED B J E CCortsequently, the object is not undescribed
described, i.e. described by you as undescriPetl.differently,there
is noW =undescribed objebtit a described objeatamelyM = -t
DESCRI BED .OBJECTHD

The contradictionis thatthe dualist claims that av = undescribed objectr+
describedbutthe nodual i st shows that Wthrele dual i
scribed objei describedi.e. described as undescribed, described as an object
that is not described, or synongosly, described by the linguistic and rudi
mentary descriptoM = b UN D E S C R |. BuEdifferéntdy,Jtlte Conhisa
diction is that the dualist claims that wh= undescribed objeatota descrip
tion, whereas the nethu a |l i st demonstrates What the
undescribed objésta description, nantg the linguistic and rudimentary de
scriptonM = bUNDESCRI.BED OBJECTH®D®

Let usanalyze more closely thgpe ofcontradictionthat the dualist com
mits. Before | come to this analysis, however, some preliminary remarks are
helpful. From a semiotic perspee, every communication or cognition simul
taneously and necessarily comprises or conveys messagesvermllevels
(Weissmahr 2006Schulz von Thun 1981, see alsbapter3.5in this booR.
On the one handhere is thdogical-propositionallevel thatconcerns the logi
cal or propositional content of @@mmunication or cognitiotinguistically
expressedn words or sentences. For example, the logicapositional mes
sage of the Englistanguageutterancell am in the kitchefi : The person
speakingis at this moment in the room where usually food is prepared
eaten. On the othdrand there is theperformativecontextuallevel that con
cerns the performative or context@aspects which embeticommunication or
cognition or which enablea communiation or cognitionto occur. These
aspects refer to the act of communicating or thinking, to the characteristics of
the communicator or thinker, to the situation in which the communication or
thinking takes place, etc. For example, the performativetextial message of
the abovementionedtterancel amin the kitchefi ¢ o uThaactdf speak
ing implies thathe speakedoes not suffer from mutisrthe voice reveals that
the speaker is male, the situation indicates thatspealer and hearer are
friends, etq(for more details on contéand use, seehapter 3). In comparing
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messages ofhe logicalpropositional and performativeontextual level an
asymmetrycan be observed, especially in rational discourse or information
exchange. That isnessagesf the logicatpropositional level aresually fore
grounded and intended, whereasssages dhe performativecontextual level
remain backgrounded and implicit.

In general, wo types of contradiction can occur. Firstly, there laggcal
contradictiors which occumwithin the logicatpropositioral level. For instance,
ut t er a nAdl bashebrsiate enarried (boiling icel ible will come late
to the party. He died last weék. ar e contradictory becal
words or sentences are at odtls

Secondly, there aréogical-vs-performative contradictiongalso called
performative contradictions, Jay 199&/eissmahr 2006: ch. VISchulz von
Thun 1981: 338). These contradimns occur betweenthe logicalproposi
tional level and the performativecontextual leve For example, if Natasha
says U am not saying anythgnright nowd , i f a lemawowahi,t eog U
if I s a ywadion the boat that wahipwreckedvith no survivor§ thelogical
propositionalmessage is at odds with the performattemtextual messagin
the example of Natasha sayilgam not saying anythmright nowi the logi
calpropositional message, i.e. Natastesl not pronounce words at ths-
ment, contradicts the perfoativecontextual message, i.e. Natasha is at this
moment performing a speech act by pronouncing the widras not saying
anythingl The result is that the logicpropositional message is canceled out
by the performativeontextuaimessage

The duali st ds c o-wsperfarrdative tonaalintion The a | 0 g i
starting point i s t huaedestribedlobjestt(séeslinecll ai m:
above). The logicapropositional messagean be expresseih a simplified
way as The objecis not describedThe perfomative-contextual messageay
be expessed in differenfiorms whichall share the same core messdggThe
object is decribedbecause the dualist describes the object as not described.
(b) The object is describdaly the dualistwvho descrilesthe object by means of
the descrip i d'me oljigct is not describdd . Tliembject is describeaksthe
dualist peforms a descriptive speech act about the prasedfthe object.

2 |n distinguishing the performativeontextual level from the logicgiropositional level, |
am not presupposing or rentroducing the dualistic distinctiod/ vs M. In accordance
with Non-Dualism, both levels lie on the same ontological level, namely the lewirof
the form of descriptions, sentences, interpretations, representations, indicationsgetc. Th

only difference is that the logicakopositional level is a firsbrderM,e.gM = bl 6 M I N T&F
K1 T C Hhirbas the performatihantextual level is a secommtder M about the first
orderM,egM = DTHE VOI CE OF THE PERSENN WRHED ESAALYSS |

THAT THE S PE ARvEnRhougisWdisgmaltt (2006: ch. VI.1) does not adopt a
non-dualistic perspective, he too explicitly argues that both levelbngn@stic levels even
if messages of the performatigentextual level are usually nas precise as messages of
the logicatpropositional level.
13 As explained in footnot@ in chapter 1.2, imrderto clearly mark a meaning as lingiits
i.e. a word or sentence in a particular language, in contrast to other types of meaning, e.g.
a gestu e , sound, i mage, et c, | wi || often use
sentence is put in italics.
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The contradiction between the logigabpositional and the performative
contextual me s s a g e clearly vidible.&nd this eohtiadiet 6 s ¢ |
tion is inevitable for the dualist has no other choice: In order to think or say
that the object is not described, hestdescribe the object, i.e. as undescribed,
but as soon as he thinks or says this, the objecsizited. Logtalvs-perfor
mativecontradictions occur if someonenakes performative use of something
he expressly deniegHabermas 1983: 90ff). Inh e d wasd, this ssdmre
thing« is a description thate performativelymakes but liguistically cenies
making.The dualist performs a description but sayslbes not perform a de
scription. The logicatvs-performative contradictiois a corradiction between
the description of t h-erdesgutedaskription, and . e . t
the desription of the observer of the speaker, i.e. the-damal i st-6s sec
orderalled e s cr i pt i o n firs-érdetaltodescriptiart’i st 6 s

The outcome of the contradiction is that the logjmalpositional message
of the dual i st 6mundedcribédnobjectior tiee. objecthsenote i s
described, is canceled out by the performativatextual message, i.e. there is
a described object or the opbopositiohal i s de:
messagés thusinvalid, butthe performativeconextual messagis valid.

Thenondual i st 6 sas ndne ¢ Abovegoes like tis: The dual
i st 6s sW puyndescebed opjsct described object becautiee object
is describedby the dualisasanM = D UNDESCRI.IB &bt tl@B/J ECT b
= undescribed objaains out to beanM = DL UNDESCRI.B/BAED OB J E(
changes between Dualism and Nownalism is the ontological status of the
»undescriled object«: For the dualist, & ion the level ofN, whereas for the
nondualist, it is on the levedf M. Expressed ithe terminology of chapter 1,
the »undescribed object« is one side of a distinction, nathelynarked and
activated categord = b UNDE S CR I, fdEsiand® iBcdnEaStTabthe
other side of the distinction, namelye unmarked ahresidual categorlykLse
= bDESCRI BEDkevdB MEGTH AN UNI NTERPRETED |
distinctionbased category that is juxtaposeith one or several other catego
ries such advetse= W NTERPRET E D MeAd=PABEGNAPPLE,

Metse= EWERYTHNIG, Metse= AN ORANGEMetse= NDTHING, etc.

The previous discussion leads to the conclushat the dualist is nan
step A where an allegedW/ = undescribed obpadsts, but in step B where a
described object exists in the form of the rudimgntdescription or object
indicationM = b UNDESCRI.Bd&quénBy)JtBetddh i st 6 s st e
dissolves into step BiNhereadDu al i smdés starti nDgakpoi nt
i smds starting popunpdrtedymsiorstapdp B wi t hout

% See also footnote 12. For more on different types of descriptions, see chafiter 5.6.

15 A dilemma in naminghe steps(1) Saying that NorDuali s md $ng [ointasstep Bhas
the disadvantage that it implies the existence of a prior step A thabNaiism skips, but
has the advantage that the ref eauserofthesit o Dual
milar naming(2) Instead of sayigthat NorDu al i smdés startingaypoint i
that it isstep 1 which has the advantage that it does not imply the existence of a prior step,
but has the disadvant age stABaQisinvisible. Theeaf er enc e
gumentthatNonDu al i smdés st ar t i ndgtailpdmichapgter2422. st ep B wi
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The followingfigurec ont r ast s Du®luia$ m8smbdba-ndr jam
tional stepsAs in the previous figure B, the levelof the undescribed object
or uninterpreted world is depicted in white, whereas the level of the descrip
tions, indications, meanings, or integfations is depicted in gray.

Figure2lll: Dual i smé$Puahd sds argumentational

Duall step A step B step C
ualism undescribed object rudimentary descripdin complexdescription

_ step B step C
Non-Dualism | dimentary descriptig complexdescription

I n order to furthadthé morndmal i z¢ 6shar duak
means of a logicanathematical notation, let us loak the same dialog as

lines 3 and 4, butn an ezen more formal and reduced way. In so doing, | will
shortenthe notationW = undescribed objecthe notationW. Verbal expres

sions of Wmaybedabjadisias dudh,san it, pureitgah table in

itself, the planet Mars thing,etc.

(5) Dualist: There isW.

(6) Non-dualist: But that is a contradiction because by uttering your sentence yo
indicating the allegellV, i.e. you are indicating the allegédasb Wb
or more precisely, a8l = .Cvibequently, the allegdtlis anM,
namelyM = .tPWhdifferently, there is nd/, butM.

Again, the dualist commits a contradiction because in his act of uttering the
sentence in line 5 he indicates the allegedlindioated W by means of a
mathematical indication or rudimentary description in the form of the 23rd
letter of the English alphabet, namélyWtor more precisef = .b Wb

The notationM = adytseem strange or paradoxical, and thus needs
some carification: As explained irchapter 1.1 (especially in footnote 5), the
equal sign in notations of the folh = Is Aobused in the sense tlwaé b
has the same ontologicadntentas anM, but the same ontologicatatusas an
M. For exampleM =a\b toes not rean thatbWb has the same content or
substance as avi, as if the equation »2 equd@s weremathematicallyalid,
but it means thatWb has the same status or level advain a similar way to
the classification »2 is a number«. Spelled out, the notafion3\b means
thatb Wihs a form or manifestation dflin the sense that thebject or world
b Whhas the same ontological status as a description or medning

Instead of identifying forms dfVin an affirmative manner, e.g. an object
or the world, the dalist may alsdbased on the law of excluded middiéen
tify forms of Win a negativeor oppositionaimanner, e.g. a nedescriion, a
beyond of language, the extralinguistic, a #madication, the outside of inter
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pretation, an ameaning, etc. Put farally, they are notM. However, for the
nondualist, tleseare forms of M, namelyM =  HVMbfeBNause in order to
claim that there is a neM there must be aM, namelyM = HM® N
223Variations of Du a$oifas, hhavwe discussed theideofc t
dualisticclaim that there is an undescribed object. However, there are- nuffgtents
rous neighboring or derivative claims that commit the abovementioned logical
vs-performative contradiction too. These claims tend to be structurally similar
to, or semantically overlapping with, the original dualistic claim that there is
an undescribed objedtowever, for the sake of comprehensivenessvanid-
ty, |1 will present the most important of these neighboring or derivative claims
along with their formalization in sermathematical notation
Moreover, since in the current scientific literature certanore or less
implicit or explicit, nondualistic tendencies or examples can be found, | will
occasionally refer to tlse and integrate them into my discussibhis is not
onlytomake NoDual i smés arguments more inteld]l
to link them to existing theories and disciplines so as to facilitate their connec
tivity and dialog.
The following | ist enumerates slight
there is an undescribed object, formalized by the notaitnee W.

(@) Dualismds cl ai ms formalization
(variations of the claims in lines1 and 3)

An uninterpreted reality exists. o MfreeW
This is an unindicated entity.

Meaningfree things exist.

The world as such is not described.

There are nomsignified referents.

This is interpretatiofindependent behavior.

Something exists that is free from interpretation.

There are nottinguistic phenomena.

From the duali stds per Spsech adVveuwmintert hese
preted realjtyput since these claimommit the logicalvs-performative con
tradiction,as shown above, their logieptopositional message is canceled out
by their performativecontextual message.

For example the logicalpropostional message that an uninterpreted
reality exists is nullified by the perforriae-contextual message that an inter
preted reality exists, namely in the form of the interpretation of reality as un

interpreted. Consequently, the alleged forms\bére,fromthe nond ual i st 0 's
perspective, all forms ofl, such asM =UNNTERPRETED REAbITYhe
d u a | Wstudinterpreted reafityhe interpreationM = b UNI NTERPRET

18 An analogy can be found in Jokisch (1996: 19ff, 51, 65f, 1didonvincingly shows that
the negation, absence, or roccurrence of an operation is itself an operationt Thaf
an operation does not occur, an operation still occurs, namely the operation of negation,
absence, or neaccurrence of the operation.
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R E A L | Putynomore formal termst h e d WMdréeiWdstthie snterpreta
tionM =-FIRE E." Wb

There is an interesting analogy between-doalistic meaning and lin
guistic negation. The starting point is an obj@¢such as an apple. In Lin
guistics, in order to carry out the operation of negation N, i.e. negating or
denying the existence of an obj&tt for example, the sentenceW( Ehis U
is not an applé oW) NHE hds no apple W must necessarily be indicated
by an affirmation A, for example X)) appldl . Hence, negati on
possible by using a previous affirmation A. Consequertlyiegaed object
N(W) presupposes an affima objectA(W). In NonDual i smbés criti
Dualism, in order to be able to talk or think about s@upposedV, for ex
ample where isW = the ap@fer W = the apple red W must necessarily be
indicated by a d&riptionM, for exampleM THBAPPLE. Hence Wis only
possibleby using a previousM. Consequentlyan objectW presupposes a
descriptionM. Summarizing the linguistic and the ndnalistic approach, it
may be said thaor an objectWto exist or to be negated, it must necessarily
be indcated by a descriptioll. | conjecture that this parallel between the-non
dualistic approach to the existence of objects and the linguistic approach to the
negation of objects is not accidental but structurally related.

Other authors and theories have egsed maybe unwittingly, arguments
close to NorDualism although in a less clear and systematic way.exam
ple, criticizing the classical distinction between (a) language and (b) that which
the language is describingaminsky (1969: 94prgies that m judging what
(b) contains, we ardraady using (a)Likewise, Putnam (1990: 329) holds that
eel ements of what weperetaatelso dédplgintgwhatge G o
we call Grealityd that the very projec
somet hi ng -ihdeagemadent 0 i s fatall y« compr c
Lenkbés sl ogan f or interpretarilnecéssereft®9g)taredt i oni s
he convincingly shows that actions or behavior only exist as interpretations or
descriptions (1978,993). In Semioticsit is assumed that »the world as we
know it is merely its current representation« (Chandler 2002: 205)fcaind
shamans, »reality, or the world we all know, is only a description« (Castaneda

"I'n discussing Dualismés conMhagshbénawordban, t he d
sentence. Howevel] can also take the form ofpacture (e.g. a photo, a drawing, a paint
ing, etc).From a dualistic perspective, words and pictures share some similarities: both
refer to or represent an object that already exists previously, both can often be used inter
changeably to perform certain functions, and both are ontologically distinct from the ob
ject itself. Accordingly, words and pictures are formd/ofThat is why the logicaVs-per
formative contradiction is already evident in figures 2.1 and 2.1l (in ch&oigr where |
tried to illustrate the dualistic distinction betwe&randM by contrasting the picture of a
table or stone (supposed to symbolize® wi t h talled watonEld (G upposed t
symbolizeM). However, since the picture is a formMfandthe word is also a form dil,
but neither pictures nor words are forms/gfwhat | showed in figure 2.1 and 2.1l was not
the dualistic distinction betweerWW and M, but anondualistic distinction between one
form of Mand another form o4, namely betweea picture and a word. For a more- de
tailed and formalized treatment of pictures in Dualism and-Doalism, see the discus
sion of Magritt edX>andfigure®X.i ng in chapter 2.3
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1972: 8).Non-dualistic tendencies can alse Imade out in certain scientific

slogans or publication titles béag expressions such &gorld as Tex{Garz

& Kraimer ed. 1994pr Objects as Meanin@Pearce 1990)

Letds suppose the duali st -Vpesforagr eed

mative contraittion by uttering his original claim that there is an undéscl

object in lines 1, 3, and 7However, in order to avoid committing this contra

diction and thus defend Dualisitihe dualist might come up withew claims

which are supplements or refinemeof his original claim.

(8) Duali smés cl ai ms formalization
(supplements or refinementf the claims in line 9

There is an undescri bed ol « Mindependentv
eeven i f | dondt think of

e althoughpeopl e dondt say anyt

« despite the fact thatobodyknows of its existence

eif | don6t describe the

« evenifl d behedethat there is an undescribed objec

The dual i st inbne Bthattherk is anauhdascritmed objéstrans
formed intothe more complex clairm line 8that there is an undescribed-ob
jectthat isindependenb f peopl eds ment al Fooexaml i ngui
ple, an undescribed stone as such exists independently of whether and how |
think of it, describe it, perceivit, say something of ipr believe that it exists.

By usingthe claims in line 8the dualistmay believe himselto bein the
first situationin which he temporarilgloes not think or sagnything about the
relation between objects and descriptions (despter2.2.1 on psychaecom
municative silence vs reflection @buausy However, as argueabove since
in line 8 the dualistdoesthink or saysomethingabout the relation between
objects and descriptionsamely that undescribed objects exist evemeifloes
not think or say anything about thehe is in thesecond situation

The dualisthusclaims that there is amndescribed objeaven if hedoes
not think or say that there is amdescribed object This claimcommits the
logicalvs-performative ontradiction not only once, bittvice Firstly, it com
mits the same contradiction as thégoral claim in lines 1, 3, and #hat there
is an undescribed object. Secondly, it commits an additional contradixtion
supplementing or refining éhoriginal chim bythe more complex claim that
thereis an undescribed objeelven ifthe dualist does not think or say that
there is an undescribed objecEypically, this supplement is introduced by
wo r d s eveéniifikathduighi desjitél , independent @f The supplement
is a kind of repetition or reinforcement of the original claim that there is an
object that is not described, not thought of, or not spoken ablo@tcontradie

18 This claim is structurally similar to the claim that if a tree falisthe ground, but no one is
there to hear the noise, the tree still makes a noise. In this case, the argumentatienal struc
ture i s: There is no observer, but there is
mentational structure is: There is description, but there is still the object. Put formally:
There is ndV,, but there is stilW.
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tion of the duaThelsgicdmopasitioaal messhgafehe her e :
subordinate clausdi.e. thesupplementis: The dualistdoes not think or say
that there is anndescribed objecBut the performativeontextual message of
the main and subordinatelause(i.e. the supplement and tbeginal claim in
line 7) is: The dudist does think or sathat there is anndescribed object
Krausz (2000: 47) provides a typical, but more complex exampleest
logicalvs-performative contradictian »The realist might observe that all that
[ é ]s saidis inevitably nested in somerapol system. That does not show
that there is nothing that is not nested in some symbol sy3thenrealist
might affirm thatit is possible that there are objects in the world that nobody
has thought of, despite the fact that that assertion is preseatly m some
symbol system, and despite the fact that it is made by using the concept of
Gobjectd. The realist cooflthdmihthdpde t hat
sent thoughexperiment, there are specific rocks in the Himalayan Nens
that may et come to be discovered. And their being there is a mattee quit
separate from anyoneds conceiving of t
nested in some symbol sy s t[em drehpel oryoi cnkg
(or something, however described) dhere[ é ] i ndependent of
sentations of them.«
Severalnon-dualistic tendenciem philosophical aproachesan be made
out For instance, in order to refute the claim that things with certain properties
really exist regardless of whether any dfie thing is designated, Kaminsky
(1969: 101)proposes the following argumemiVe are unable to move from a
| anguage to its refer bartduspwhertwedalkkof usi ng
what is extralinguistic we ar@nnetequi r e
ask whether what is extmaguistic really has such and such characteristics for
we cannot move to what is extralinguistic without prior commitment to what is
linguistic.«
Hazelrigg (1989: 155) presents a colldifge and invented dialog between
himself and the realist Williams: The latter writes teagn though »weannot
think about the world without describing it someway«, we can still think
that »there is an independent world« which »can control the success of our de
scriptions«. In quite aondualisic way, Hazelrigg quotes Williams and adds
that»dve camot think about the world without describing itéomewa y 6, and
one of the ways in which weand& hi n k a desauilie6the world B as
0 i pehdent world that controls the suckesof our «escriptions
Hacking provides another example (1975: 182f). One of his students
claimed that something is real only insofar as it is communicated, whereas
Hacking protested that there are polar bears on Baffin Land that no one has

ever spokent@ao ut . The student 0ds speakimdgalyout was t
these polar bears right now, and any couat@mple Hacking may have will
have to be communicated too, so the st

Another set of claims that the dualist may propaserder to avoid the
contadiction of his claim in line Tonsists of the follwing supplements or
refinements which relate to temporal aspects.
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9 Duali smés cl ai ms formalization
(supplements or refnements of the claims in line ¥

Thereisanundescthbed obj ect é o MpriorW
« before Idescribeor indicateit. « WheforeM
« before peopl¢hink ofit.

« before anybodgays anything abolit

« before | know it exists

These claims reflect the sequermwme of t
B (seechapter2.1). First, in step A, there is the undescribed object, aifitel-

wards in step B,adescriptionis madesuch as the rudimentary description or

object indication. In shorthe undescribed object is temporafiyior to (or
existsheforg our mental or lguistic operationsPut formally,M-prior W (or
alternatively WbeforeM).

NonDual i s mds ontsagaihsetheactaijs iminede similar
to the counterargunmés against the claims in line Both committhe logicat
vs-performative contradictionot only once, butwice. The first contradiction
of the claims in line Qies in the incompatibility of the logicgiropositional
message that there is an undescribed object and the perforswttextual
message that there is a described object beta@shialist desibes the object
as undescribelleforehe or anybody describes it.

The second contradictida more difficult to discermnd tricky to explain
The logicalpr oposi ti onal me s s a disttheré isdanlve dual |
described olgct andafterwardsthere are descriptions such as a rudimentary
description or an object indication. In contrast, the performatbreéextual
message idirst there is a description, i.e. a rudimentary description or object
indication andafterwardsthere is another, more complex description, i.e. the
dualistés claim that first there is an
descriptions such as a rudimentary description or an object indication.

These arguments can also be expressed more formabyogicalpropo
sitional me s s age bifst, thele & ard/ - andesaibedsb c | ai
ject andafterwards there is atMsuchasM = b THE OBJEMT | S R/
bTHE OBJEC-TONS R BICdoitrast the performativantextual
messag is: First, there is arM, namely the rudimentary description or object
indicationM = DbDUNDESCRI|I &BED =OBJHERE | S AN W
SCRI BED ,Galkaffe@arts there is anotheand more complem,
namely the dull £sbbs EST AN WHUENBEBEIEHD
OBJECT, AND AFTERWBRTHEREISANMCSW AS M = DIFHE OBJ
REDb OR M ECTISRHIEEGNB JROCKDLD

Put differently, the logialpropositional message i€irst there is the
object andafterwards comes the object indidah. But the performative
contextual message igirst there is the object indication arafterwards
comes the claim that first there is the object and afterwards comes the object
indication. The same argument expressed in an even more reduced and formal
way goes like this. The logicalropositional message %/ beforeM. But the
performativecontextual message i before W before M). To render the
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contradiction even clearer, we can further reduce the argument. The -logical

propositional message is: Rirthere isW. But the performativeontextual

message is: First thereNs

As with all logicalvs-performative contradictions, the logigatopost
tional message is canceled out by the performatbreéextual message which

is the only one that survivedc cor di ngl vy,
cedureinvolving steps AandB (seechapter 2.1 and figure 2.11) needs a nhion
dualistic revisior(see figure 2.lllabove. Thatis,t h e

the dual

dualistos

step A disappears or dissolves into stepMBichis the nord u a b stagtingd

point, without there being
an uninterpreted worlt?

Figure 21V: NonDu a |

any purportedly prior stpundescribed objects or

i agyumergational steps

step B
rudimentary description

Textual explanation

step C
complex description

rudimentary descriptionf
the object

compkx descriptiorsuch as thelaim that first there is an ur
described object and afterwards a rudimentary descriptior

object indication

assertiorthat the object is prior to the object indication

Formalized explanation

TABLED

M = bUNDESCRI|M = bFI RSANW FUNDRICRIBEDIETT, AND
AFTERVARDS, THEREISASMCH AS M ECTIS
REDBHR M = b TIAF2BONROGDO |

M WbeforeM

Examples

M = bTHE @OWPHEM = bLEVEN BESORIEP MYOUE SITTONE

THE TABLEOGSATHEOMPPHE TABLE

M = bTHERBNTERS
PRETED REALI T

M = b T HE R NTERRRETFEN REANIEFBRE | MAK
ANY INTERPRETATIGNS | Thb

M = DATOMS EXM = bATOMSEFEBREISSIENT>TIRNEAT
ATOMS EXI SThb
M = bTHE BADPIM = bTHE EARTM U %HERXNQRBADYITRY
WHEN PEOPLE THOUGHHE EARTH WAS F
M = bl HAVE AM = bBEFORHATIHAVERAIBORKY, HAD A
Analogy
(It é08a.nd ( Is8:80a.m.)
Thetraid s d in Yienwaa| Before the traié arrival in Vienng the trainwaselsewhere

¥NonDu a | iasyumiert that thstarting point is step B will bextendedn chapter 2.4.2.

0s

argu
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There is thus a cleasequencdrom step Bto step C. The temporal amtag

matic prerequisite for claiming that the object is prior to the object indication is

to have already made the object indicatibikewise, the prerequisite for say

i n Bvenibeforemy descriptionélrhe apple sits on the talblthe apple sat on

thetabldii s t hat | Tha apple sitslop the taliidditterér uses an

analogy: The pmequisite forassertinghatiBef ore the trainbés a
na, the train was elsewhdlie s t o h a Vhe traarts s ea ih Miehwnal |

(1992:98 see al so Weberds useful il 1l ustrat
The duali stds cl ai ndobjéctbefore Itdéseribedt i s a

or if I d o préstippodedlg doesi nbpeoveithe existence of the

undescribed object. Consequently, t he

second step (step C), if and after it is taken for granted in theti#st(step B)
that an undescribed object exists so that its existence does not need to-be prov
en. The dwualistds claim is invalid bec
namely to prove the existence of the undescribed oljjeetfirst stegstepB)
must therefore inevitably be the indication of the objeaj.you may think or
say t he wor dkeredsran umdesctibedmobjécts dhé object that
is not described .

Several conclusions can be drawn frorasth argumentdMitterer argues:
»|f the priority of the object over the object indication can only be claimed
after the object indication, it is no longer possible to justify that the object is
distinct from language by referring to the priority of the object over the object
indication« (1992: 98) Accordingly, before a particuldl there is no prélor
Mf ree stage wher e Wpravails,oul @rdtheu pravious er pr e
M. The beginning hence consists in the making of an object indication er rudi
mentary description, e /= b THE @BM EECTbhTHERE [I-S AN U
PRETED RBEAAdY #fterwards can we formulateore complex
claims or questions such % = bOTHE OBJECT EXI STED AL
SAI D UOBJ ECTIPRI OR TO THE DESCRI-PTI ON
INTERPRETE REALITY, THERE HAS ALWAYS BEEN AN UNINTERPRETED
REAL|I A Mb = b WHY -DDARISTS ONINK THAT THE OBJECT IS A
DESCRI P¥I1 ON?D

In short, before the dualist can claim the precedence, difference, priority,
or independence of the objegbrld with regardto meaningdescription, he
necessarily must claim the existence of the objectd by means of a rudi

mentary descriptioomeaningThi s i s al so why St. John

at the opening of chapt@s fits into NorrDualism: »In the beginning was the

Wordéc¢ or a formalized versionof it s
Butler (1993) makes an argument simite® NonDual i smés t e mp«

argument She challenges the assumption of the human body as a given, natu
ral, and prelinguistic object: »The bgdposited as prior to the sign, is always

®The same argumentational simhsrirulioet 8u There imgnp | i es
undescribed object even if é, althoughé, des
claims that will be presented below in lines 10, 11, and 12, sukhrefers tow, Wvs M,
theperception ofVvs the description of the pEption ofWw, etc.
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positedor signifiedasprior. This signification produces as affectof its own
procedure the very body that it nevertheless and simultaneously claims to dis
cover as that whiclprecededts own action. If the bdy signified as prior to
signification is an effect of sigfi¢ation, then the mimetic or representational
status of language, which claims that signs follow bodies as their necessary
mirrors, is not mimetic at all. On the contrary, it is productive,stitutive,
one might even argugerformative inasmuch as this signifying act delimits
and contours the body that it then claims to find prior to any and all significa
tion.« (1993: 30). Commenting dhis argumentSandford (1999: 23) summa
rizes: »Thawhich is paited as prediscursiverecisely because it is posited
in fact belongs to the order of discourse, and cannot be said to exist prior to or
outside it.«Likewise, Kaminsky argues that swmight believe that prior to
any linguistic account, thgs[ é &re intuitively evident as the elements with
which a language must deal. But there is no way of determining whether the
acceptance of these elements is notréselt of the very linguistic forms em
ployed in every descriptior (1969: 100, my emphais) Pears saythat »fcts
may be brute [ é], but what é¢éxXactclay bt
specified only by reference to the sentences which werernheknowledged
starting points« (quoted in Kaminsky 1969: 99, my emphasis)
Similarly,aeadi ng of Systems Theoryés dist
ture and societal semiges that is close to NeDualism lead to the conclu
sion that social structure is not always prior to, and constitutive of, societal
semantics, but that societal seriesalso may be prior to, and constitutive of,
social structure (Luhmann 1997: 289, 539f, Staheli 1998, Stichweh 2000).
Criticizing the idea that words or sentences are caused by prior extra
linguistic referents, Kaminsky (1969: 102) holds: wébalization of causality
between a language and its referent cannot be given without circularity. In
order to know that a datum causes the appearance of certain structural devices
in a language, we would be required to know that the datum itself has a certain
kind of division. For example, we would have to be able to daythe datum)
contains properties and things having these propértg no sooner do we
make this statement then we are already ascribing to D that which we-are try
ing to prove it causes.
Thetre is still another set of claintbat the dualist may propose as tdry
to circumvent the logicals-performative contradiction.

(100 Dualismdéds cl ai ms formalization

« Thedescriptionrefers toan undescribed object. ¢ Mof W
« Thisis an interpretationf the unnterpreted reality. o Mrefers tow
« My words areaboutthe world as such.

« The thing is indicatetly a rudimentary description.

« | am describing that wbh my descriptiorrefers to

2 However, even though the temporal sequence of social structure and societal semantics is
seen as flexible and bidirectional, the dagical distinction between both remains clear
and unbridgeable, and therefore dualistic, withinadogical Systems Theory.
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The dualistmay agreehat theclaim that there in undescribed oé¢t is a
rudimentary description, biie stresgs thatthis rudimentary descriptiorefers
to andis aboutthe undescribed objeder om t he dual i stds per
| i kefertdl denotdi as wel | a s alpulie podiis i dtrieo nssu pl i
posedto function as bridges, pointers, or proxies that link the linguistic domain
Mand the extralinguistic domalV. In short, the rudimentary descriptidis
distinct from the objeciVbecausérefers toandis aboutw.?

However, the nomualist again detés a logicalvs-performative contra
diction: From a performative ont e xt u al perspective, t h
object is a described object because it is described as an undescribed object
that the rudimentary description refeosand is about. lthe dualist argues that
the Germarrudimentary descriptiM = b DERorMIlI SCHBDER TI SC
I ST Rgfdk@oband are aboutV = the tabl¢he nordualistcountersthat
t he d Walthe shtisd sudimentary desctiipn,i.e.M THETABIE?

The followinglist presents additional claims proposed bydhbalist

(1) Dualismbés cl ai ms formalization

Objects have differentontological status than descriptions. ¢ DbuaLism
The words ar@ot the world. ¢ WvsM

The thing isdistinct fromthe interpretation of the thing. o Mdistinctw
There are phenomena that axternal tolanguage.

Onemustnot confuseeality with the description of reality.

This is somethingeparate fronthe linguistic domain.

% Krausz miesa similar argument by juxtaposirsconstructivist anda realist. Thecon
structivist argues that the realist is contradictory in making the assertion A that there is
something thats outsideof a symbol system begse this assertion A itself is inevitably
madeinside a symbol system. The realist counters that his assertion A does not require
that A cannot itself be made inside a symbol system because A »shows« not »says« the
outside of a symbol system, so we candilipsize that there is autsideof a symbol
system frominsidea symbol system (2000: 48).

% Gadenne argues that it is possibleeter toobjects not only byppeaking abouthem, but
by pointing tothem (2008: 155). This argument has two flakisstly, the act of pointing
to something is itself a sign or symbol, i.e. a distincbased categorly, just like other
gestures such as shaking oneds hea®#=or shru
bPOI NTI NG T O exs®© dhly inHhhgagd and canly be distinguished from
other concepts likdkeise= b SPEAKI NG A B Oib langugaMit daceoiddneeb

with NonDual i smdés critiqgue of Duali smosarycl ai ms
meaningM = DbDPOI NTI NG dan@onlg &itbhEardddn Nagke more copfex
claims likeM = bPOI NTI NG TO SOMETHI NG IS D4 STI NCT

T HI N@hsequently, both pointing and speaking have the same ontological stsltus of
Secondly, Gadenne suggests that the act of pointing to somettondeinto refer to it is
possible without any (prior) linguistic support. However, Saeed shows that ostension, i.e.
defining by example or demonstration, requires the use of prior linguistic knowledge of
meanings, words, concepts, etc. For examplgu want to teach a child the meanikg=

b R A B Bsimplyoby silently pointing to a reaborld exemplar with your finger, you can

not even tell what you are pointing to without some linguistic support: is it the whole
rabbit, the tail, the way it is running, or the number of exemplars? T™ussafgests that
gestures, e.g. the act of pointing to something, termk tmuch less unequivocal and pre
cise than words or sentences (Saeed 2003: 40, see also Lyons 1995: 83f).
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These claims resume one of Dual i smbés |
distinction DouaLissin the sense of the being arontological heterogeneitygf
object vs description, world vs meanindy,vs M (seechapter 2.1)lts logical
propositional message: The object has differentontological status than its
description. Its performativeontextual message is lpar to explain and goes
like this: The object has theameontological status as its description because
as already demonstrated by the previous performatmgextual messages in
lines 1 to 107 the object is a (rudimentary) description, namely thdifnen
tary) description i n objdgtie d ror tmh difes ¢ mtee rE
object has a different ontological status than its descrigti@onsequently,
the logicalpropositional message is nullified by the performatieatextual
message. Inanclusion, the object and its description have dhmeontolo-
gical status?
In a similar vein, Kaminsky concludes thdamguage and its referents
cannot be treated as two distinct domaireecause we cannot consider a
domain to bdree of linguistic conmitmentx (1969:98). Likewise, McDowell
concludes that there is no »ontological gap« between world and thought, or
synonymously between reality and concepts, wieelds him to argue for an
»unboundedness of the conceptual« (1994224

Theseargumens can be formalizedThed ual i st i ¢ -prépast més | o
tional message is the ontological distinction:

WvsM
However, the dual i-sdontextual méssagergdes likeptldst f or m
Inlines5 and 6, it was al r a\dschyM s=h oldwlib t hat
cordingly, ifM = b®bi nserted intoWvdhvbymual i st
placingWwithM = bheVitesult is

(M = )wswNb

The left side of this distinction is all, namelyM= b \&ftd theright side is

also anML. That is, bothigles of the distinction have the same ontological status

of meaningdescriptionM. Now we are no longer dealing withdaialistic dis-

tinction, i.e. objectW vs rudimentary descriptio®, but with anon-dualistic

distinction, i.e. rudimentary descriptidh= b VEtzomplex descriptioh.®
Instead of writingd = )twdNbone can also use the synonymous nhota

tionb Wilvs M because the vertical lines symbolize the ontological status of an

M. Furthermore, this distinction Whvs M is, and can only be expressky

still another descriptiomamelyM =(b Wb ¥ & syMbnymously:

% This phrasing has a dualistic bias as it semantically implies that theeseveral distinct
ontological statuses that »somethings« like rocks, words, tables, thoughts¢es eten
could possibly take. However, from a ndualistic perspective there aly one and the
sameontological status that these »somethings« caa itekthe status oM.

% A similar claim has been made by Maker: »Every attempt to compare a description of the
object[egM = b THE T A B]lwith the Sbje¢ti@&)ftN Deb. g. t Mnedual i st
cessitates that we compare a descriptionfle. T HIE T ABL E ] With areted ND b
description [i.eM = J& (Waker 1994: 280).
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M = bW vs Mb

That is, the only wayo claim an ontological distinction betweanobject and
its description is by making a description. TlogsmulaM = b WwiNke Mb
resumed irthe following chapter 2.3 where it plays an important role in the
formal reconstruction of NeDualism by means of a+entry.

NonDual i smés tempor al argument -(see t
ure 2.1V) also applies to this case: Before the dualist daim that the object
and the object indication have different ontological statuses, he must first make
an object indication. For example, before the dualist can claim thaVtke
appleand the German noud =b A P F Bdvé different ontological statuses,
he must first use the English novh =APRLB. As Mitterer puts it, the dis
tinction beéween object and indication of the object is only giole after the
indication of the object (1992: 97f, see also WeR2@0d8: 144).Consequently,
first we make an object indication suchMs =  aBnd/hfterwards we make
more complex claims such&% = bW vs Mb

The distinction between object vs description is similar to the distinction
between silence vs communication. histregard, Systems Thgomakesan
argument that resembles tm®ndualistic approach. Luhmanargues that
society is made of communi cati ons, w h
made of communications but of silence. But he immediately recognizes that
even the characterizatin of soci et yds isacoinmoxa ment a
tion because silence is not an operatioithat akes pl acenin soc
ment, but within society, which projects silencetsenvironment (1989: 16f).

Another claim made ly the dualist is a supplement or refinement of the
claims in lines 8, 9, 10, andll and concerns sensopgrception i.e. sight,
hearing, smell, taste, or touch. Sensory perception @lysseen as a relatipn
instrumentor medium between the subjestor and objectvorld (be it an ex
ternal or internal objeeatorld). The following table lists the dualéstclaims.

(12) Dual i smdéds cl ai ms formalization
(supplements or refinements of claims in line8, 9, 10,11)

« The perception of the objectasitologcally distinct « perception ofVvs
from the interpretation of the perception of the object. M of perception oiV
« The visual experienceomes first and afterwards come: « perception ofVbefore

the description of this visual experience. M of perception ofV
« The sound | hedris different fromthe words | useto  « Mof perception ofNre-
describe thesound | heat. fers toperception oV

« My interpretation of the burningensation is based on
and refers téheburning sensation.

« Thesensoryperception ofeality has a different ontolo
gical status than its portrayal in language.

« One must distinguish the percept from the concept.

Instead of claiming an ontological difference between object and description,
the dualist claims an ontological difference begw theperception of an ob
ject and thedescription of the perception of an objébtitterer 2001: 35 and
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Weber 2005: 33ff, 259f, 31332). Formally the dualistic distinctiontVvs M,

is transformed into the dualistic distinctigrerception ofWvs M of perception

of W. For example, my visual perception of adk object is distinct from my

i ngui st i any disaa percéppon bfarblack objgcr my mental
interpretation that | just saw a thing that was blaggart from this claim,
there are averal similar claims that concern sensory perception, e.g. first
comes theerception oW and afterwards comes thwof the perception ofW,
the M of the perception ofW refers tothe perception ofW, there is aVeven if

we donodt ombeforeveperceve itetc.

It is obvious that the argumentational structure of these claims is identical
to the argumentational stg8bcloandEl. of t h
Consequently, the claims in line 12 also commit a logisglerformative
contradiction. As expected, tm®n-dualisticresults arethe perception of the
objectis a (rudimentary) descriptipthe perception of the objebas the same
ontological status as a descriptidhe (rudimentary description comes first
and afterwardssome more complex descripti@such as thelaim that the
perception ofthe object comes first and afterwards comes the description of
the perception of the objeatc.

Since Ihavealready discussedaimswith this argumentational structure
at length(see the explanations for lia®, 9, 10, and 11}, will not go into de
tail here, butonly refer tosomeauthors who had similar negualistic ideas
with regard tesensory perception

For exampleGoodman seems to detectantradiction when he argues
that anyone wharaises a question about the original given or raw perceptual
experience is cowertly demanding € that | describe what | saw without
describing ik (Goodnan1972 9). Kami nskyés concl usion i ¢
Dual i smdés c o raplioru(erindis termihcdoyy: eppenencdy a
form of description. He writes:But what in any specific instance, &xpert
encd? To s& érhe chair is browirefers to experigce, can only mean that if
somene observeshe will encounter something dedmable, with the usal
descriptive predicates, @ here is a chair (here) and it is braar he will
encounter something describable aas evidential sentence fdirhe chair is
brownd Experiencébecomes a significant expression if and only if it serves
as a synonym foa specific descriptive senterc€l969:99). More recently,
McDowell (1994) criticizes the notion of nceoonceptual peeption and
argues for a fusion of perception and concepts, perception is always cen
ceptual in the sense théie content ofsensory perception is cqaietely per
meated bymental concepts.

The dualistmayfinally attempt toavoid committing the logicals-perfor
mative contradictiorby resortingto the first situation presented ghapter
2.2.1, namelyby maintainhg communicativesilence i.e. by not speaking of
undescribed objects, by not referring to some uninterpreted reality, by not
claiming that no-linguistic perceptions exist, et€onsider the following
dialog pased on line 10 and inspired by Weber 20@2) 1o see whether the
dualist succeeds.
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(13) Non-dualist:  So, what does your descriptith = b T HEefeft@BL Eb
(14) Dualist: Well, the descriptioM = b THE €eTfAeBrLsEbt o €
(15 Dualist: é

(16) Non-Dualist: Yes, dear dualist, | am listening awditing. What does it refer to?

(17) Dualist: é

(18) Dualist: Heck, sil ence ddordestafrdve thaol referte i
some undescribed object, | must do wwemtradictingthings at the
same time: mustnotsayanythingbecause otherwise tieewould
instantly be a described objewta rudimentary descriptiobut at the
same time must saysomethingoecause otherwise the act of referr
would be incomplete, thentire argument woulcemain unfinished,
and myinterlocutor would not know whd am referring to.

The dualist is torn between two confligiimpulses or requirements (atiilis
riskse ngagi ng displacement agtivize$ suasrubbing his ear lobhe
Even though the dualist succeeds in avoiding the logis@lerformdive con
tradiction, he faildo perform a felicitous speech of referring becausettes-
ance in line 14 is incomplete so that he failsefer to his supposedly unde
scribed objectHence he cannot use silence as a means for provingtaisce

As Webershows (2010: 18), the same criticism applies to related dualistic at
tempts, e.g. trying to silently ingine a table without producing a rudimentary
description, trying to eat an apple without usingrior object indication, etc.

224 Du al i s méesregress: Whereast thecontradiction argument table of
presented in the previous secBomas thebeginningand foundationthe in contents
finite regress argument pented in this section will biéhe continuation and
terminationof NonnDu al i s més cr i.The afiniee regréss dgwa |l i s m
ment can be applietb each of the dualistic clainfsom lines 1 to 12 in the
previous sectios As argued above, these claialshave a similar argumenta
tional structure and are semantically overlapping. Consequently, in this sec
tion, | will not demonstrate the infinite regresses of all these dualistic claims,
but only of the most important ones, which can, however, be considered
proxies for the other claimsThe infinite egress argument was originally
presentecby Mitterer (1992 89ff, see also Weber 2010: 1)/fbut since his
presentation isather shorttextual, and leaves marpoints implicit, | will
extend, formalize, ananake explicithis argumers

An infinite regress is a sequence of statements that ddrive a parti
cular claim and continiebackwards endlessly thusvealing the absurdity,
inconsistency, or unacceptability of the clajseeGratton 201D In the case
of Dualism, the infinite regressrgument is a continuation of the contradiction
argument because therfoer results from the repeated application of the
latter. That is, the dualist hagcepted that he commits logieetperformative
contradictios by makng the claims in line1 to 12and nowtries to escape
these contradictions by continualfttemptingto distinguish re-distinguish,
re-re-distinguish, etcthe rudimentary descriptiofrom the allegedly unde
scribed object, which continually resultslogicalvs-performative contradic
tions. What the dualist does is nothing but a reissubhefargumentbe has
been using all the time or to use WatzI|l awickobs exp
does »more of the same« (1983ff27
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Here is an example in the forafa di al og whi ch r esume
claims in line 10 that the descriptioefers toan uninterpreed thing or that the
object indicationis aboutthe object.

(19) Dualist: The GermadanguagedescriptonrM= b DER T 1 S Créferd t¢
W = the table

(200 Non-dualist: ButM = b T H Eis ardesriptibitoo, namely a kind of rudimer
tary description.

(22) Dualist: Yes, but what I meanistht = b DER T Sreféts to\Ws=
an object

(22) Non-dualist: ButM = b AN i©#8sd & @dintentary description. So you m
that the descriptotM = DbDDER T 1 Sffdrs tb 8nbtheRd
scription,namelM = b AN ?0BJECTD

(23) Dualist: NooM = bDER T Sdbébk not RfEr toRabdther wesciopt
but toW = something that is not a description

(24 Non-dualist: But againM = b SOMET KSINOT A DESERIPTHONa de
scription too, namely the descriptitmtsomething is not a descriptic

(25 Dualist: | agree, but my claimisthdi =b DER T 1| S CH islal®mw #
the extralinguistic

(26) Non-dualist: HerewegoagaiM = b THE ESXTTI Rétbklindui&it! |

(27) Dualist: Ok, | etV s= fooDER t T S&hdlinste&dTfoculriMN=
bTHE EXTRAWL Putl @ gléntatdrny t&dms,M = b THE
L I N GU I r&erTsitod/b

(28) Non-dualist: But, M = Is 8ghin a rudimentary description, even though a h

rudimentary and mathematical description in the form of the 23rd
of the English alphabe&o, what doeM =b Whefer to?

(29) Dualist: M = tefd/dtow

(300 Non-dualist: | can apply the same objection as in lirf& 2 we get into an argume
tational loop. Besides, arguing thdt = teférb towis equivalent t(
arguingthaM = b SOMETISINQTGD HSFHGR | PrdfdrsQc

W = somethintiat is not a descriptiBoth claims are tautological a
d o raddtany new information.

| could keep asking you what your description refers to and demor
thatyour descriptioralwaysrefers to another descriph Mbut never tc
some purportedly undescribed obje¢t

(31) Dualist: Heck, | am trapped in descriptions!

(320 Non-dualist: Exact | yé b ut Sayirgithat yoa arentrapped iredescripti
implies that there is &ind of M = b D E S-C R A Ehitlydd Kai
in principle escape from to get to some alleg¢éd world outside the
scriptiotrap However, aM = b WORL D HBE DHSSRIBPIE
T R A Btalso a description and is therefore insideNhe = b D £
TIONT RAPD

The initial ines 19 and 20 are a replication of the usual logiead-performa

tive contradiction presented in the previatlgapter2.2.3. In the following

lines, however,the dualist keeps trying to refer to the allegedly undescribed
objectW by attempting to distinguish it fronmé rudimentary descriptidd. In

lines 21 and 23the dualist ray think that he gets »closeto W, but since the
nondualist demonstrates each time that the dualist fails to ref&v &md
commits a contradictionn lines 25 and Z the dualist begins tgsense the
difficulty or impossibility of referring toW and of avoiding the contradiction.

In line 27, he therefore changes his argumentational strategy: Whereas up to
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line 25 the dualist had always taken te@medescription as his starting point
for trying to refer toW, namelyM = bDER TI S,GrbmlineSZI RUNDD©D
onwards he takedifferent and successiwaescriptions as his starting paint
beginningwithtM = b THE EXITI RoMafterNaddM = .1 Wb
In line 31, the dualist understands that both of $isethods<ave faied
in thathe has nosucceeddin avoiding the logical/s-performative contradic
tion andin referring toW. D u a | iirdimteédregresds this: The dualistonti
nualy attempts tadlemonstrate that hislrefer toW, buteach timene commits
a logicalvsperformative contradictioras heends up refering to other M.
This creates an endless sequenckldEither a sequence in which tsameMt
first refers toMp, then tolB, then toM, etc ad infinitum, or a sequence in
whichan Mt refers toMVg, thenMe refers tolVe, VB refers tolW¥, etc ad infinitum
Another, more formalized example of an infinite regress is a continuation
of the dual i s frdmsthepreviusestion.n | i ne 11

WvsM

Inlines5 and 6, I d e mo n s Wis a tudimentatytdeserip t he d
tion or object indicationnamelyM = .t&ibeif M = I3 Waerted into
the dual i swWwibydeplaingVwithMi e n,théjiesult is:

M = )vsNb

As explained in the discussion of line 11, the left side of this distinction is an
M, namelyM = landitithe right sie is also aM. Both sides have the same
ontological status dfl, so we are no longer dealing witldaalisticdistinction,

i.e. undescribed objet vs rudimentary descriptioW, but with anon-dual

istic distinction, i.e. rudimentary descriptiod =  s\Wiore complex de
scription M. The dualist may agree but argue that it is possibligtinguish

this nondualistic distinction from th&/that has not (yet) been indicated

Wvs (M = )vsip

But again, the nowdlualist shows, asinlis and 6t hat t h®thatual i st
has purportedly not (yet) been indicated or descrilseal newrudimentary

description, namelyt = b .Wihve insertMt= b Wbt o t he d-ual i st
tionWvs (M = )twaNbby replacingVwith M= b \i¥ie result is:

(M= b)Wb(M = )vsip

At this point, t-healduat 0stédsgamant hec a
infinitum, with the result that the dualist never succeeds in realizethgabistic
distinction, but endlesson-dualisticdistinctions:

(M= b)Wbvs [M] DWHFE DWbM = )vamy)

The infinite regress leads to ever new rudimentary descriptibrs b ,\Mb=
b WbM23 = b, Wite, but never to some allegedly undescribed ohjédh

% For details orthe formulaM = ,Isé&/'the discussiaafter lines 5 and 6 ichapter 2.2.
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the infinite r ehbiste sostinuallygo backtbWaWebert 6 s g ¢
2010: 18), but the dugaforivasdtodesvMr esul t i s
Since there is no p#l stage oMdistinct layerwh er e Dual + smbés U
pretedW prevails, going back to previous stages or digging deeperthe
world, Wittgenstein never reaebWo s bedr ock where his &
(1953: § 217) butontinually reachesew M. Just as Communication Theory
argues for the impossibility of not communicating (Watzlawick, \Be8ave
las & Jackson 1967: cl2.2) and the Theory of Interpretive Constructs for the
impossibility of not interpreting (Lenk 1993: 350yon-Dualism argues for the
impossibility of not describingor not makingV). An analogy The search for
an outside of description is equalg doamed to failure as the search for an
outside of spacdt is not the case that the more you search, the closer you get
to some purported outside of meaning or outside of space, because you will
only encounter more meaning and more space. Your search wifitite.
NonDuali smés infinite regress d&r gumen
fersfrom that of classical infinite regress argumerifée canstilu s e Gr at t on o
model (2010: ch. 1.1¥or presenting the structure of classical infinite regress

argumeis bymodifying its elements so asto adaptittoNdm al i s més cas e
Figure 2.V: Structure 6NonDu al i smés i nfinffte regress
( A

- n ) contradiction
[Dual i smods revieMsJ‘

Dual i s mdrg statemerdg \y e the
tablehas a different ontological status tt

M = bDER TI SCH I S°
. J
* inference

-

Dual i smds i nNondnalist:M = elgT lEhasihe BameE dn
tological statusas!l = b DER T I S DudlistiB& W = BéJdkjBichs
a different ontolgical status thaMm = b T H E Norrdu8listEFb = Db~
O B J E @4F the same ontological statusvas = b T H EDudigt: Bt B
has a different ontologal statusthaM = b T H E . NorBddidiSICNopM

= b kb the same ontological statusvas = b T HE . AO Bfihin@ T |
L

* inference

[Dual is mO(MLOiQDe:sV\lb)vBM]

27 A regress stements a statement thantailsan infinite regress, e.g. ayeintelligent act
is preceded by an itelligent act. Atriggering statemenis a statement that triggers the in

finite instantiation of the regress statemer
statenent and the trigering statement lelato theinfinite regress t s el f e:g. Jaybd
gent act 1 is preceded by Jaybds intelligent

intelligent act 3etc Theresultis the inference drawn from the infinite regress, e.g. Jay
has pefiormed infinitely many intelligent act&Gratton 2010)
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The figur e s h e regresstdieanént add tedgerisgs@tement
lead to Dualimé6 s r es ul tcontvatlidgtsDbh altihembés r egr ess
This logicalvs-performative contradiction is a more elaboratemplex and
completeversion of the logicals-performative contradiction presented in the
previouschapter2.23. The occurrene of such a contradictiors ia clear sign
that Dualism is sel€ontradictory andhenceunacceptable.

There are a few other authors who have, even though less explicitly and
systematically, made similar infinite regress arguments. For example,- Good
man (1972: 9) writes about a claim similar to theuaistic claim in line 12
about the ontological distinction between the perception (of the object) and the
description of the perception (of the object). Goodman says that the search f
the original giverin visual perception is usually viewed as an interraiain
which | am first asked whdt j ust saw. Myl saw tthe woest ¢ o u |
criminalll But since my interlocutor complains that | am makieo many
j udgment slsama main sbsavraihumarmooking animall But my
interlocutor is still not satisfied, as he wants to know what | merely saw, i.e.
what myraw and direco er cept i on wlasawamsving dbjetitiin s we r i
saw suckand-such a configuration of color patchgsetc. However, if my
interlocutor is consistent and persistent, none ese¢hanswers or any other
answerwill satisfy him. The reason, as Goodman argues, is thahylan
swers describeny experience in words and so impose on it some interpreta
tion: »All my answers may b&ue descriptions of what | saw, but no descrip
tion can be a satisfactory answer to the question winaerkelysaw, for the
guestion is a bogus orgibid.). I n di scussing Goodmands
Krausz concludes that »we might as well let the ideanafranterpreted world
or objects as such drop out of all accounts. Any attempt to say what a version
is a version of will issue iget another version(2000: 46) Bernard Williams
holds that Rorty reaches the drastic conclusion ththtwe can ever do isom
pare one description with anotkdijquoted in Hazelrigg 1989: 1h&aminsky
takes a similar line of reasoning when he arguesitimatsking for confirma
tions of sentences in terms of their triitbwe simply produce more senten
ces«and »if thesdatter sentences are to be confirmed, we produce still more
sentences until weay finally reach one such éhis is iHor érhat is what |
meanéx (1969:100f).2

Some authors imply that such infinite regress arguments lead to the clas
sicalonion metaphn The search for the undescribed object is like the peeling
of an onion. In trying to reach or refer to the objeorld Wsupposed to be the
hard core of the onion, the duali st r

% Kaminsky proposes an infinite regress argument different from, but releyatridual
ismés infinite regress argument . The differe
the Wtside, but orthe Mrside of the dualistic distinctiod/ vs M. Instead of using a lan
guagels in order to describe the languageternal worldW, one might use a different lan
guagels, such as a mefanguage, to descride and check whethé really has whata
attributes toW. But, the previous argument can be appliedl2ttoo, which leads to the
positing of another new languageand so on. In consequence, this leads to positing an
infinite number of languagds, Ls, Ls, € Lp (1969 94f).
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descriptionaV], but never reaches thard core of the objeatorld Wbut only
anempty corewithout an intrinsic essence imherentsubstance. For instance,
Goodman criticizes the idea of a neutral fact or thing by arguidhen we
strip off as layers of convention all differences among wafydescribingit,
what is left? The onion is peeled down to its empty cdi€&a8: 118, Kamin
sky 1969: 100). However, if emptinesssisenin line with Nihilism or Solip
sism NonDualism would not agreas it does not argue that there is nothing or
that objectsor reality do not exist. In contrast, if emptiness is viewed in line
with Buddhism, NorDualism would agreeObjectsand realityare ontologk
cally emptyin thatthey have no inheremtature or independent existen in
stead objectsand realityare dependently designatedthatthey exist as and
by designations, names, imputations, or labekdi Lama in Varela ed.997:
112f, 116;Geshe Tashi Tsering 2009: 1187, see also Philosophy East &
West 2001 for Indian nedualistic philosophies)Emptiness is thus under
stood as empty of undescribed objedisbut full of (or not empty of) de
scribed objectd! = IbeWdbse these objects are described as undescribed.

2.25 Ontology and language in NorDualism: How do weregardless of table of
whether we view ourselves as dualists or-doalists,prove the existence or contents
non-existence of an objeategardless of whethe we vi ew t he obj ec
status as described or undescrif&d?

In previous sections, NeDualism showed that an object is not an unde
scribed objeciV, but a described object or rudimentary descriphbn = b Wb
and NonDualism consequently showed thidne beginning is not an unde
scribed objecWin step A, but a rudimentary descriptivh = in $i4p B.

This argumentation leads to N@hu al i s més ¢ o noatblagisi on t |
cal question of whether or not an object exists is dependent olinthastic
guestion of whether or not a description is mades Ehthe basis foanswer
ing the abovementioned questidive regardless of wheén we are dualists or
nondualists,prove the existence or naxistence of an objectegardless of
whether we viewts original status as described or usatéded,by making a
description e.g. by means of a rudimiary description about the etésce or
nortexistence of an objeciThe dualist tries to prove th&% = udescribed

objects exidty making the rudimentarglescrigion M = b UNBEE SE R |

JECTS$ or the more complex descriptiod = b T HE RIECTA RHAT OB
ARE NOT DESCRI B EikwidEERMAd& s ries to prove

thatM = DbDUNDESCRI BED OB Jty @Gakig theCopeOT E X ¢

descriptionM =b THERE ARE NO OBJECTSBEDHBET ARE
CAUSE OF THE CONTRADI CTI ON ARGUMENT WH

% This ontological howquestion is different from the epistemological wdnyestion: Why
do we, regardless of whether we view ourselves as dualists eduadists, know of or
believe in the existence or nexistence of an object, regardless of whether we view the
o b j e c tndl status asidescribed or undescribed? This question may have different an
swers, e.g. we experience that an object is resistant, we can perceive an object by our sen
sory organs, we recognize that an object is temporally permanent, etc. Howeverot will n
discuss answers to this epistemological wlgstion here but focus instead on the ontolo
gical howquestion.
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Put negatively, proving the existence or rexistence of something is
impossible without making a description, and put affirmatively, proving the
exigence or norexistence of something necessarily entails making a descrip
tion. The reason is that aibject exists only by and as a descript{seethe
previouschaptes 2.2.2 to 2.2.4). Put itheterminology of chapter 1, an object
exists only by and aa distinctionbased category! that is marked in contrast
to one or several residual and unmarkédse For example, a stone exists by
and as the distinctichased categoryl = b S ih CoNtEa$t to other things
in the form of inactivated categories suchvis = KN®OWMEb = bLI VI NG
BEI NNb= DEVERMTHI BNGBIP EE b N O et ITh Giak
ing of a description, be it communicatively or psychically, for the pwpds
proving the existence or naaxistence of something may take different forms,

e.g. rudimentarily describing an object suctvbs = b THI S ,lgigngA S TON
an object indication such &% = b T H E poMtiddxiheabsence of an enti
tysuchasM = TH YSE D ON § ar mdkiKd tt# Thterpretatidd = bTHERE
ARESUBTOMI C PARTI CLESHDH

What are the preconditions for making a descriptidrif® most funda
mental precondition is that there must be a pool of potential (rudimentary) de
scriptions out of whiclactors can make a selection (e.g. a lexicon, sign system,
conceptual netork, or a meaning mediuinsee baptes 1.2 and 2.4.2). This
pool may be small and elementae.g.in infants and certain amials, contain
ing only few andelementarydescriptionssuch asM =b | &andMetse= b Y,OUD
M = bl T F BEIMSse=G @A Db F E Etd BoreBwvemib the case
of more complex descriptions, there must be rules for combining the selected
(rudimentary) descriptions into more complex or textual descriptions (e.g. a
grammar, combinatory principles, syntax). For example, in order for the dual

ist to make the descriptidd = bDUNDESCRI BEDheOMusttalc TS E X
into the English lexicon by using the novh = b OBtheBv@AVvb = -b E X

| S Tahd the adjectivel = b U N BES@*e must adapt and doime

these words in accordance with English grammaassto constructhe com

plete sentencl = DbUNDESCRI BED OBJECTS EXI SThD

Without a lexicon and grammar, the dualist would be unable to formulate
any argumenand would herefore cease to be a dualist. The existence of Dual
ism is therefore dependent on a lexicon and grammar. For example, there are
certain words for affirming or negating something, 8g. = bBNNOb b DOES
NOT orM = b N.RAMd: tReblexicon and grammprovide, sometimes in
conjunction with affirmative or negating words, ontological markers or- exis
tential quantifiers suchad = b THERVEss? SbTHEREMI=ES NObD
bEXI| &™Mase= bDOES NOM £ Xth BAGMIAL bb-FI C
TI ONAML b= MESH) NvE&Mese= b NOTHJA N-Gbb PREWENCED
Meisee D ABSEN.CED

Analyzing the lexicon and grammar of languages more clossigalsa
dualistic »bias«. NoiDualism might even be tempted to say that Dualism is
entrenched and encoded in the lexiem grammar. For example, the lexicon
provides dualistic concepts suchMs = b OBJECT, i . 8IBLEA TANC
THING IN THE OUTSIDE WORLD THAT YOU CAN TOUCH, HOLD, OR SEE BU
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WHI CH IS NOT ALIVE AND WHI CH .Wi&z DI STI N
bicka clams that the concept othing«, equivalenttdd = b OBISWEICT b

versal in that it exists in all natural human languages and is one of the most
established semantic primésthe theory of Natural Semantic Metalanguage

(1996: 38f). Other words also réimce or attest to the dualistic tendency of the

lexicon, eggM = DODUNDESMR+BBDIRUTH, i . e. THE
WORDS AND,MORLDREALI TY, i . e. THE STATI
ACTUALLY ARE RATHER THAN AS THEW. ARE T
There arealso grammatical constructions that support Dualism, Blg=
béREFERS MIOébbél S AN | NTERPRETHAES ORAKOF
ABOUTértM = b éTHI,Mhkere @E &r&t syntactic slot is usually

occupied by a description or describer and the last syntslotidy the sup

posedly undescribed object. Furthermore, there are certain standardized

semantic distinctions that have a strong dualistic imprint, .g.= b THE OB
JECT OF THE BBMSs&ERIDPTTHEONDOESCRI PTI ON OF T
M = DTHE OBFPERTEOWINBMEE DTHE PERCEPTI OI

THE OBJVECT bb OBvd BeGeFb b SUB orBMEED DM
bLANGUAODESE= bLNOAWGUAMED bWAIRHsb= b-PI C
TURESOVEse= D THISMEGEBE DSOWNDD b PERMMESRTD

b C ON C EdcIThese concepts, distinctions, and grammatical rules »readily
suggest or offer themselves« to be adoptethbydualist because of théiuilt-

in dualistc orientation which makes it easy and natural to think and talk dual
istically. That is why Dualis seems selévident and intuitive to most people.

Without these concepts, distinctions, and grammatical rules (independent
of the questiomf which of these are culturally learned or genetically encoded),
the dualist would be unable to think or assert ahhis dualistic arguments,
and it would not even occur to someone to formulate dualistic arguments or to
become a dualist. For instance, without the abovementioned concepts; distinc
tions, and grammatical rules, you would rgenhave the idea of undedoed
objects nobody would make a distinction between the perception of the object
and the object of the perceptiah could not occur to someone that there are
objects at ajlno one would argue that descriptions are ontologically distinct
from reality, it would not cross your mind that truth exists or is possihte
body would claim that their words fex to some wordlistinct world; actors
would not make a difference betweenriselves as subjects and objeets;

To sum up, it is only in languageaththe dualist can formulate his claims, e.g.
there is something ontologically different from language such as pictures, ob
jects, perception, reality, smells, etc.

Since objects exist only by and as descriptions, as argued previously, the
conclusion isif there is no description, there is no object either. More precise
ly, if the abovementioned descriptions (i.e. concepts, distinctions, and gram
matical rules) do not exist, the respective objects (i.e. phenomena, things, and
entities) do not exist eithefhis does not only apply to smlled institutional,
social, or conventional things: There is no marriage without the actors having
the concept of marriage, and there is no murder without the actorsrigntihe
meaning of a murder (Pharo 2004: 259). Butlso applies to socalled brute,
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physical, or material things: There is no uninterpreted world without the actors
having the concept of uninterpreted and world, there are no brute facts without
the actors having the concepts of brute and fact, and ihem@ sensory per
ception without the actors having the concepts of sensory and perception. For
instance, if nobody thinks or saj4 =-RB XS EXMS¥b bTHERE AR
TECTONI C PLATEthéviRYV EMRBNYTSSDONOANdMEXI| STh
bTHERE ARE NO TECTONI.Qis Rdt AeGeEsaryt@® s& ME N T S
particular technical terms such as the English wélds= Db THERE ARE 7
TONIC PLATE M@& ME N, B8 bne can use other and more ordinary words
to make the same description suchvas sTHERE ARE VERY LARSBEETS
OF ROCK THAT FORME BURFACE OF THE BARAND THAT MOVE YER
SLOWLYY. The same ontological conditions hold for objects and phenam
ikkM = DELEQOW RONS®ODb bBLAERKSK L=-OW-DRAG
ONSK = bSPERMMCEL bPWRALLEE UNI VERSESD
The complementary view to this iff: there is a particular description,
there is a particular object too. More precisely, if theoabmentioned derip-
tions (i.e. concepts, distinctions, and grammatical rules) exist, thigective
objects (i.e. phenomena, things, and entities) existRopexample, if every
one makes the cognitive descriptidn = b GH O S TtfenME X2l HTAHOST S
E X | Slikéwise, Kaminskyholdsthat »we can judge of.[ the world or real
ity] that there are causégcause we already have the teamseas a meas of
describing what is observed« (1969: 94).
Summarizing the previous discussion, it can be arguaikhb existence
or nonexistence of objects is dependent on the existence eexistence of
particular descriptions This argumenheeds now to be refined by taking into
account different historical epochs (e.g. Middle Ages, modern times), different
sodal systems (e.g. Japanese culture, European Astronomical Society), and
di fferent psychic systems (e.g. Dr . Sm
descriptions are mad®@articular objects may not exist universally, but only in
particular epochs or syems For instance, there are tectonic plate movements
in modern Europe because the vast majority of contemporary Europeans make
the descriptiorM =THHERE ARE VERY LARBEETS OF ROCK THAORM
THE SURFACE OF TAREH AND THAT MO¥RY SLOWbYwhereaghere
were no tectonic plate movements in ancient Egypt because notauthy the
descriptionM T HHBERE ARE VERY LARGEETS OF ROCK TIHORM THE
SURFACE OF THE EARND THAT MOVE VEROWLHY. In the inverse
case, Hell does not exist for atheistsbecau t hey dondt Make th
= bTHERE I S A PLACE WHERE THE SOULS O
AFTER Dwh&redd blell does exist for Christians because they make the
descriptooM = bTHERE | S A PLACE WHERE THE S
PUNISHED AREE D E A Thel bame argument can be made for other things

301f, however, the dualist counters that tectonic plate movements exist even if nobody thinks
or says that tectonic plate movements existhat tectonic plate movements existed even
before people thought or said that tectonic plate movements existed, he commits a logical
vs-performative contradiction (see lines 8 and 9 in chapter 2.2.3).
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like black holes, Yetis, quarks, dragons, sperm cells, black polar bears, extra
terrestrials, and the Himalayas.

Accordingly, the existence or neexistence of objects depends on the
descriptions mael in particular epochs and systems, i.e. in particular-tem
poral, social, and psychic ontologieSince the concept of worldr realiy is
usually understood as the sum of all objectqy e wor | d ésructurey 6 s
depends on the descriptions madeparticular epochs and systemghis is
why Mitterer argues that the content of reality is determined by the course of
the descriptions (1992: 110). Accordingtyh e warr kb d dsfructuré is
likely to change with changing epochs and systétas example, the world of
ancient Egyptians did not comprise objects like tectonic plate movements,
electrons, or Xrays, whereas the world of modern Europeans does comprise
these objects. Similar to constructivist and relativist terminology, it may-there
fore be more sensible not to speak @feworld or reality (universg, but of
multiple worldsor realities (multiversey Despite the differences between
these worldsr realities many are very similar because the descriptions made
in these worldsor realitiesare identical, e.g. Neanderthal¥/esternbureau
crats, and members of the Yanomamo tribe all make descriptions about the
existence of rocksblood, the sun, pain, or treefhese multiple worlder
realitiestherefore tend to overlap to eertaindegree tus forming a shared
intertemporal, intercultural, and interpersonal worlor reality (similar to
whatConstructivism calls the intersubjective or objectivated reality).

How can these multiple worlds in principle be structured? Since a world is
composed oparticular descriptions and since descriptions partially depend on
the lexicon and grammar, the world partially depends on the lexicon and gram
martoo. The structure of the world depends on the structular@fuage Thus
the world can only be structuledependenon what the lexion and grammar
allows or requires i.e. dependehon what language renders impossible-
probable, possible, probable or necessary Even t houghond angua:
and gramrmars exhibit numerous and flexible possibiliteasl inventions, there
are some descriptions that are impossislémprobable that sound unnatural,
that are seltontradictory, that sound nonsensical, or that are ungrammatical.
Hence if the lexicon or grammar renders these descriptions impossibie-or i
probable, the world cannot be, isrless likely to be, structured in this way.
Wittgensteinsaidthat the limits of my language mean the limits of my world
(1922: § 5.6) Non-Dualism would go a step furthéy arguing thathe limits
of language are th limits of the worldfor a similar argument about the iden
tity of grammatical space and existential space, see Rentsch 2003*1450f).

226 Du al i optiodssafter NonDu al i s md s: If the dualist c fabée of
partially or entirely,accepts the ned u a | driticisnd it does not want to contents
become a declared natualist, whattanhe do instead! will present some of
t he dual i Mytobjectiveip roti taodissuthem in detail present the
nondual i st 6s reathjfiralcconclusiosd meratywantto highlight
intriguing or problematic issuemdprovide stimulus to further inquiry.

31 The topic of this chapter, i.e. ontology and languadkbe continued in chapter 2.4.3.
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The dualist mayopt to become easkepticby criticizing the nond ual i st 6s
logical or epistemologicapproachThe skepticmay asserthat the nordual
ist himself canmits a logicalvs-performative contradiction (seshapter2.2.2)
because thaonrdualistsayshe uses amevidence of absen@rgument, but he
usesan absence of evidenaggument? That is, thenondualistsays he has
evidenceof the absence of undescribebjectsW, whereas he actuallyas no
evidenceof the absence of undescribed objasts

According to theskeptig the reason fothe nond u a | lack af évilence
of the absence of undescribed objadtss the following. Theskepticholds
that it is posible to prove garticular negative, i.e. to prove the absence of
something at a particular time and place, e.g. there are no dragon9immy
attic today at 5 p.m., because exhaustive and simultaneous inspacatn
places in the attits possible However, it is impossible to proveumiversal
negative, i.e. to prove the absence of something at all times and in all places,
e.g. there are no, and never have been, any dragons in the entire universe,
because exhaustive and simultaneous inspediacal placesis impossible.
The skepticmay continue to argue that the noualisti by means of the cen
tradiction argument and the infinite regress argument (see the prebiaps
ters2.22 t0 2.2.4)1 tries to prove a universal negative, i.e. to proveabe
sence of undescribed objedtsat all times and in all placeMore precisely,
the skepticargues that even though the raumalist showed that thdualist
could not prove the existence or presence of undescribed oWjethss does
not mean that nobodgan prove the existence or presenc&\bfAnd even if
nobody can provaet, this doesnot mean thatV does not exist somewhere,
sometime, and someho@®@onsequently, the nedh u a | dllegediy galidproof
is invalid

The skepticthus maintains that the nalualist uses an absence of-evi
denceargument. Theskepticmay further argu¢hatthenordual i st 6s i mp
argumentational structure is faulty as he makes the invalid inference that

%2 Arguments aboutvidence of abseneee based on the presence of evidence so that | can
undoubtedly infer the absence of some X. For example, examining my mailbox and seeing
only two letters and a newspaper constgutgidence of the absence of mice in my mail
box. Such arguments presuppose that, in hypothetical reasoning, the presence of X would
invariably allow me to find evidence of the presence of X. For instance, if there were mice
in my mailbox | would undoubtédyl see them while examining my mailbox. Arguments
aboutabsence of eviden@e based on the absence of evidence so that | cannot undoubt
edly infer the absence of some X, i.e. in some cases | can and in other cases | cannot infer
the absence of X. An exale of the latter case: Examining my mailbox, my house, my
country, many places on earth and the moon without seeing any extraterrestrials consti
tutes absence of evidence of the absence of extraterrestrials in the universe because there
may be extraterrésals in places that my examination method has failed to detect, e.g. on
a distant planet or hidden in my dogds | iver
33 The nondualist may countethis on two levels. Firstly, he may disagree and argue that it
is possibleto prove a universal negativedause of sueandsuch reasons. Secondly, he
may agree but argue that the skepticés clain
tive is itselfa universal negative and therefore impossible to be proved.
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absence of evidence is evidence of absdreghe absence of evidanof the
absence oWis evidence of the absencewf*
The dualistor skeptic may also beconan agnostic This is particularly
the case ithe dualist admits that he cannot prove the existenvélaft argues
that the nordualist cannot prove the namistence ofW either. The agnostic
takes an epistemologically safe position by dectpthmat he simply does not
know or that he does not know anything about (the ontological status-of) ob
jectsor reality. These statements acempatible with NorDualism because
they allow for the possibility that there are objesntsl reality buthat they can
have the ontological status of descriptiammsmeaningsin contrastthere are
alsoagnostis who declar¢hatthey do notknow anything aboutindescribed
objectsor the uninterpreted eal i t vy, e. g. Gl asersfel do:
(see Johnson 2010) or Saussureds Ortho
131).Mi tterer quotes Maturana (19B8: 80)
terms of the transcendental subsimreality and showsraagnostidendency
in remarking that »we cannot say anything about it, not even to refer to it as an
it, because as soon as we do so we are in langu&geze such statemerpge
suppose the existence sdmeterra incognitain the form of undescribed eb
jectsor an uninterpreted reality, ithtype ofagnostic is a dualist and therefore
holds a view incompatible withlon-Dualism (for a similar positioin Non
Dualism see Webe2005: 61, 282, 308).
Another option that the dualistas is to becoman indifferent onlooker
shrugging his shoulders and pointing thet NorDualism may be right, bus
irrelevant to practical and scientific concerns. Since all that changes is the
ontological status of objects and reality, namely from &1 i &/ tad\Nen
Dual iM nd s tthéfe are hardly anselevantconsequences or applica
tions of NonDualism.The difference between Ndbualism and Dualism may
make no difference after all, and sinc
difference whichmakes no difference is no difference, it is irrelevant if one
chooses Dualism or NeBualism?®
The dualist may also become @morer by overtly anddeliberately dis
regarding the entire topic of objects and their ontological status, instead focus
ing onother topics such &&wabhili syntactic structures, early childhood memo
ries, orattempts asquaring the circleHowever, since Dualism is used so-er
vasively and unconsciously in all domains of scientific and practical life; rem
nants of Dualism arelely toremainpr esent in the ignorerd
Even though he explicitly thinks and talks about other topics, the ignorer may

34 Here too, the nowlualist may reply onwio levels. Firstly, even if the nedualist agreed
that he commits the abovementioned logicaperformative fallacy, he argues that it is
sometimes a valid inference thaisence of evidence is evidence of absésee McGrew
2011: 64f). Secondly, evefi the nondualist agreed that he cannot prove déhsence or
nonexistencef W, he points out that the dualist cannot proveptiessence or existencd
Weither,sothenedual i st 6s and dualistds debate ends
% The nondualist may reply thaeven though the changing ontological status of objects may
seemto beof minor importance, it does have major consequercgsfor methodological
issues gee chapter 2)5andfor truth and conflict§see Mittererl992, 1999, 2001).
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implicitly or unintentionally presuppose the existence of undescribed objects
W. Some authors in Linguistics and Senustmaintain sucha positionby
proposing to purposely ignore any supposedly reabityernal questions and
instead concentrate on langudgternal questions. For exampl8,aus sur e d s
semiological model focuses on the signifier and the signified, largelud
ing the | evel of the external referent
model). Likewisejnstead of studying the relation between the linguistic mean
ing dog and the purportedly real dogs running around in the world, Saeed
(2003: 45f, 50yecommends studying the relation between the linguistic mean
ing dogandother linguistic meanings such laisch or animal

A final option @en to the dualist is the first situation presentechiapter
2.2.1and its application in lines 13 to 18 ¢haper 2.2.3,namely maintaining
psychecommunicative silencen the topic of the ontological stest of objects
and descriptionsAs shown above,at to think or speak of this topic is a way
for the dualist to avoid committing the logiead-performative contdiction
but by so doing and per definition the dualist (temporarily) ceases to be-a dual
ist because he does not psychically or communicatively assert his core argu
ment.Even thought is difficult for most people not to think or speak about a
particula topic in a permanent and complete way, in particular about such a
fundamental and important topic as the ontological status of objects and de
scriptions, it may be possible &zhieve thissspeechlessness« or »thoughtless
ness«in a temporary and partiabay. This option of not thinking or saying
anythingabouta particular topicand thusalso about dualistic argumentgs
been widely discussed in Western and Eastern philgsapd mysticisni®

2.2.7 Non-Dualismd sharacterization: Having presented Neb u a | i dahigok
key arguments, | will now retrospectively and briefly characterize-Noal- ~ contents
ism in terms of it®rientation anevidence

Ontological vs epistemological orientatfin Gr app !l i ng wi t h B
claim that the body is always already linguisticallynswucted, Vasterling
asks ¥s it an ontological or an epistemological claim? Does the claim entalil

®Wi t t ge n stimewasthatswhetdof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent«
(1922: 8§ 7). Likewise, Buddhism has a long history of »communications about silence«.
Here is an anecdet A group of Buddhists discuskfferent ways of entering into nen
duality. After each has voiced his opinion, the crown prince Manjusri gives his opinion.
He says »Good sirs, you have all spoken well. Nevertheless, all yplanations are
themselves dualistic. To know no one teaching, to express nothing, to say nothing, to ex
plain nothing, to announce nothing, to indicate nothing, to designate nathihag is the
entrance into noduality«. Finally, Vimalakirti is asked to give his opinion. But he re
mains silent, saying nothing. The crown prince Manjusri applauds aldires »Ecel
lent! Excellent, noble sir! This is indeed the entrance into thedoatity of the bodhisatt
vas. Here, there is no use for syllables, sounds, and ideas.« (Vimalakirti 500 B.C.: ch. 9)

%" Ontologicalquestions concern the existence or-eaistence ofhings (e.g. marble exists,
there are no unicorns, this thought), and in the case of existence, they concern the nature of
existence (e.g. marble is mateflysical, thoughts are immaterialental). In contrast,
epistemologicabuestions concern the rhetds and limits of obtaining knowledge about
something (e.g. ways of determining the color of marble) as well as the conditions and
nature of knowledge (e.g. knowledge as a mirror of reality).
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that the body is ontologically coextensive with its linguistic starctions, in
other words, the body is nothing but a collection of linguistic conttmng? Or
does it imply that the body is only epistemologically accessible as a lirguisti
cally constructed body?d999: 165). This example can serve as an analogy to
characterize Nofualism: Grappling withthenedual i st 6s c¢cl ai m t
are alwaysalready described, the duali@lias the constructivist or realist
may ask: Is it an ontological or an epistemological claim? Thedoatist
firmly asserts thathe claim isontological and not epistemological: It ia
claim about the existence and rratof objects, e.g. objects are descriptions in
the form ofM = .HBtWot a claim abouthe nature of knowledge one-
thods of acquiring knowledge about objects, elgjects are epistemologilty
accessible onlyia descriptions, knowledgeever mags or matcles reality,
objects can be known by means of sensory perceptiorgiate epistemologi
cal guestions, e. g. ways of getting t
behavior, usually presuppose ontological questions, e.g.Tdsmanian devil
exigs, ontological questionsend to beprior to, and more fadamental than,
epistemologicatjuestions®

Empirical vs bgical evidenc&: The following characterization of Nen
Dualism is deliberately Besalentiduabm Dual
istic diginction between empirical vs logical evidend2ualismretrospectively
acknowledges that NeDualism desnot use empirical evidencdrom Wi
such as neurobiologicalrocessesmaterialobjects perceptual stimuliphysk
cal phenomenaetci to support aml prove its arguments. Howevef, Non-
Dualism used\ to support and prove its argumethiat W does not exisand
thatonly M = bxiatb,Non-Dualism would commit logicalvs-performa
tive contradiction It would implicitly presuppose anéxplicitly reject the
existence ol. Instead, Dualism acknowledges that N@wnalism only use
logical evidence in the form df1i in paricular the contradiction argument
and the infinite regress argumédnto support and prove its arguments. From
this perspective, NeDualism has maintained an internally consistent -argu
mentation. This is also supported by sefapplication test, i.e.he applica
tion of a theory to itselfThe selfapplication ofsometheorieshas problematic
results as it reveals contradictions or restricting aspects of the tleegron
structivism is itself a constructioand contradictory asitspresuposes Real
ism at the beginning and rejects it in the end« (Gadenne 2008; dhagjinal

% The dualist aliashe constructivist may counter thantologcal questions of whether (and
how) described or undescribed objeetsstmust be discussed together wétbistemologi
cal questions of whether (and how) Weowwhether (and how) described or undescribed
objects exist. The constructivist infers that éyproach requires a discussion of khew
er or observerof objects.The nondualist points out that the constructivist begins with an
ontological question by presupposing that first a knower or observer exists who then tries
to collect or construct infonation about objects. According to the rdumlist, the knower

or observer, e.g. |, the womaagdog, are rudimentary descriptions, ). = b THE KNOW
ERM = DTHE OMSERWNIERDTHE,MV
®l'n Dual i empiisaleddentesstems from the domain of undescribed objects and

the uninterpreted worltV, whereadogical evidence stems from the domain of linguistic
descriptions and conceptual interpretatibhs
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Utility Theory has decreasing marginal utility when applied to an increasing

number of research topicandRe | at i vi smdés cl aim that e\
itself a univershclaim and therefore contradictorin contrast,if Non-Dual

ismis applied to itself, no problematic consequences or contoadiaspects
occur:Non-Dualism itself is ébundle ofdescrigiions, namelyM =b N ODUAL

ISM i .e. A PHI LOSOBHHe Re) termTniddnhiOgRisralsdal AT é
mearing, namelyM = b ME a&rilNll N G la Mdiinction is itself a inter
pretation namelyM = Db DI S Tinlcoh@abBtltd&kNd b UNEICT Y Db

In conclusion NonDualismb ¢ liseontatogical (not epistemological)
and f r om Dewaitlisisppodtdby logical (not emirical) evidence.

2.3Du a | i ReeninsCreates NorDualism table of
contents
Even though Mittere1992, 2001has given a argumentationgbhilosophical
explanation of NonDualism, aformallogical reconstructionand extension
still need to be developeth this chapter, | seek to fill this research gégr an
earlier version, see Staude 2008)methodological advantage @drmalizing
Non-Dualismby usinglogico-mathematical notatiois thatthis makes explicit
main arguments and implicit assutigms This in turn makes ipossible to
assessNobual i smds internal consistency anc
The starting poinfor this chapteiis the discussion of line 11 ichapter
2.2.3where the dualistidistinctionW vs Mvas shown to be, and transformed
into, the nondualistic descriptioM =b W v sTheMditer formula means that
the whole dualistic distinctiodV vs Ms anM because it can only heade by
means oM, namelyM = b W Thasis, thkbonly way to claim an ontolegi
cal distinction between object and description (or betweendward word,
referent and meaning, etc) is by using a description (or word, meanin, etc).
This argumentational move and notatiochbnge frorDu a | iVusi s
toNonDu al iMs n¥d sb Wcowespomdb to, and is made possible by, the
formal transformatin operation of ae-entry.**

Dualism S operation S Non-Dualism

Y

Wvs M re-entry of W vs Mnto M M = bW

40 As argued in chapter 1.3, | Wilse the following terms quasinonymouslyasthey areall
forms of M meaning, description, indication, interpretation, representation, concept, etc. A
specification and diérentiation of these terms will be proposed in cha#€es2 and 3.

“L A re-entryis an operatioproposed by Spencer Brown (1969) and employed in Comstruc
tivism, Cybernetics, and Systems Theotyn exanple (modified from Luhmann 1993a
ch. I): Firstly, there is arentryin the sense of drawing a distinction in an unmarked space,
e.g. the moral distirtion between good and bad, formally= good vs hadhich may be
i nt er pitiegoeddritdsshadl. Se c ond teentryintieesaense afe-istro-a
ducing the origaal entry with its two sides into itself, namely into only one of its sides,
e.g. intogood The original entnD = good vs bagtenters intagood so that the new post
re-entry entry isD = good (good vs had)ich canbeintgrr et ed as @ood to sa
good or ort ailst elirsgaddiio digihgyish between good andlad
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The operation of a rentry consistsn introducing (reentering) the entire di
tinction with its two sides into only one of its sigdend in the case of Dualism,
it consistsin introducing (reentering) the entire dualistic distinction with its
two sidesW vs Mnto only one of its sides, namely into the sideMyfwhich
results inthe nordualistic descriptoMd = b W?v's Mb

Figure 2.VI: Re-entry of Douausw W vs Nhto M

re-enters into

DbuaLisv —_—

There are two results of this-emtry operation the nondualistic unity and the
nontdualistic distinctionBoth results will be discussed in the following.

2.3.1 Non-dualistic unity: The first result of the rentry operation of table of
DouaLisse W vs Nhto Mcan be called theonrdualistic unity contents

Figure 2.VII : The nondualistic unityUnonpuaLisie Mw vs m)

M M

UNONDUALISM= DbuALisMm = w M = Mvvswm

2 The operation of reentry can be divided into the following solperationsFirstly, there is

the distinction:wvsM. Secondly, the eine distinction is indicatedWys#]. Thirdly, within
the indicated distinctiomne side isndicated{WvsM]. Fourthly the entiredistinctionis pre
pared to be introduced into the indicated andthen®«Wvs M. Fifthly, the indk
cated side is introduced into thatire distinctioryielding: Muwvsw or M=|Wvs MI,
Weber (2005: 210ff) uses a similareatry (and reexit) operation. He does not, hever,
apply it to the dualism ofV vs Mbut to the dualism oV vs msubjectHence,he arrives
at different results,e. atthe dualism ofmatter vs mirfce-entry into themesubecj andat
the dualism ohature vs culture-entry into thew).
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The illustration shows that Duali€mdistinctionDouaLisvbetweenW vs Ms

itself a meaningV, namelyM  =Douduskh or M = b W, whish caitbe
further transformed into the equivalent notatM vs vy Consequentlyduring

the reentry processa distindion has been transformed into a unifthedual

istic distinction DouaLisv= W vs Mhas been transformed into the rdumlistic
unity UnonpuaLisve Mw vs m)

The nondualistic unity specifies thdd u a | i VWanmdMsare on thesame
ontological level namely on the level dl Ac cor di nglsyntolo@ual i sm
cal heterogeneityof W vs M is transformed into NoiD u a | i ontoldyisal
homa@eneityof M as expressed in the naalistic unityUnonouaLisve Mw vs m)

This iswhy Mitterer (1992: 56) argues that the object of the description and
the desdption of the object form a unity lsause both are descriptiorithere

is now a monism of meanindd, or a Meaning Monism (or, similarly, a Se
mantic, Discursive, or Linguistic Monism).

On the one handhe monism of meanings prevabiecause the first dé
of the dualistic distinctio®ouauise W vs MhamelyW, is theoretically igored
left unused or deconstructedPlease ate that Dualisi@s W, depicted irfigure
2.1 asa whiteellipse no longer appears ifigure 2.VII, so that the last rem
nants ofDualism have disappeared

On the other handhe monism of meanings prevabiecause the second
side of the dualistic distinctioBbuaLisse W vs MhamelyM, is exclusively em
phasizedand existent Within the formulaMw vs M) the M is dominant and
mornistic because its structurierarchicalposition in the formula shows that
in ontological termsit entirely determines and governs its subsgipt m)

Monism in its ontological sense stands in contrast both to Pluralism (of
which Dualism is one vsion) and to NihilismMonism denotes a state in
which a distinction or symmetry is intentionally -distindionized and de
symmetrized to only one side of the original distinction or symneirthat a
»oneness« prevail®Veber 2005: 237Schaffer 2007see alsBachli & Petrus
eds. 2003 From the perspective of Monism in its ontological sense, there is
only one kind of basic »stuff« or »substance« that everything is made of. How

ever, there are different moni s ms: For
t al (or mi nd) . For Mat erialismbds Moni s
For Neutral Monism, everything is made of a third substance neutral to mental

and material phenomena (or mind amdtter). For NorDual i smés Moni

everything is meaning or defation M.*3

Non-Dualism and its advocated Meaning Monisia highly compatible
with L u h ma meadiGngform theory of meaninf_uhmann 1984: ch2, 1997:
ch. 1.1ll; see alsahapter 6.11 in this book). On the one hand, meanig
such, i.e. as a genenaledium is universal, inevitable, and neregatable for

“3 Linguistic Monism is often criticized and labeled, even by many constructivists, as Solip
sism and Idealism becaus@s Butler (1993192) argue$ it supposedly claims that »lan
guage [i.eM] effectively brings into being that which it names [Md«. This phrasing is
dualistic because it presupposes the ontological distinction betWeerM. In contrast,
NonrDual i s més Mrephiaserhis alanu bTthat which is named (i.e. Duas mod s
W) is language (i.eV)«, for exampleM = b THAT WHI CH | S NAMED (i . €
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all communicative and psychic operations, so that it {ossible to reject it or
not to use it. Even the senteride 3TISSSENSEE S,SHe termM = b NON
SEN § tadinventedwordd = b CHAWKCEREBMS 8y 6s all egedl
ingessM = DbDCOLORLESS GREEN |, ,bBVAS SoLlETE PH ARSL
N O ME A Mre Maabingfull« because they are and use categories. For ex
ample, the categoryl = b ME A N lis Mi€ihghigh&dbfrom the antonym
categoryMeLse= b ME A N |, ddb@atlhis Wistinction itseM = b MEANI NG
LESS vs MEig&medhf ahd bence meanifgli«. On the other
hand, meanings a particulaformin the sense of a concrete thought or a parti
cular utterance is avoidable and negatabdethat it can be rejected or left-un
used. However, a concrete meaning can only be rejected and left unused in
exchange for ampting and using another concrete meaning. For example, a
speaker in a conversation may choose not to talk about the méamihgD + S
OB E DI bitin$tead to activate the meanMlg = b CR EOX 3he Mdy b
not talk at all, but then she still . ss2 meaning by activatingl = b SI.LENCED
NonDual i smds Moni sm hRaesi r Ransinibtiann i t i e s
which deniesa nonsemiotic spbre and argues that the whaverld qua onte
logical sphereis a semiotic spherperfused with and entirelgomposed of
signs (N6th 2000: ch. 1.3.1%imilar stances can be found in interpretive ap
proachesShusterman says that »everything is in fact ttuted by intepre-
tation« (1991: 103) antlermeneutic Universalism assumes that meaning is
universal because »interpretation is the only game in tgiist 1980: 350ff).
Likewise, Distinction Theory claims that the world is homogeneous in that it
conssts exclusively of cognitive distinctions (Jokisch 1996. 95)
Since philosophical NeDualism lies at the base of the theory of meaning
developed in this book, and sinbkin terms of meaningnd descriptiorwas
shown to be monistic, a fundamental and arsal role is granted to the con
cept of meaning andescription as well as thetterivative or neighboring
terms such as language, symhaotication concept, signification, disurse,
text, sign, interpretatigretc
Hence NonDualism may be seen agpeolongdion and radicalization of
the Linguistic Turn (Rorty ed. 1967), the Semantic Turn (Imada 2008: ch. 3.1,
Krippendorff 2006), the Cognitive Turn (Fuller 1989), or the Interpretive Turn
(Rabinow & Sullivan eds. 1987, Hiley, Bohman & Shusterman E#31), and
more generally, of all theories and disciplines whose main focus is on meaning
or descriptionand thé just mentioned devative and neighboring terms. The
same goes for Constructivism: Even though foralism considers itself a
countercurrento both Constructivism and Realism, it bears more resemblan
ces to Constructivism and may even be seen as a radicalization and -continu
ation of Constructivism.
2.3.2Non-dualistic distinction: The second result of the-emtry opera table of
tion of Douauissve Wvs Minto Mis the nordualistic distinction This is accom contents
plished byspelling out the first result of the-sntry operatiori namely the
nondualistic unity Mw vs mshown inthe abovefigure 2.MI i into the non
dualistic distinctiorMwvs Mishown n thefollowing figure.
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Figure 2.VIII : The nondualistic distinctiorDnonbuaLisve Mvvs Mi

DnonpuaLism= Mw Mu = Mvs M

The illustration shows thatdistinction as sucls maintained, but théualigtic
distinction Douauisv= W vs Mss transformed imt the non-dualistic distindion
Dnonouanise Mvvs M The general distinction betweerorld vs meaimg (or
between object vs description, reality interpretationetc)is notcompletely
abandoned nor does it remain on a primary level, but insteadnies integra
ted and subscripted into the larger rthralistic unity within which it figures
as a secondary levelleaningM is dominant and monistic, but differentiated
into the subscripted distinction vs v, i.e. Mw vs Mw. Put differently, on the
ontologically »highesk level, a monism of meaninigl prevails, but this mo
nism is split up on an ontologicaliyower« level into a dualism ofivvs M.

This nondualistic distinction betweeklwvvs Mimay be given a morem
pirical and concreteontent by Inking it tothe linguistictermsportrayal or re
presentation (seBaeed 2003: ch. 5 and, @o the systertheoretictermsauto
descriptionvs allo-description(Luhmann 1997: ch5, Kieserling ed. 2003)
and to thecybernetidermsfirst-order vs secondrder descriptior{fFoerster ed.
1981, Lutmann 1993p*

% The concept oportrayal or representatiomeans that a word or sentencenaetically
presents itself in a particular way to the heafére v e r bThecptesiders will edpel
any member who breakstheidd 6 s 0 r p b e 6 r a yationbécausd afpersors does n
something to another person, whereas a nomitimiizaf this phrase yields the noun
claBdsea“wi ng t hwlresultiondxgusionir,u lwehsi ch poreventays i ts
because thre are no named people but only impersonal forces (Ng &a8ré993: 161).
The systentheoretic concept oduto-description(Selbstbeschreibuilgs quasisynony
mousas autedescriptionsare internal descriptions that a system produces to present its
own unity, operations, and intentions, e.g. Henry may describe himself byrségam @&
kind and just maih .  -Alescripgions are always part of the system they are describing, so
the descrilng system and the described system are identical. In coratestiescriptions
(Fremdbeschreibungérare external descriptions that a teys produces about another
system to present t ha tionssegs VMaeiamiag describe Heary i ons ¢
by s aHenrynigga kifid but unjust mén.  -éebkcliptions e not part of the described
system, so the describing system and thecideed system are distinct. As can be seen,
autadescriptions and altdescriptions usually diverge.
The cybernetic concept €ifst-order descriptiordenotes a realist descriptidmat is made
by an observer descri bi nghetblpgge$.umend eanhter as
secondorder descriptionsare more constructivist because they are made by an observer
describing another observer and her foder descriptions sticas blind spots, social cha
racteristics of the obBlkeveescrsiepgnainen co Tlha et
uses the semantic code of color but not the semantic code of law and it is given by a color
blind woman who could consequently notegivt he descri ptildoradThe t a
discussion of these different types of descriptions, see chapter 5.6.1 in this book.
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Mw is a meaningdescriptionM that senantically autedescribes or por
trays itself as worlebbject w, whereasMv is a meaningdescription M that
semantically autalescribes or portrays itself as meagidescriptionw. This is
a seconebrder descriptioni from a distant observesuch as aondualisic
philosopheri that allo-describesMy and Mu as firstorder descriptios that
auto-describe them(selvesither as object or as description.

To illustrate this argument, let us look at some exampss TABLE
or Mv= BBACK THINGare descriptiors M that autedescribethen(seleg as
objecs w but not as descriptiany, because in everydaemantics tables and
black thingsare considered to be material, permanent, external, resistant, or
observableentities, so they are seenlielongto the ontological level of cb
jectswbut not to the ontological level of descriptiandn contrastMu= THE
TABLE IS BB or Mu= THE BLACK THING MEANS DAN&ERescriptions
Mthat autedescribghem(selves) aidescriptions but not as objects because
in everyday semantics they are considered to be linguistic and changeable sen
tences or immaterial and mental interpretations, so they are seen to belong to
the ontological level of descriptionsbut not to tte level of objects..

This implies twotechnicalnotational changeszi r st |l y, WBual i sm
substituted by NoD u a | i M. iRdr sxample, in Dualisng scientist sees an
undescribed object such as\d=table but in NonDualism,the scientisgives
the rudimentary descriptiody = TBBLE in contrast to »something differ
ent« or »all the rest« such BkLse= CBIAIR, bOMELODIE, b T O 3 Wtc.M
In Dualism, thescientist visually perceives an uninterpreteithg such as aVv
=tableand a child intepretsit asa M( W) CA¥IB, but in Non-Dualism the
scientistgives theinterpretationMy = TABLE and thechild gives theinter-
pretationMv= COA V Fb

Secondl y, M(\Dis substitgtad 6ysNo u a | i Ms. fdr exam
ple, in Dualism, Henry see& = ablackthingand interprets it as a symbol of
M( W) = b.DrANGEI&I$M, Henry gives the interpretatibfiv= b A
BLACK THINGand interprets this interpretati@sMy= b B &K R m Duat
ism, people speak of W = tablas aM ( W) = owhekeBd.irENDiDuUalk
ism, people speak ofldlv= b T A &Lfd& example, &= SKFMBOL OF
COOPERATION AND COMMUNIT Dualism, | eat th&/ = appland not the
word M( W) = bbAthMNbrbbalism | eat theviv=b A P P lariinot
the wordMv= b APPBLED

The status of particularM either asMw or asMu is not alwaysa priori
fixed or predetermined because it depends on the mtrapadopted by the
observer namelywhethersheportraysthe M as worldw or as meaning. The

“> The descriptions of the scientist and the childuamequalin that they may be connectable,
viable, appropriate, robustceo differing degrees, but they arqualin that they have the
same ontologial status as meanifgescriptions.

“Duetotherent ry, mdaengworsd used i n t hhesingsnheedy i n t
senseof adistinctionbased categorynotated ad/ and meaning ithe sense ad distine
tion-based category that autiescribes it(self) asmeaning(i.e. as sigrfied, concept, idep
notated adviv. | seek to remedy this terminglad c a | ambi gu meapingo fbyt he wi
often using symbols such b My, Mw, etc which allow for notational clarity.
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status of a M either asvlv or asMu is not corstant and unalterable because an
observer may change the status ohawithin an utteance or a corersation.
For examplepn a shopping touMaria may give the descriptiadw =bTHE
ROUNDDBJECH and then interpret this descriptionlg= AN APLBD, but
Henry may give the descriptiddwv = AN APPLUEand then interprethis de
scription asa symbol ofMu= SBXUAL SEDUCTHORNepending on the obser
ver, bAN APLD is categoried as meanindescriptionMyv by Maria beause
she considerthe appleo be the interpretation of a prior objegbrid, whereas
bAN APPLEIs categorized as objeatorld Mw by Herry because he considers
theappleto be the objeetworld of a subsequemhearing-description®*’

In chapter 1.3, | argued that meanidas such may be either redetialt
transitive or noreferentialintransitive(in a »languagenternak sense of syn
taxand grammar)This argument needs to be qualifeed modifiechow.

Firstly, My in terms of a meaning that aeti@scribes it(self) aworld or
object may be referentigitansitive or nonreferentiahtrarsitive. For example,
Mv= b THI S isltyBitally Neerbas nonreferentiatransitive because, as
a natural and nehumanly made object, it does not refer to other mearifrg
In contrastMwv= b T HI S isls€ln AyRdbihson Crusoe as referential
transitive beause for lm this islandis a symbol ofMy= b PUNI S8MDMENT
PRISON that he believes God has pwsed on him (Diee 1719: 7)1 This
argument will be extended thaptes 2.5.2 and 3on the semiotic triangle

Secondly,Mv is always referentialransitive because iecessarily refers
to, or is based upgrsome other or previouslw. For example, the intpreta
tion Mu= Db D A Ni§&lE&aset upgror refers to some object oreferentsuch
asMv= b TBHACSK OBJERTThis argument will be extended ohapter 2.4
on thetime and process dimension of NDaalism.

In chapter 1.1, | proposeddefinition of meaningas adistindion-based
categoryM vs MeLsg andin this chapter, | propsed thedefinition of the non
dualistic distinctionMw vs Mu. Compaing bothdefinitions it is clearthat they
are not only compatible, but also thdt vsMv is a speial and deduced cas
of MvsMeLse Hence theargumentation has been consistemfar*®

" In chapter 4, | will extend this argument by means of Prototype Theory. | will show that
the two sides of the nedualistic distinctionViv vs Mv are only the most prototypical poles
of a continuous speetm comprisingM that lie between these poles and that are more or
less atypical oMy andMy, e.g. movements, structures, pictograms chiseled into stone, etc.
“8 S0 far, he starting pointvas Dualism with its distinctionV vs Mand the end point was
Non-Dualism with its distinctiorM = b W becauseNhe objective was to identify the
operation by which Nomualism can be reconstructed based on the premise that Dualism
is the natural and unquestionstarting point. This operation waas showna re-entry of
W vs MIt showed how wean become nedualists But we might as weltakeNon-Dual
ism with its distinctiorM = b WasuhestaMiig point and tryo reach Dualism with
its distinctionW vs Mas the end point, because our objective could beetatify the ope
ration by which Dualism can be reconstructed based onrémaige that NotbDualism is
the natural andnquestioned starting point. This operation is the opposite eéatrg,i.e.
are-exitof M = b W Thisswolllitshow how was pragratic lifeworld actors have
become dualists. Web@&005: 210ff) uses a +exit butapplies it to a different distinction.
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2.3.3An artistic illustration of Dualism and NonDualism: To render table of
NonDualisndbs abstract formulas and ar @Vhen
gible, I will provide avisualization of NoADual i sm using one of
surrealist paintings

Figure 2I1X:Ma gr i t t e basBellp @aptivd’ i n g

/ A (S8

© VG Bild-Kunst, Bonn 2010

Let usdissectMa g r i paintiegérasn the perspective of NeDualism Three
different ontological levels can be distinguishiedthe painting (1) The level
of Magritt eds agaavhatet emhegded vitlthes textt yownaned
now reading (2) The levelof thesmallpai nti ng embedded wit!l
painting, ie. the canvas put on the eastainding next to the tree addpicting
some houseand a horse pulling a carriage3) The | evel -of Mag
ing thatis neither () nor (2) but that depts thelarge field and pasture, the big
tree, some housgand people.
These thre@ntologicallevels may bealepicted and analyzed by means of
another, simplified illustration that usdset nondualistic terminology deel-
oped in the prewus chapters

49 Similar versions of this painting or structurally similar photos can sometimes be found on
the cover of constructivist books (e.gdfster & Poérksen 1998). Provided that one agrees
to consider Constructivism a type of Dualism anddeein contradiction to NeBualism,
it is funny and strange to see that fa@neimage is used to symolize or supportlifferent
hypotheses or theoriesamely, constructivist Dualism vs Ndualism.
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Figure2X:Di ssecti on of LeBejeCaftiteeds painting

M
level (1)
W M W M Mw Mu
level (3) | level (2) level (3) | level (2)
dualistic distinction non-dualistic unity non-dualistic distinction
Douacisse W vs M UnonpuaLise Mw vs m) DnonpuaLisie Mvvs Mi

On the left sideyou canseethe dualistic distinctioouauisve W vs Nbecause
Dualism onlyconsidergwo of the abovementioned leveis. level (3) as the
large field and pasture, the big tree, some hquaed people(shown as a
white rectangle), and level (2) as the canvas put on the egsetimnig some
houses and a horse pulling artage (shown as a shaded rectangle).

In the center, you see the ndudistic unity UnonouaLisve Mw vs mpecause

Non-Dualismholdsthat Dualism has ignored level (1) as the level of the paint
ing as a whole, embedded within théxt you are reaithg: Firsty, level (3) as
Wis only existentby using level (1) aM, i.e. you can only deict, think, indi-
cate, or speak abolM¥ by using a M, because without level (1) there would
not even be Magr et Secdndly, theadistimibnibetweeni n t hi
level (3) and (2) is only depible by using level (1), i.¢he dualistic distinc
tion must be idicated by the nodualistic uniy of the dualistic distinmon.
But since level (1) is a painting it corresponst like level (2) to M (shown
as a shaded rectangle; there is no longer a white rectaHgiede the dualis
tic distinctionW vs Mcan only be a description, naméyW v sThevtenter
illustration correspond®tfigure 2VII, both depicting the nedualistic unity.

On the right sideof the illustration you canseethe nondualistic distine
tion DnonouaLisv= Mv vs My, which emphasizes tharom the perspective of
level (1) there are only descriptionise. two different descriptions: A descrip
tion that autedescribes it(self) as world, i.&ly, and another description that
autodescribes it(self) as description, iMu. The righthandillustration corres
pondsto figure 2.MII, both depicting the nedualistic distinction.

2.3.4 Unfolding the paradox In summary, the rentry of the dualistic table of
distinction DouaLisve W vs Nhto M yields twofundamentakesults: Firstlywe contents
get UnonouaLisve Mw vs mvhich derotes the nostualistic unity ofM. Secondy,
we getDnonouatisv= My vs Mi which denotes the nedualistic distinction be
tweenMautodescribing it(self) ag andMauta-describing it(self) as.
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Thereis a particular advantag® having the nordualisic unity and the
nondualistic distinctonas t heor et i cal i nstruments ¢
they are ableto solve the following paradoX1) On the one hand, philoso
phical NorDualismshows thatthereis no ontologicaldifference between the
object d the description and the description of the object in that both have the
same ontological status of descriptions, so thrabaismof descriptionsvi pre-
vails. (2) On the other handn everyday semantics artde practical lifeworld
there is an unshakabtertainty thathereis an ontologicaldifference between
the object of the description and the description of the object, so duatliam
of objectW and descriptiond prevails. This certainty is also reflected and
encoded in lifeworld semantics anailg language usé€see chapter 2.2.5)
because many, if not most, words, sententtesjghts,and utterances exhibit
the dualism of objedtvand descriptions1*°

Views (1) and (2) are seemingly paradoxical bechasle seenplausible
or cogent but they cortradict each other. Instead of disregarding either view
(1) or view (2), the theorist should take both into account and seek to integrate
them into a more comprehensive view. | claim that the cwadistic unity and
the nondualistic distinction are abletachieve this bmuse they reconcile
views (1) and (2). The paradox can be unfoldesl solved or eliminatedyy
the following argumentation: The paradox exists only when seen dnmen
particular perspectivapamely the perspective presented in thevipres para
graph, whereas the paradogases to exist when seen from another perspec
tive, namely the perspective that | will discuss belbvamthis other perspec
tive, the paradof views (1) and (2) is unfolded by introducingsaconddis-
tinction, ramely the distinction betweerlevel offirst-order olservation and a
level of secondorder observatiof: Whereasiiew (1) is located on thievel of
secondorder observation, view (2) is located on teeel of firstorder obser
vationi so that each ew holds I@ally on its owrlevel of observation without
contradictingor interfering withthe other view?

%0 Even nordualists confirm this view. For example, Grampp (2008: 22##ws on Witt
genstein andrguesthat before there can kghilosophicaldoubta b o u t DWarl i s md s
about Dual i s mds Wads Mtherie is,cabhdimaist be baeptiow and avery
daycertaintyabout t he exi sWaenndc ea boofutDuDaulailsinsdnmsd s di st
W vs MSimilarly, Weber (2008: 144) holds that we will never be able to give up our urge
to »go back« to a »beydr of all discourse and description so as to look for a starting
point, a reason, or driving force. Schmidt too (2010: 140) argues that a pragmatic Dualism
in everyday life is inevitable.

51 See footnotd4 for an eplanation of first and seconarder obsevations.

2An exampl e: fishérreen world caemnooe fist if they fisheddesg(Tudge
1991: 59) is paradoxical because it comprises a distinbebmeentwo sidesX vs Y that
is logically inconsistent, i.eX = fishermen catch more fists Y = fishermen catch less
fish. The paradox is unfolded by introducing a second distinctionAe=gn the futurevs
B = in the presentin such a way that each side of the first distincHors Y is confined to
only one sideéA vs B of the second distirtion, e.g.X + A = fisherman catch more fish in
the futurevsY + B = fishermen catch less fish in the pres@unsequently, the pragmatic
meaning of Tudgeds sentence can be phrased :
future if they fished less fisin the present (because fish stocks would have the time to re
produce and therefore to increase in size).
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This is a thirdorder observation that observes the fiestd seconarder
observationsOn the one handhé nondualistic distinctiorDvonouaism= MvVvs
Mwv with its subscriptv vs mcorresponds to the level of firstder »realist« ob
sevation of common sensendeveryday language uskere thebelief in the
dualismbetweenw vs Mis insurmountable, necessary, and important in the eyes
of »the pedestrian in the street«. On the other hand, thedoalistic unity
UnonpuaLisv= Mw vs mwith its dominantM corresponds to the level of secend
order »constructivist« observation of science, anadjtieasning, and theore
tical analysisHerg the firstorder distinction beveenw vs vappears aa unity
in the form ofMin the eyes of »the philopber in the armhair«.This sort of
third-order observationoffers a way to unfoldi.e. to solve or eliminatehe
abovementioned paradox so asgach a morglobaland complex view.

table of

2.4Time and Processn Non-Dualism
contents

In the previoushapterNon-Dualism and its distinctioBnonpuaLisve Mvvs My
were depicted ira static and synchronic manner. However, Mitté&s€1992
original norrdualisic philosophyaccouns for temporalprocesual aspectdn
the following,| will formalize and extend this temfabprocessual approach.

2.4.1 Meanings up to now and from now on:The starting point is the table of
non-dualistic distinction betweellwvs M. Eventhough this is not Mitterés ~ contents
original terminology, but my modified formalization, it can still be connected
to his original terminologyMw and Mv are two stages in a temgd process

The first stage 8y, which isthe object indication orudimentarymean
ing-description Mitterer calls this stage theéescriptionso far, which | find
more convenient to call the stription or meaningup to now*® This is the
existent description that hagseddy been made and that prevails up to the pres
ent. The aterporal notation with the vertical linddy= b édmtinues to be
valid, but | will now specifythis notationby adding small horizontal arrows or
lineswhich are tssymboliz the time vector:

MN="| é "| in shorthandorm becomesiv= d & d

%3 There are two reasoni:) Descriptionup to nowgoesaeshetically better with it€ounter
part descriptiorfrom now orsince both egressionssomprise three little words including
the i mpornova (2 Thewo waoonwid biett er conveys the idee
benchmark is thaow, up to which or from which descriptions may connect.
54 My usualsynchroniestatic notationM =2é 2 is thus transformed into thenporal-pro-
cessuahotationM =+ & # or simplifiedM =dé d. The idea behind these tations is as
follows: The vertical line® symbolize thepreseninow, left of which is the past and right
of which is the future. Thednizontal arrows+, or simplified the haizontal lines—, sym
bolize thetemporal movemenOn the one hand, a movement from the past up to the pre
sent now, as in the case of the descriptiprio nowM =»é »| or simplified M =3éd. On
the other handas will be seen in the next paragraph, a movement from the present now to
the future, as in the descriptierom now orivl =pé b» or simplifiedM =aé a. In contrast,
Mitt erer (1992, 2001) wuses a differente notati
description up to now and fAéo for the descri
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From a nordualistic perspective, DualisgWis anM, nanely Mx. The obect

of the descriptionnamelyDualisns W, is the description up to nquamely
Non-Dualisnés My (Mitterer 1992: 5662). For example, in a discaien, Hen

ry communicatively introducethe object of description by inditiag it asMw
=dTHE APPLE. The indication of the object by means of a rudimentary de
scription up to now constitutes the base and starting point for further and more
complex descriptions in the second stage.

The second stage My, which is the continuation of the preu® descrip
tion Mw by modifying it or adding something new to it. Mitterer calls it the
description from now arwhich | will often also call theneaning from now on
It is the description thas being made in a particular momenhe usual atem
poral nottion with the vertical lines in the form &v= b édntinues to be
valid, but 1 will now specifythis notationby adding small horizontal arrows or
lineswhich are tssymboliz the time vector:

Mu= ¢ P> in shorthandorm becomesi= D &D

The description of the object is the description from raw which follows

and continues the description up to now. In Dualism, the meaning or descrip
tion isdirected towardandrefersbackto the object, whereas in Nebualism

the meaning or descriptiostarts fromand continuesthe object: Sincehe
objectis, as shown in the first stage, the description up to now, the description
from now on starts from the description uprimwv by continuingand expand

ing it (Mitterer 1992: 5660). In other wordd\iv is adescriptionstarting-from-
and-continuinga-previousdescription Resuming the above exampléerryGs
description up to nowlv= THEAPPLH is taken up and continued by Brian
who adds the description from now b= ITDS RED.

These two stages taken together, i.e. the description up tdmand the
description from now oy, come toconstitute anewdescription up to now.

For example, Hen& rudimentary descriptiomv = THE APPIEand Bri
ants descriptionMv = ITDIS RED come to form the newmore elaboratde
scription up to nowiw= - d TREEAPRE.

This new description up to now correspomageagainto the first stage,
which | have already presented above, so that it serves as a starting point for
further and new descriptions from nowm. For example, Henry may resume
the new description up teow My=  d TREIE APPIEDby adding a new de
scription from now orviv= D A NMEANSTSEDUCT@NDnceagain, both
preceding descriptions taken together, i.e. the new déscripp to now and
the new description from now on, come to constitutetizer rew description
up to now namelyMy=  d TREIE APPLE THAT MEANS SEDULTIGN
process may be repeated so that a long or even endless chain of descriptions up
to nowand descriptions from now on can beeated.The figure belowsum
marizesthe previous @umens.

%5 See the previous footnote B the reasonfor such a notation.
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Figure 2.XI: Process oflternatingdescriptionsup to now and from now on

actor sequence

Henry Brian [result] Henry [result]

- Mv= THE
Myv= dT Mvu= DTIS Mv= THE m;,\?ggl RED APPLE]

APPLH | REID | RED APPLE ] | THAT MEA
DUCTION SEDUCT]
1 2 3 4 5 -

time sequence

Other examples of the process of meandwgscriptions up to now and from
now on may beMy = dS FHING d is describecby MariaasMu=  Té
WEIGHS 10 AiGMv= dHE RA| SE Dmai betterprétediiyéad
soldierasMv= TBE&EYMBOL OFHR E AMWwB THE UNDESCRIBED OB
JECE d is further described bythe dualistasMu=  TAN LATER BE DE
SCRI BEdMNyv= TAHE VOL CANI A naRbgsednbyGaNedt
gious newspapasMv= émI| VI NE PWONI SHMENT

Thenotation introduced in thishapter, i.edescriptions or meanisgip to
nowM = drédescriptions or meanmffom now onM = @énple
ments and specifies the usual notation of descriptmnmeaning! = b éb
The distinction béween asynchroniestaticnotationM = &né &emporal
processualnotaion M = @M=D é Dwill be useful In arguments in
which time and process play no important role, | can use the synclstatiic
notaion, and in arguments in which time and process do play a vital role, | can
use the temporgdrocessual notation.

Based on this nedualistic and temporal approach, how can the coscept
of object world, or reality be defined? In everyday language, wartdreality
is usuallyunderstood as thentologicalsum ofall objects, i.eall things,phe
nomenaentities facts, etc. Previous chaptdraveshown that objects are rudi
mentary descriptionby and thischapterhasshown that objects are descrip
tionsup to nowd Md that are shared and accepted by the participating ac
tors. Consequently, Mitterer argues thtae world or reality is the sum of all
descriptions up to now Md that are shared and accepted by the papiiti
ing actors i.e. the latest naative state of affairs, the attained discourse -posi
tions, the knowledge accumulated up to now, the shared intdipnstao far
(and for children, reality is but a »silly cont&m of adults«, see Hesse 1923:
242).For example, Africa is the sum of odescriptions up to now, e.d.is
one of the 7 continentst comprises more than 40 countriéshas several
mountains over 5000 meters, etc (see Mitterer 1992: 57, 60f, 67, 104nt
Weber 2005: 282, 318ff). Whatur descriptions are depends on theaticular
epoch culture, and actoin which thedescriptions occur, e.g. in Nedarthal
times,in childrerts cognition,among Western bureaucrats, or in the dfag
mo tribe (seehapter2.2.50n ontology and languape
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2.42 Medium, forms, and systems:The nordualistic approach devel table of
oped so far may be profitably connectedie following approachesf Sys ~ contents
ters Theay: to the medium vs form approackegechapter 6.11 for a nore
comprehensive presentatibased orluhmannl1984: ch. 2and1997: ch. 2)
andto the concept of system.

On a basidevel, both themeaning mediunand themeaning formsare
corstituted of the same elemenit&. meaningdVl. The meaimg mediumcor-
responds tdahe infinite universe(or in semiotic terms, the patigm) of all
latent, inactivated, or uncoupled meanindss b .éFbr example, the mean

ing mediumcompriseshe meaning = DbDAMGER®b NMO-Wbb T O
BBbb,M #b,M = bDTO MMEAMNMD b DTOMSENGBMEANI NG
LESS®Db = bGROBDAB, M = b NMOFED b,BriERubdreds of

thousand®f otherinacivated and uncoupleghearings.In contrast, hte mean
ing forms correspond to a small select{on in semiotic termsa syntagm)of
activated, manifest, or coupled meanings up to Mw= d é@dmeanings
from now onMu= D £TBese may beoncrete utteances, realized thoughts,
seenpictures written sentences, remembered mlés, etcthat a particular
actor or system activates in a specific tempsptial contextFor example,
yesterdayl took a walkand suddenly perceivelv = &RAD F lLaAdGd
aftewards | interpreted it alv= DA RED FLAG MEhABBS DANGI
the meaning medium is temporally stable and {lived, the meaning forms
are temporally ostable and shotived astheir elements easily deactivate or
decoupleso the meaing forms quekly disappear®

Furthermore there is a special relation between meaning forms and sys
tems:A system is composed of operations, e.g. a social system is composed of
communications and a psychic system is composed of thoughts.tiOpera
themselves are h@ medium, but particular forms because they are memen
tary, selective, and specific events. This is why Luhmann argues that it is only
the forms, and not the medium, that are coraidetand utilzable in a system
(1997: 201). The reason is thesysten is »a series of formss series, i.e. a
temporally sequenced repetition or chain of varying forms (Khurana 1998:
129). Moreover, sice meaningforms may appear as meanings up to now or
from now on, as | have argued above, and since operations are gseapito
now or from now onas Weber suggests (2005: 351lie logical conclusion is
that asystem is composed wfeaningsup to now and from now oifhe se
guential series afneaningsaup to now and from now on, depictedtire above
figure 2XI, conseqantly constituts a systemin this case, the series of suc
cessivameaningaip to now and from now on constitutesacialsystem in the
form of a convesation between Henry and Brian.

®Ascanbe seen, Luhmanrm@pgprmeadcihum sv sc ofmprart-i bl e wi
dualistic approachh a possibility ato briefly remarkedn by Weber (2005: 321f), but so
far unexpl ored. Firstly, both of the approac

external object and roeiottom worldW, but both remain on the level of the rdmalistic
meaningM. Seondly, the medium and forms have the same ontological status because
both are composed of meaningsand the forms are nothing but a compression or activa
tion of the medium.
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The conclusion is that meanings or descriptibles such arautopoidic,
reflexive, recursive, or sefeferentialbecause a particuldd always continues
or connects ta previoudV, thus forming a system afieanings odescriptions
suchag Y M Y MéYoréW YamMad Y DMD é&Yor@nad v
ferentyéY awd Y MDMY wdM&. That is interpretations follow
prior interpretations and descriptions continue previous descriptions in Mit
tereis NonDualism (1992: 25, 56)statements are fowed by statements in
Discourse Theory»meaning always refers again to meaning and n&oen
meaning to something elséx Luhmaniis Systems Theory (1984: 96iter-
pretations can only be made of other prior interpieta in GiddeGs Double
Hermeneutic 1993) as well as in the Interpretative TuBobiman, Hiley &
Shusterman 1991:-%0); and the Smiotic Principle declares that sign can
not be reduced or analyzed into any combination of thivijsh are not them
selves signs(Goddard 1994: 7’

Based a the previous discussion, one of NDrual i smdéds tempor a
ments now needs to kaboratedand supplemented by a more complex ap
proach. So far, | have argued that the temporal starting point is not (the exis

tence of) an undescribed objétti.e. Dud i smbés step A, but (t
rudimentary descriptio, i.e. NonRDual i smés step B (see
2.XI). This argumentatiomasimplied that before Nolbu al i smés st ep

before the rudimentary description, there are no previous #teEsms of
previous descriptions. However, it would be mdmeline with the above
mentionedorm and systemapproach to argue that there is no definite starting
point in terms of one original descriptidmstead, each specific descriptitvh
is only oneelementin a longer and often endless chain of preceding descrip
tions M1, M2, Mi3, etc and succeeding descriptidvis, M+2 M*3, etc. There
fore, we are constantly embedded in ongoing steps and in a state of »already
havebegun« and »alwayse-in-themiddle«(Schmidt 200397, Weber 2005:
40, 48) A particular rudimentary descriptias thereforelikely to bethe se
mantic continuation or topical outgrowtt previous descriptions.

2.4.3The degree of onnectivity and robustnessof descriptions There table of
are two criteria or characteristics that are particularly important in stutlygng contents
process from a meanirdpscription up to nowd M do a subsequent meaning
description from now ofbMD. Thesecriteria or characteristicapply both to
cognitive and communicative systerfis

57 An important process by which systems are created and maintair@edtvation which
will be explained in detail in chapter 6.4.
%8 There are many other criteria and characteristics that | will not, however, discuss here. For
the criterion oftruthof meaningd e scr i pti ons, see Mit-tuakr er 6 s c
istic account (1992,999, 2001). It suffices to say that the concept of tfuboth in its
realist definition as the correspondence between a statement and reality and in its-construc
tivist definition as the viability of a statement initsreality s based onincDual i s m¢
tion Douause W vs Mnd is therefore naxistent in NorDualism.Moreover, the criterion
of truth is rather limited in its range of application because it requires many felicity condi
tions, e.g. it is only applicable to sentences (but not toesiwgkds), to constative senten
ces (but not to imperative, expressive, or interrogative sentences), to constative sentences
about past or present things (but not about future events)
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(1) The degree of connectivity vs discontinuij meaningdescrigions.
The concept of @nnectivity is inspiredb y L u h rBgstemsdTheory and
refersto the probability or capacity of a particular meaning up to oM do
generatemany meanings from nowen D MD, D MD, D MD, etcthat semanti
cally referto or continuethe meaning up to novd M dFor example, the gt-
anceuptonowM = EBH K A TwAukllh&veh high canedivity (and
a low discontinuity)if it easily generatedeveralutterance from now onthat
somehowmade reference to thetterance up to noveuchasd= DTHE TABLE
I' S ROWNDDDNOS AT CMA|I Pl ECESTURE AREURN I
USUALLY MADEMGF DWE@GBD AND I T REMI NDS N\
H O O Déix. In cotrast,it would have a low camectivity (anda high discon
tinuity) if it did notgenerateany, or onlyvery few, utterances fsm now on
thatsemantically refeedto the utterance up to now, suakthe non sequitur
M = DT HBOMER BARMIEC OME.Haley (1963) distiguishes be
tween accepting rejecting and ignoring a commuication. This distinction
can be applied to coentivity: Acceding or rejecting a meamg-description
corresponds to a high connectivity, whereas ignoring a mealisgription
corresponds to &igh discontinuity e.g. changing the topic of cegrsation,
pretending the speakaever said aything, emaining silent, etc®

The degree ofconnectivityor discontinuityof a meaningdescriptionthus
decides if asystemor syntagmemerges andgsists or ifit becomes atrophic
and colapses.Meaningdescriptions with a high connectivitherefore foster
the tendency toward autopoiesis, i.e. the darction and reproduction of the
systemds el ements by the systembs el em
the temporalization and combination of paradigms into syntagms. This tenden
cy may manifest itselfni differentcommunicative and cognitiierms such as
narratives, internal dialogspllocations conversationsgiscourses, dajeam
ing, texts, debates, reasonimg,functionally differentiated societal fields such
as the legal system or the econonyistem®

(2) The degree of robustness vs susceptibitifymeaningdescrigions.®
The concept of robustness referghe probability orcapacity of a partular
meaning up to novd M do generateumerousmeaning from now onD MD,
D MD, D MD, etc that semantically acceptor presupposdhe meaning up to
now d M dPut differently, the meaning up to navM dwithstands new and
potentially »adverse« meanings from nowD, D MD, D MD, etc, so that
it continues to be informationally and intersubjectively daicceptedor ur-

%9 The concept of connectivity is similar to the Coherence Ruleorder for an utterance to
form a coherent sequence with the preceding utterance, it must either fulfill the illecution
ary intention of the latter or address its pragmatic presuppositions.« (Tsui 1991: 111)

0 Some open questions: What determines the @egfeconnectivity or discontirity of a
meaningdescription? A partial answer will be given in chapterBch the ceactivation
of meanings within a meaning fieldvhat determines whether a high degree of connecti
vity appears in a psychic form (e.gotlghts) or in a social form (e.g. communications)?

® Instead of speaking of robustness vs susceptibility, similar or neighboring terms are equal
ly possible: resilience vs vulnerability, resistance vs sensitivity, hardiness vs receptiveness,
durability vsdelicateness, complementarity vs substitution (Weber 2005: 282), success vs
failure (Janich 2010: 40f), etc.
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changed For example, thaitterance up to nowl =THERES A TABLE
would have a higldegree ofobustnesgand a low degree of susceptibility)
it were followed and confirmed hytterance from now on such ast = YBS,
THA R&GBD, = DI LI KE THE SHAPE TWFBW HI S T/
ITD, orM = PDT TAT PIECE OF FURNITURER THERRE!In contrast, it
would have a lowdegree of robustness (and a high degree of susceptibility) if
it were followed andhallengeddy utterancefromnowonsuchdd 4 TH S A
CHAI®orM =NO,OHERE IS NOTHING IN THISROOM

The degree of robustness susceptibilityof a meaningdescription de
pends on itsemantieinformational contentand on thesociathistorical con
textin which it occursTwo examplesOn the one handhé degree of robust
ness of a meanindescriptiontends to increasié it uses a symbolically gener
alized medium of communication such as truth, power, money, love, law, art,
etc (Luhmann 1997: ch. 2)That is,a meaningdeription is likely to remain
unchanged and accepted by subsequent medeisayiptions iit is considered
to be true powerful, profitable,loving, legal,beautiful etc.On the other hand,
if @ meaningdescription that declares tfiatness of the @rth occuredin con
temporaryGermany it would behighly susceptible, but if it occurred in The
Flat Earth Society or medieval Spain, it would be highly robust.

In the remainder of thischapter | will look more closely at the topic of
ontology and languag&/hereas the discussiondhapter2.2.5 can be seen as
the first part of this topic, thisllowing discussion is the second part as i fo
cuses on susceptibility and robustness.

Let us first look at the topic abbustnessEveryday semantics offers dif
ferenttermsfor descriptions with diffeentdegrees of robustneds) Descrip
tions with an extremely low degree of robustntssd tob e ¢ dalsitye , d
Uied ,nongenseé , fictiaind ,inveitiord , nasconcéptiod . Dederjptions
that have a low dege of robustnesare usuallyy i e w e apinia(s hypidth
esidl ,interpretatiorl , amumenii (¢) Descriptions witha high degree of
robustness tend toe called ifactil idatall iinformatiorli , troth(®® Nany of
these descriptions remain constant amd¢hanged, sometimes over millennia
and across many cultures, eMy. <SOMETIMES YOU CANSBEHE THE SWN
(d) And finally, for those descriptionith anextramely high degree of robust
ness,lifeworld s emant i ¢cs has rabjecé rreayd ,thimgilr, ds | i
Uvorldd , plenoménaine.gM THES UND

%2 The nondualistic concept ofobustnessnay replace or complement the dualistic concepts
of truth andviability. A realist Correspondence Theary Truth would argue: A descrp
tion is true because it exactly matches reality (correspondence between word and world).
A constructivist »Viability Theory of Descriptions« would argue: A description is viable
because it successfully fits into reality (viéty of the description in its reality). A nen
dualistic »Consensus Theory of Robustness« would argue: A description is robust because
other and subsequent descriptions accept it (consensus among the descriptions of different
actors). The pragmatic comslion of all three theories would be: And therefore we take
this description as the basis for further descriptions. Thedoatfistic »Consensus Theory
of Robustnessc¢ s omewh adalistic discessin bfea undihnentdl e r e r 6 s
consensus (1992001) and dualistic Consensus Theories of Truth.
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This latter approachd) is adopted by NoiDualism in conjunction with
the corceptualizatiorof objects from previous chaptei®he typicalobjectis a
description up to now that isxtremelyrobust and that autalescribes it(self)
as objecte.gMy= dTHE ,M@OMRNEERE IS A WHITEBLH, or Mv=
dA STON&. The conceptualization of objects as descriptions with dreene
ly high degree ofobushessaccounts for the wekknownresistanceof objects.
Dualists speak aboutthe fundamental experience that the world sometimes
resistsour attempts to describe and form, i¢.g. | cannot go straight through a
wall and | cannot make a table bigger just by mental effort deemGademe
2008: 154) From a nordualistc perspective however,this means that the
d u al i sriptiossfrochevow onMv=DT HE WSGMEDIMES RESISTS
OUR ATTEMPTS TGSDRIBE AND FORM, W=Dl CANNOT GO STRAIGHT
THROUGH A WAL LandMv = DI CANNOMAKE A TABLE BIGGEFRST BY
MENAL EFFORT ALUDI&e highly robust andontinue theprior descriptions
up tonowMy= dT ORL D\ =dA WALH, andMv=dA TABLB that
areextremely robust®

Having discussed robustness, let us now turn to the topleeduscept
bility of descriptionsChapter2.4.1 showed thatbjects (or the worldpheno
mena reality, etc) alias descriphs up to now are sensitive to, and dependent
on, descriptions from now or€onsequentlythe object of description is by
means of the description of the objéctmodified and developed into a new
object of further description.

In the example above ifiigure 2.XI, the object constantly changes: First
there is a apple then there is eed apple, and finally, there is a red apple that
meansseduction. Another example makes the point cledaking at a shop
window, 14year old Henry tells his schoolneaBrian that he has seen seme
thing but does not know what it is. Brian addatit is longish and yellow, so
Henry specifies that it is a banana. Both agree and come back the next day
with another schoolmateho tells them it is not a banana hust a dastic
decoration. Some days latddenry and Brianhappen to come again to the
shop window and now sdbat a label has been added identifying what they
saw as a vibrator. Here too, the object constantly changes: First there is a
»something«, then thers a longish and yellowsomething«, then there is a
banana, afterwards there is a plastic decoration, and finally there is a vibrator.
The same kind of reasoning can be applied toaled scientific discoveries:
Due to differing descriptionsnitheremde past, the sun was a deity, later it
was a fire ball, nowadays it & star composed of plasma, and in 50 years it
may well be something altogether different.

% |n Dualism,M have amuch lower degree of robustngbanWbecause of their distinct en
tological statuses. However, this is not the case in-Doalism, because the nalualstic
unity posits a monisrof descriptions that all have the same ontological status. This is why
the degree of robustness Mfis indeterminate and depends on the type and context of a
particularM, e.g. if it is anMv or Mw. Accordingly, in nordualistic parlance, speaking if
in terms of descriptions, meanings, interpretations, sentences, etc has no connotation of a
low degree of robustness.
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As Mitterer (1992: 99) points out, Ndbualism does not use Constructi
Vi s md s logydy aguing that the descriptiocreatesthe object, but that
the deription changesthe object More precisely, the object of the deserip
tion (the description up to now) and the description of the object (the descrip
tion from now on) come together to forannew object of description (a new
descrigion up to now)Hence,|f descriptionsare susceptible, they are likely to
differ or changeso thatreality and objects differ or change too, sometimes
within minutes or years. For example, since scientific malidgious discourse
haschanged, our planetary systéraschanged accordingly: Whereas the sun
revolved around the earth in medieval Europe, the earth revolves around the
sun in contemporary Europe.

With regard to NorD u a | i s medigsimentdhat descriptns change the
world (or that meanings change the objettigre is an interesting parallel with
Speech Act Theay: According to Searle (1969), some speech acts and utteran
ces argerformative or declarativan that they simultaneously perform a parti
cular action or automatically @déare a particular state of affairs instead of only
describing or prescribing a particular action or state of affairs. In short, words
change the world in thahe uttering of words logically entails the changing of
the world For example, if a priest in a marriage ceomy says to Maria and
J o hirhereby declare you to be husband andwife hi s words aut o
change the worl d, namely from a previoc
marriage« to a subsequent »worldwita r i a and Johnds marri
but more explicit and radical reasoning can be applied to-Daiism. All
descriptions and meanings grerformative or declarativen that they simulta
neously perform a particular action or automatically declararticplar state
of affairs. In short, descrijpns change the world in théte making of a de
scription logically entails the changing of the warléor example, when Go
l umbus®é messenger repor Weed DWE/EDIE e Quee
COVERED A NEW, his @dds ladmatically changed the world
for the Queen of Spain and subsequently for the European population, namely
from a pre#iousMv= dWORLD COMPRI SI NG THE CONTI |
AFRICA, AND A8lf0 a subsentMy= WORLD COMPRISING THE CONTI
NENTS OF EUROPE, AFRICA, ASIA, AND A NEW CBRTINENT

Similar arguments can be found in other theories: In Discourse Theory,
objects can be modified by discourses, i.e. if the discourse changesjdtie ob
loses its dl identity and adopts a new identithanging intoanother object
(Jager 2001: 92ff). In Symbolic Interactionism, »objects are the product of
symbolic interactiondecauseout of a process of mutual indications common
objects emerge Objects are sociakeations in the sense olfeing formed in
and arising out of the process of definition and intdgtien as this process
takes place in the interaction of peaplEecause people are forming, sustain
ing, and transforming the objects of their workbxhat that»objects have no

54 1f, however, the dualist counters that the world did not change at all because the new con
tinent existeceven beforgeople thought or & that the new continent existed, he eom
mits a logicalvs-performative contradiction (see line 9 in chapter 2.2.3).
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fixed statusexcept as their meaning is sustained through indications and defi
nitions that people make of the objects« (see Blumer 1969: 11ff). In a similar
vein, Systems Theorydés communicdtive
all actualized communications (Krause 2005: 154), and if communications
changesociety changes accordindf).

Comparingand connectingpoth criteriaor characteristics,e. connectivity
and robustnes#, seemsobviousthat connectivity is primary andare funda
mental, whereasobustnesss secondary and more specifithe degree ofan
nectivity or discontinuitydetermines whetheor not and M dgenerates any
subsequerD M That semantically refer t8 M dOnly if it does, the degree of
robustness or saeptibility thendetermineswhetheror not theseconnecting
D M semantically confirnthe d MdThe advantage dboth criteriais that
their scope of application is wide because they only refer to constative
speechand »thoughtacts, but to all types afpeechand »thoughtacts, e.g.
imperative, expressive, interrogativetc.

table of

2.5 Methodologicaland SemioticApplications contents

In the current scientific landscape, NDmialism »up to now« has hardly been
pursued further outde the philsophicaldomain, sca systematic application
and connectiofo the Social Science dwin is still lackirg.?®

In the previouschapters) have applied and relatédon-Dualism to some
nonphilosophical topics, e.g. mediyform theory, Linguistics, an artistic-il
lustration, Systems Theory, etc. In thishapter,| will continuethis endeavor
by discussingsomemethodological issues relevant to empirical research and
by presenting a nedualisticversion of thesemiotic triangle.

2.5.1Methodological applications of NorDualism: Since the ontologi table of
cal beginning is not some-distinct andMkprior W, but meaningdescriptions contents
M (see chapter 2.4), the methodological beginning for sciewtifipirical
research must also be meanugscriptionsM. At the beginning therefore
stands a gneral and comprehensive studyMin its differentcognitive and
communicativemanifestations in a particulactor, system, group, or ¢uteat
a particular moment an a specificepoch®’

% There are two open research questiaith regard to the robustness and susceptibility of
descriptions: On the one hand, why do new différent descriptions arise at all, thus
changing or challenging previous descriptions? (Weber 2008: 145). On the other hand,
why are there so many descriptions that confirm or accept previous descriptions, thus
maintaining the status quo? Can there heoanswers than the dualistic answer that there
are objects that exist prior to, and are independent of, descriptions?

% with a few exceptionsBormann (2004), articles in Consttivist Foundaions (2008) and
its translation in Riegler & Weber eds. (@), Schmidt (2003), and Weber (2002, 2005).

" However, not even a particular actepoch,systempor groupshould be taken for granted.

We should first reveal which social, temporal, and spatial distinctiomsisedhat lead to

the identification and»asterce of someactor,epoch,system,or group. Similarly, Actor-
Network-Theoryd starting point is not an already assembled group or existent domain
e.g.IBM, France, Maori culture, but the processes of assemblirgssembling, and de
asembling edments that form, change, or dissolve groups or domains (Latou).2005

a
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Such a nordualistic empirical approach comprises threpartally over
lappingaspects.

(1) Min terms of the nowlualistic unityMw vs myFrom such a general per
spective, an appropriate starting poisito studyM in its different maifest
forms such agvords,sentences;ategoriessymbols, conceptsjterpretations,
syntagmsmeanings, signs, codes, labels,.eAs alreadyargued, laguage
plays a particularly important role in this respect, especially when it comes to
complexcategories and descriptions, ahdreforedeservespecial attention.

For exampd, typical research questions could Bathich cognitive con
ceptualizationglid medieval Sufisuse? How do physicistclassify reality by
means of mathematical symbol/hat are typical discourses and arguments in
the modern legal systentfow does Maori cliure describe itself in the form
of picturesand texts? Whatis the emotionalandscape of professional sol
diers? Which visual and tactile codes occur in romantic love relationships?
What types ofmental imagesre used iBuddhistmeditation?

Such an aproach also asks which concept® present in a particular-ac
tor or society, but absent in another. For examiplepany African cultures
there exists theulturalconcept oM = BTUTNGNALIZED ANDURAIIZED
SOCIAL INTERACTIGTWEEN TWO PEE OR GROUPS IN @HHONE IS
PERMITTED OR REQUIRE MAKE FUN OF THASE THE OTHER WHO
NOT PERMITTED TOHAKO F F E WherEds in a typical Wessh European
society there is nsuch concept (only in anthropological jargon it is known as
a joking relationship. Or, why was the following concept nonexistantAn-
cient Egypt, namely =THBRE ARE VERY LARSBIEETS OF ROCK THAT
FORM THE SURFACETBE EARTH AND THAVE VERY SLQW, where
as in a contemporanyesern European societthis concept does exist (under
the geological denominatiaiectonic plate movemen®sFrom a comparative
perspective, there are hence semamtitological blind spots or gaps in our
communication,cgni t i on, and reality with rega
cognitions, and realitiesThis typeof questionis more fundamental than the
guestion of affirmation and negation of a concept, which willliseussede
low, because the latter presupposes tihatconcept to be affirmed or nega
is alreadyknown by, or exists ina particular actor or cultureDnly if | know
theconcepp = DHDTECTONI C PL éai lBffiriM@ Welgd®BIN T S b

(2) Min terms of a distinctiobased categorivs Mise From this struc
turalist perspective, an appropriate starting point would be to inquire into the
manifold distinctions, contrasts, compaons, structures, taxonomiemnd di
visionsthat are entrenched and used in cognition and communicatitimese
cases, »something particuldykis distinguished from »something different« or
»all the restdvELse

On an elementarievel, there isthe ontological distinction betweenM =
bAFFIRMATI®Nand MeLse= NEGATION For example, Wy do some actors
or culturesdelievethatM SPIRITEXISD, whereas othebelieve that MeLse
= SBIRIT® ON 6 T bHrKwhishlcases do observers or systems argue that
M HE bID® and in whichcasedveLse= HE DID NOT D®?
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Looking only at the affirmative side of this ontological distinction, one
can then further differentiate &Vithin the category of spirits, what is the -dif
ference betweea M =POUTERGEIBTaNd a Mese= ABGER? Is tre pri
mary distinction in modern courttriaM = b L&@ERkb bI LI2PEGALD
Why is the distinctiorM =RAIKb and MeLse= SBHINSHINESo inportant in
agriculture?What processes in the French langubsgkto the differentiation
betweenrM = Db PO&NMRIssRDL b P U S,SvAeke@sEHnglish makes
no such distinction and only knowé = b ROIMERELsEmMay not only
appear as thepecific »somethingdifferent, as in the previous examples, but
also as the unspecific »all the rest«, a research questidd be In which
cases do actors use the meanihg =THREAG instead ofthe neighboring
meaningsMeLse = WARNINKG bPUNSHMENT, bINTIMIDATIGNbPROM
IS, etc?This questiorieads to a meaning field analy¢see chapter 5).

(3) Min terms of the on-dualistic distinctionMivvs Mi. The distinctiorViv
vs Miis a special and compatible case of the distinddms M.se

The question here is how and whye someM described as, oautc
describe them(selves) ,aworld-object w or meaningdescriptionn? That is,
how and why isan M portrayed adviv or asMv? These questions concern the
processe$ be they shorterm (e.g. visual categorization, social interaction),
mediumterm (e.g. childhood, socialization), or lotgyrm (e.g. societal
change, evolutiori) that lead to the differeiation of anMinto Mw or Mu.?®

Since the nomualistic distinction has a particular temporal aspect to it,
namely the chronology of meanhugscriptions up to nowd Md and mean
ing-descriptions from now o® MD, processes anthanges loom large in this
approach. For example, why iv= d RE D dRuSUalE iterpreted as a
symbol ofMu=  Dé L @ WhEviich discourses or situationsMy= d S-ENE

G A Ldéfollowed by connecting communications suchMs= Dél S- AN UN

DERDEVELOPED \CN T R?YVIZhat determines whether a particular obser
vable body behavior such as Bv= d E R E (dTid pomiadyed as some
thing that involuntarily happens, something that one can voluntarily decide to
do or not to do, or something that is a response to $amgeprevious, i.eMv=
DEEXPERI,MMN-CEME ACTdriduND Dé R E A CThicliaptdd 3

on meaning divergencéwill continue tadiscuss these questions.

In certain caseghe nordualistic distinctiorMyvs Mimay be viewed as a
special version of théistinction between matter vs mind (or synonymously,
reality vs reaoning, objects vs psyche, nature vs consciousness, thing vs
thought, etc).This has radical nedualistic consequences for the conceptual
ization and use of the matter vs mind distinction

8 With regard to the worlabjectMa, Mitterer asks: »How doesomething solidify until it is
called object so that at the end it is really opposed to language?« (1993: 205). This ques
tion is similar to the sociological question of objectivation or instit@i@ation, i.e. how
do »subjective meanindgsecomeobjective facticities«? (Bger & Luckmann 1966: 30).
Butler, who worked on sexhas a similar approach because she asksawiyd how [ é]
particular representation of the outside to discourseob®es reifiedas material, natural,
prediscursive. [ ¢ We should thus] inquire
ized as ontology, undertaking a genealogical inquiry into ogie! (MacKenzie 2008).

a

r
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Firstly, analyzing meaningAv is equivalent to analyzing mattesr syne
nymously,analyzing description$ly is equivalent to analyzing objecfBhis
follows from the previously discussed arguments that objects exist only as de
scriptionsMwv and that ofects change if the descriptioMdy change.If one
studies theMw-strudures andviw-processes of a society, epodr,ador, one
al so studi eep ddendsxtdd eeality, ®fesgtstandontology.

Secondly,analyzing meanindvv is equival@t to analyzing the mindor
synonymouslyanalyzing descriptionbiv is equivalent to analyzing cognition
This argument follows from a mixture of Ndbualism, sociological Systems
Theory, and Cognitive Linguistics. In Ndbualism, meaningV is monistic,
omnipresent, and fundamental in all communicative and cognitive operations,
and in Systems Theory, meaniMycan appear both in a psychic foine.g.
reasoning, remembering, perception, imaginin@nd in a commuicdive
form1 e.g. utterances, gestgréexts, pictures (seehapter 6.3 on psychic vs
communicative activations of meaning). The sole mode by which a psychic
system can operate is by connecting meanings up tochdao meanings
from now onD M T§seechapter2.4.2. Consequently, if one alyaes theM
structures andprocesses of a pagtilar actor or group of actors, one also
studies this actorbés psychic system or

To reframea widely held argument: Meaning is a window into the mind.
Languageoriented approaches, such as the Linguistic Turn or Cognitive Lin
guistics, often specify this argument to the particular cadmgiistic mean
ing: Language is a window into the mirgeé Pinker 2007). A Lacanidrased
explanation is that the uncstious is structured like language or even is lan
guage (see Homer 2005: 69). Consequently, | argue that cognitive operations
and structures are constituted Imguistic-semanticoperationsand structures,
namely byM-operdions andvistrudures

The following is an example of how meaning or language allows us to
have a look at the mind and psyche (based on Lakoff 2004: 3f, Lakoff & John
son 1980, and Tur nepanrglief® 13 on dthiet letxeps es
frame that is composed of several semantic elements: there is an affliction (e.g.
pain), an afflicted actor (e.g. a sick person), relief (e.g.ki&rs), an actor
who gives relief by removing the affliction and who is therefoseéhero« (e.g.

a doctor), and other actors who might try to stop the hero and who are there
fore evillaingagcutdiThhd seox groenssgiidmuties a r
several semantic elements: there is a monetary deduction (e.g. tax), paying
actors(e.g. citizens and companies), a receiving actor (e.g. the state), a norm

(e.g. financial legislation), a reduction of the monetary deduction (e.g. the

cuts), etc. Cognitive Linguistics provides two useful and similar concepts that
explain the creative usef such frames: A scalled conceptual blend is ere

ated if a speaker selectively combines the semantic elements of the frames

(pain relielli ataxdcutéi s o as to construct a new

itax reliell .  -Aallesl conceptual metaphor éseated when a speaker par
tially transfers the spamelefli ¢t keéement s
domai n t adax tukfle (ftrhaemet alr ge't domain) so

[

)
and figurati taerelitir.a m@o mauemht wmasl UMmeve aphor ¢
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the same outcome, namely a new, hybrid, or figurative frame. If a speaker uses
t hi s téxrredighe (a sS. prehident George W. Bush frequently did, it
reveals much about his sing and beliefs: The speaker consciously er un
consciously tnks that taxes are an afflictiothat afflicted actors are those
who pay tax (e.g. citizens and compani#isjftax cuts are relief and therefore
economically or politally good,thatthe actor who gives relief in the form of
tax cuts is a »hero« (e.g neeliberal party), andhatactors who tryto stop the
»hero« are »villains« (e.g. a lefing party). As anbe seen, the use of the
frataereliél does not represent a neutral,
taxation, but a subtle, covednd ideological perspective that is a reflection of
a speakerodés beliefs and reasoning. Co
speaker or hearer to create or understand a concept that is new, abstract, or
di fficult t o tau mlefe r s b g id to ocokcems. thatliare
known, concrete, o rpaip elefy atexdcwdn.d eTlhsitsa nd
example shows that by analyzing a simple linguistic exgpvasone can ana
lyze more complex cognitive processes and structures.

In studying the ®rious forms oM presented in the previous points (1) to
(3), the concept ofommunicatioracquires a particularly important methedo
logical role. Even if it is argued that several meanings (especimlimentary
meanings, seehapter 1.2), are genetibatransmitted via heredity and evelu

tion,e.gM TOREEL GOGDorM = b TO SE B, n®»8 Mé&ilings NG
(especially complex meanings) are communicatively learned through inter
action and socialization, eyl = bDROMANTI| GCrN O¥XHANDI . eé . b

ING UNIVERSE i . Eweénthibhgs andconcepts that we consider higtper-
sonal, idiosyncratic, and seteveloped e.g.M =MYISEl-or M =HEPR
IDEAS, originate in communication by and to others, i.e. in collective, shared,
and external things and cams (see Fuchs 2010)jhese arguments empha
size the methodological role of communicatibrin contrast to cogtion or
heredityi in studying how actors or systems come to have or knotiner
meanings. Consequentlgll those theories and diplineswhose main focus
lies in communication are particularhelpful, e.g. sociological Systems Theo

ry, linguistic Pragmatics, Discourse Theory, Symbolic Interactionism,-Com
munication Theory, Constructivism, masedia studies, or Social Psychology

2.5.2 A non-dualistic semiotic triangle: Another area of applicatiofor table of
philosophical NorDualism is Semioticsn the following,| will transformthe —contents
classical, i.e. dualistic, semiotic trigle into a nordualistic semiotic triangle
which will serve as the tloeetical base for subgaent chapters.

Dualistic semiotictriangle: In the dualistiadistinction Douatisve W vs M
the W stands for a conglomerate of tersischas undescribedvorld, object,
directperceptionuninterpretedeality, raw experiencegtc. It seems fruitful to
divide this conglomerate into two parts, which results in the eddioo of the
classical, i.e. dualistic, semiotic triangle. ThatWéjs split, on the one hand,
into someconcreteentity of the worldpften called theeferent which | notate
asR, andon the other handnto somemode ofsensorypercepion or material
presentation of the refereR or of the meanindv, often naned thesignifier,
which | notate a$. For examplea signifier is the acoustic soun8 =rddb U :
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synonymously a color painting of a birthe meanings M =bANANIMAL WITH
WINGSANDFEATHERS, THAT LAYS E@AS| USUALLY FLANDSOME
TIMES SING andthereferentis therealworld entityR = my canary Tweety

The justification for spliing Winto R and S can be found in semiotic
theory (see alsoin chapter2.3.2t he exampl e of idkhadi nson
which can either be seen as a referent or signifigith regard toR, Peircés
conceptualizon clearly acknowledgethe world and ron-meaningcharacter
of Rbecause it is seen as a concrete and real olijebgvior event, or exem
plar in the empirical world outside the semiotic sign (Chandler 2002: 20, 32
36, 58f; Eco 1976: 582). With regard t&5, the signifieris also casin terms
of world and normeaningbecause it ishe materiaphysical form ofR or M
that is directly apprehendable by sensory perception and that manifests itself to
the actor (Chandler 2002: 18f). Perceptisnasshown inchaptes 2.1 and
2.2.2, usually coreptualized asontdogically distinct from and prior to
meaning and descriptidv, so it isseen to belong to the level bf*°

SinceS andR are two manifestations &%, Wis consequently replaced by
SandR Il nst ead »yddic@istiaction\s/vsdJsve getDuad i s md s
»triadic« distinction S vs R vs Mn a loose analogy to Cottingham (1985),
Dualism is thus transformed into »Trialismwhich results inthe classical
semiotic triangle as depictad the figure below (modified from Ogden &
Richard 1923: 16) Note that both thelyadic model and thetriadic model
strictly remain within the realm of Dualism because an unbridgeable ontologi
cal heterogeneity is assumed betwddndepicted as a shaded rectangle)
versusWand itscomponent partS andR (depicted as whitellipses.

Figure 2.XIl: Du a | idgadidasd triadic distinction

M M
v > oD
dualistic dyadicdistinction dualistic triadic distinction

(dualistic semiotic triangle)

%9 Moreover, it may sometimes be ambiguous whether »something« of theWtisrkl refer
entR or a signifierS. For example, a scale may either be seen as a reRererst scajen
that it is a subordinate realorld exemplar of thextension of the superdinate meaning
M = DTECHNI CAL DEVI CE FOR W#Hrlit@Gaylb&dlseen@Bal ECTS
signifier S = a scajen that it symbolizes the meaniby = DU OB A N DhisltypeWb
of ambiguity is only possible if the two ambigus »somihings« stem from the same
ontdogical source or level. In the case of the ambiguity betwRand S, this common
source or level is the ontological level\f(for further discussion, see chapter.3)2
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Non-dualistic semiotic triangle:n chapter2.3, | explained the conversion
from the dualistic distinctioDbuauisve W vs Nhto the nordualistic unity Uvon
puaLisvE Mw vs mand into the nomlualistic distinctionDvonouaLisve My Vs M.
An analogous conversion can be applied to the semiotic trimsgiécan be
replaced by its comp@nt parts, namelgy the signifierSand the refereriR.
Firstly, we obtain the nowlualistic unity UvonbuaLisve Ms vs R vs mwhich
implies that the whole classical dualistic trianglésslf a meanindgW. Second
ly, we obtain the nowualistic distinctiorDvonouatisve Msvs Mvs Mrwith the
typical autodescriptions: fiesignifier Ms is an Mthat autedescrbes it(self) as
the particulammode of sensory perception or material presentaticandfk or
Mw. The referentk is an M that autedescribes it(self) aa concrete entity,
object, or exemplamithe real world. And the meaniidv is anM that aute
describes it(self) as the interpretation, meaning, or descriptiand or Mr.
The following igure shows tle transformation of the dualistimto the
nortdualidic semiotic triangleThere are ndonger any whiteellipses, which
previoudy indicated theontologicallevel of W (or SandR). Instead, there are
only shaded rectangles so that meamitftps become monistenduniversal

Figure 2.XIII : A non-dualistic semiotic triangle

M
M Mv
S R Ms MR
non-dualistic unity non-dualistic distinction
UnonouaLisE Ms vs Mvs R) DnonouaLisie Msvs Mivs M

The nondualistic transformation of thiermerly dualisticsemiotic triantge has
been accomplished.To sumup, acording to NorDualisms seconebrder
allo-description of the triangl@& angles, the angles dvi(norntdualistic unity)
Howeve, according to the anglédirst-order autedescription of themselves,
the angles are eithersignifier s, a referentr, or a meaningm (non-dualistic
distinction) The notational result is the trids, Mr, andMw.

This conceptualization of the semiotidangle isdeliberately abst and
formal. It is a skeletomo which | will give moreflesh and blood in terms of
sociological substance and empirical applicatiothe following chapter
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3. Meaning in the Semiotic Triangle contents

Whata» a dy ésandawh B n g U a g«safaboutnioaven

Casanova an€arnapin the final round of ajuiz showThe questionWhad kbve?
Casanovacroons»Whenyou see hesmilg but not the gap between her teeth«.
I'tdéds a ti e Fimarquestlborewhébitre eginnmg of love?.
Casanovaexclaims»| t adspark in her eyesbut Carnapdryly says
»| t tidesl2th étter of the English alphabetMow, who wins?

The previous chapter on Nddualism laid the groundwork for a broad and
elementaryorientation of thetheory of meaning developed in this booleT
present chapter will extermhd specify this philosophical basis ioyegrating
semiotic and sociologicakpects The main theoretical device for accomplish
ing this task and structuring this chapter will be mondualisticsemiotic tri
angle(aspresented irthapter 5.2). | will put special emphasis on disairsg
the relations and processes that operate bettiednr i a anglese égex-
tension, onomasiology, classification, intension, semasiolatgrpretationt

. table of
3.1 Referent and Extension contents

3.1.1Referent: The referent is aM thatautodescribs it(self)asa referentr,

i.e. as a concrete and empirical entity, object, exemplar, event, behagtor,
actor,or phenomenon in the real worldccording to this autalescription, the
referent is material, permanent, external, resistant, constraining, obsgrvable
difficult to modify or avoid, objective, ontologically disthfrom meaning and
description, nn-symbolic and noseferential because itraply is or happens
without referring to something other than itself.

Some examples: Aeferent could ben objectlike Mk = THIS STONE
behavior likeMk= HEE OPENED Tahé&veniike @b THE ELEC
TIONS, a Durkheimiansocial factlike Mr = THEHIGHMORTALITY RATE
an actor likeMr = MY CANARY TWERBT¥ class of entities likbk = AbL
HURRICANBSetc. Referets can also be »fictional« or »impossible« entities
as long as they semantically autescribe them(selves) as »real« or »possible«
entities, e.g. the actdvk = THEWITCH BABA YASAr the behavioivk =
bARISTOTLBHITSFIDEL CASTROAS canbe seen, refrents appear in many
different foms and may take various shapabey arehencemorphodiverse

Referents function as semantic referemikich in Linguistics or Semiot
ics are called semantic rolessemiotic actantsor actantial roles (see Greimas
1966 1967 19733 Saeed 2003: ch. 6Regardles®f their statuse.g.fictive

! My objective here is not to give a déded introduction to, or presentation of, #weglesof
the semiotic triangle because | assume the reader is roughly familiar with them (see Chand
ler 2002: 33f, Lyons 1977: ch. 4, N6th 2000: ch. IlIl.2, Ogden & Richards 1923). Instead,
my objective is tanalyze th@rocessesand relationdetween the angles.
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vsreal, actows object,humanvs nonhuman,referentsare semanticategori
zdions insofar asentences osyntagms(e.g. utterancesictures texts, dis
courses, etc) portyaand classify the elements and participants in an event
according to their actorial function, e.g. as agentiepg instrument, giver,
receiver, benefactor, experiencer, location, theme, source, etc. For example, in
the senteniMalaria kills many pepleda n dhe daisy was mistreated by
the witch Baba Yadathe referera Mk = MALRIAD orMk= DODTHE WI TCH
BABA Yotdapk the semantic role of the agefie. active, causingpo-
ten) andthe referereMk= MANYP E O P lorBM= THE DAIS¥occupythe
semanticrole of the patienti.e. passive, affectedess potent In the Social
Sciences, ActofNetworkTheory hasespoused such a senlioguistic ap
proach to actorshat are viewed in terms of semantic roles, e.g. in a study
about the introduction of scientific priqdes of breeding into fishery, the actor
network consits of scholars, seince, fishermen, fishestc(Latour 2005: 54f).

This approaciio semantic referents particularlyimportantin Social Sci
ence approaches to discourmed communication wherdifferent sematic
roles may beattributed to areferent Consider the followng example The
referentMk = THEREBELB may be parayed by a newsaper article in the
semantic role of the agelite. active, causing, potentg.g. in the sentence
Urhe rebeldfiercely attacked the armiy whereason the goverment website
the same referent is portrayedthe role of the patier{t.e. passive or reactive,
affected, less potent) e . g. i n The army saceesstukly pusieed hiack
the rebel§ The patrayal of the refe e n t 6determimes who is actives
passive, causings affected, and potents less potentAccordingly, not only
doeseach sentendeavea different degreef conrectivity and robustness (see
chapter 2.48), but the world itself changes with each sentence.

3.1.2Extension: By which procss is the referent accessible or referablegble of
It is often calledextension(or extent of the concemtr Begriffsumfanyy The contents
following figure depicts this processy means of two semiotic trianglés.

Figure 3.1: Extension

semiotic triangle 1 semiotic triangle 2
M VP
/ p 8 m—
Ms Mg VPs VER

2| owe the idea of using two semiotic triangles to Baldinger (1998: 2125f).
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A particular signifierMs symbolizzs a particular meaninigv, which refers to
somereferentMk. The extension proceseecessarily has to pass over the inter
mediaryMv, because thisk must first be interpreted or defined to know what it
means and symbolizes farms ofMv and only aftewards can thidviv be ap
plied and concretized so as to find or refeatspecificMr. If there is only one
referent the process is Msd Y DMD Y DMD and if there are several
referents, the process&Msd Y DMD Y DMD  + DM+ DMD + etc In
both cases,he referent is a meaning from now @M Dwhich follows and
continues previous meaningp to nowd Md

For examplethewritten Englishword Mis = B&R[A may be interpreted
as Mim = DANIMAL WITH WINGS, FEATHERS, AND AHRHAKAYS EGGS
THAT CAN USUALLY,FAND THATANSOMETIMES SIR@efering to such
referentsas Mir = DMY CANARY TWEBT ¥ = DALL BIRDS,MBr = DTHE
PENGUINS IN BERBIRO® ,Mr = DROAD RUNNERetc. The same exten
sion process can be appli¢éal verbs that indicate behavior or actioriBhe
French verliMis = S& PROMENBRsymbolizes the meaningv=DMAKING
A SMALL JOURNEY MOF, ESPECIALLY FENRIOYMEND'and may refer
to areferentsuch asvir= HBWENT FOR A WAIDNKTHE PARK Even sig
nifiers that have a more abstract or social meaning may be put to extension,
e.g. the nouMs = DEMOCRAGY the adjectivaVs = LHGA8, or the verb
Ms = T8 HAPPEN The same goes for visual, acoustic, tactile, or olfactory
signifiers such apictures melodies, taches, odors, eft.

Such a passagieom the general and abstragiMsd andD MD to the par
ticular and concreté MD is a process afpecification, applicationconcreti
zation and realizatiori a sort of »semantic descent« (Roy 2004: 32f, 308).
Since meaimgs are categories, it is also possible to sayNgas oftenlike a
superordinate categorgontaining or referring tq severalsubordinate catego
ries Mk. In this sort of meaning inclusion tiyponymy a particulaiMs seman
tically includesiVk, so thataxonomies may be constructed.

Theextensiorfrom d Md to D MD is aneveryday operatiorhbased on the
idea that each name or word reféosan entity orthing and that the di®very
of a name or word implies the discovery of entity orthing (seeWatzlawick
1986: 17).Consequentlyextension isoften a referentcreatingprocess:Find-
ing or invening a new signffier, e.g. name, labelword, or denanination is
often equivalento finding or inventing a new referent, e.g. an entity, object,
event,or phenanenon.New ggnifiers d Md may therefore create referents
D MD that were previously unknown norexistenf'

® However, in some cases, it is not possible to carry out the extension process because there
is no referent. For example,o me si gni fi er s s uc hhedawicitnh,e wor ds
Why is that so? , nathingdl ar e not considered to refer to
object in the world.

* Similar argumentsveremade by constructivist approaches or their premns: Already in
1931, the linguist Trier argues that language does not reflect, but creates reality (1931: 2).
The Sapiiwh or f hypot hesis goes in the satme direct
tion beéween societal semantics vs social struct8Btehweh argues that societal semantics
may anticipate, @nstruct, or constitute social structure (2000: 248).
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For example, ifpeoplehear or read about a new disedse it the Sissi
Syndrome or Al z h e iftemetaké & fordgrasted attmtethis t h ey
disease really existsout there in the watk independently ofheir thinking
and talking about itPragmatic lifeworld actorsypically think that the new
word for the disease (i.e. the signifier) reflects or corresponds to a new disease
(i.e. the referent)This way, a new disease is createdpadt ex nihilg but at
leastex significator Suchprocesss may notonly be fostered bycommercial
disease mongering, as in the case ofStsiSyndrome but by all communi
cations about diseasesg. publications of medical research, small talk about
childhood illnessesdoctorpatientinteractionsnational health reforms, ett.
the new term for the diseaseaisceptechnd usedy a critical mass of people,
therewill be more and morgatients and doctors who find the symptoms of
this disease in theselves or othersThis may lead to the »institutionalization
of the diseasex, e.g. the creation of special research departments, special health
policies, special interest or séi€lp groupsspecialized doctors, etc, that all
testify to the existence oh¢ disease. And this, in turn, justifies and supports
the use of the term for the disease. At this poinselreinforcing circle
between the signifier and the referent has been set up.

In many casesa fundamental condition for a signifier creating #erent
is thatactorsaccept and believe in the signifier (because it hagtadegree of
robustness, seshapter 2.48) or at least that actors use and keep using the sig
nifier (because it has a high degreecofnectivity seechapter 2.48). Social
and mental mechanismthat help fulfill this condition may bes.g. uncritical
attitudes, seltfulfilling prophecies (see Watzlawick 1981bgpetitiors, inter
nalization processespolitical framing (see Lakoff 2004 0pying symbolic
power (see BourdieuQr7, 1987hb)commercial manipulation, etc.

Let us lookat one of these mechanisnhs:order for a object or pheno
menonto be produce@x significatorby a word or expressioit is often nee
essary thaparticularsocial conditionsbe fulfilled which conkr the necessary
symbolicor discursivepoweron the speaker oactor (Bourdieu, Foucault) or
which create the appropriate contextual felicity conditions fostiee a k er 6 s o
actords utterance (Austin, Searl e). Th
actor tomake a referent exist by using certain signifiedistinguish between
three types o$ocialconditions (1) Interpersonatonditions i.e. the speaker or
writer mustexhibit the appropriatpersonakharacteristics for hearers or read
ers to acept or usehis words or arguments, e.g. public credibility, technical
competence, charisma, filsind experiencg2) Situationakonditions i.e. the
speaker must be in the appropriate situation for his words anthengsi tobe
accepted or used by thearers or readerBor instancet h e paeallelhunit
versdh i s more |ikely to be accepted by t
ture than in a comedy show. (3) Institutional conditions, i.e. the speaker or
writer musthave the appropriate posith and rights within a institutional
framework or hierarchye.g.symbolic capital, legal entittements, feesion,
organizational rank, et®nly a priest can successfully create a marriage by
utteringthe performative speeeh c Itheréby pronounce ypman and wifé .
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A similar process of a signifier creating a referent can be found in the
domain of law and criminalityThe English worddVs = LHGALvsSILLEGAd
representa semanticcode that divides the world into two states because all
behaviorcan be labeled according to this code. long as there is no such
codeMs = LHGAIlSILLEGAd, there is no and there can be no criminality
terms of Mk = DILLEGABEHAVICR. But as soon as thide appears, crimi
nality appears toin a logically necessary waysing the coddk = LBGAL
VSILLEGAd, some behavioout of Mk = DTHE POOL OF ALL PBEEBEHA
VIORD will come into existence, namelk = DILLEGABEHAVIOR. Crimina
lity is thuscreated almosgx nihilg or to be more precisex signiftator.®

Signifiers also have an exemplary functidrey attract actors whohen
live out the signifiers on the level of the refereBignifiers arethus »exten
sioned« into referents, i.e. signifiers aealized, carried out, or translated into
referents For example, the Western word and conddpt PHNK ROCKHR
may be taken up anlived out by someone in China who becomebka=
DPUNK R Q CTHsERybe seen assaciologicalexanple of the biblical
p a s s\@edpem céro factum dst, i . e. the word was mad:¢
The @me goes for signifiers indicating objects, eventshehavior. As for
love, already in 1665l.a Rochefoucauld argul that there are people who
would never have been in love if they had not heard talk oklmethe phe
nomenon of love comes inexistenceby being copied fromand realized by
means of, signifiers of love, which appear in novetsyvies,converstions,
songs,pictures etc In the words of Stendhal, man is nothing but a »homme
copie«, axcopy manx or »copied mam (quoted in Luhmani982:23, 53ff).

table of

3.2 Signifier and Onomasiology contents

3.2.1Signifier: The signifier is arMthat autedescribes it(selfas a signifies,
i.e. asthemode of perception or presentation of the refekr of the mean
ing Mv. According to this autalescription, the signifier is the material or per
ceivable formor appearance of the referent or meanifgr example, the
referentMr = TWEETIY or the meanindgibv= ANIMAL WITH FEATHEARD
A BEAK THAT CAISUALL¥LY may be perceivetly the acoustic sounds

= btJb, syrhbolized bythe visual sight oMs = ABPPHOTO SHOWINGCA
NARY, presentedy the Germanword Ms = KBNARENVOGH, etc.

®In a similar vein, SadegBadeh argues that before one has introduced a concept of tree,
there are no such things as »trees« (2008: 11T)sétmiently, after one has introduced a
concept of tree, there are such things as trees, or idumistic and semiotic terminology,
after one has introducéds= b T REhBrédrdvk= D TREESD
Another example stems from the Spanish Inquisition. In 1&1famous iquisitor noted
that it was onlyafter the word ofMs= b WI T C Hv@a&uséd Tnipublic comunication
(e.g. in edicts, sermons, court trials) that actual casé&sf b WI T C Hocdrrke# in b
many locations. His conclusion was that »thereeweeither witches nor kétched until
they were talked and written aini« (quoted in Lea 1988: 234). Similarly, @ French ce
metery, | found thiphraseon a t o mMh st e n e d e faite @xister, se taiecese  t
rait tod¢ Tl ityaul ikto rmakeoyautexist, to be silent would be to forget you).
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Both Mk and Mv autadescribe thelfselves)as not beingmmediately and
unmediately perceivable or knowabléM describes gelf asimmaterial men
tal, and invisible hence not directly observab{Pharo 2004: 257f)\Vk does
describe ef asmaterial, but in terms of silent, passive, ankdidden materi
ality, sothatit is not directly observable eithédrt 2001:229). Consequently,
both Mk and Mu portray themselves as being in need»sbmething that
makes thenperceivable and that @sents them. This »somethingdvsas the
mode of perception giresentation of the refereik or of the meanind/v by
or to a particular actor or systetdsing phenomenological terminologys
appreentsVk andMy, i.e.the present/ renders the abaéMr andMv present.

The difference betweelk and Mk cannot be sought in their ontglcal
status, but rather only in their functiofhe signifier is active, refential, indi
cative, and communicative because its function is to refer to somethieg oth
than itself,namely toMk andMw. In contrastthe referent is passive, nonrefer
ential, silent, and nenommunicative because its function is to be referred to
and to be. This is why Peirce says thathingis a signifier unless it is inter
preted asa signfier (1902: § 308) and Chandler adds thaythingcan be a
signifier if it is interpreted as a signifier, i.e. interpreted as signifyingrefest
ring to soméhing other than itself (2002: 17Accordingly,aM = Db SI€EALED
for one observer sintp the nonsymbolicobjectMr= b S C, Avheleds for
another observer it ihe symbolic object osignifierMs= b S C thdt &/in
bolizes the meaningh= LAW AND JUSTICE

Within the sendereceivermodel of comrmunicationor semiosis such a
stance @arly demotes the sender and promotes theuwecas the relevant and
crucial actor in decidingvhetheror not something is a signifief. someoneM
= bLI FTS, isHhis$noveEindemtbcommunicative sigivs (e.g. greeting
someone elsg)r simply a norcommunicative behavidvk ( e . g . cooling
head)?Even though it is not negligible what the Hifter intended, it is more
important how the observer interprets tmigvementbecausehe degree of

comectivity (seechapter 2.8) dependsontheohser er 6 s i nterpret a:

® As arguedin chapter 2.8 on the nordualistic triangle, it idftendiffi cult to cleary distin
guish whethepsomehing«Mis anMs or anMk because it is up to the observer in a patti
lar context to draw this distinction. This ambiguity stems from the fact thatMscthd Mk
belong to the same ontological levied, the level of the world.
In analogy to the wavparticleduality in Quantum Physics, which shows that microscopic
objects sometimes manifestemselvess waves and sometimes as patrticles, we may speak
of a »signifierreferentduality« in Semiotics, which shows that objects sometimes function
as signifiers andometimes as referents.
Moreover, for »something« to be 8 it is not necessary that someone knaviit My or
Mk is symbolized or indicated, but ortlyat someMv or Mr is symbolized or indicated. For
exampl e, being in a foreign country, -I may i
fier, namely a gesture ven t hough | d o n &Bimilaktynam wmpty lora t it n
floating signfier Ms has only avague, variable, unspedifile, or nonexistent meanihd,
so there is a complete disconnection betwdeandMv. SuchMs may mean whatever their
interpreers want them to mean, so they may stand for margréifit or anyMv (Chandler
2002: 7478). Here, »a sigonly means that it means&@¢ldman & Papson 1994: 50), i.e.
anMs only means that it has sorive.
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Signifiers are just like referentsmorphodiversgi.e. they may take many
different forms andappear in various shapes, e.g. written wordaterial ob
jects, acoustic soundsnages, etc. Let us build a small classification @fsth
different forms and shapeSince | conceptualizellks in terms of the mode of
perception or presentation b or Mg, my starting point will be the concept of
perception From a psycholgical perspective, Prinz holds that the perception
of internal rality (e.g. thoughts, feelings, intentgrand the peareption of ex
ternal reality (e.g. gbcts, utterancesound$ are structurally idetical (2004
200f)T maybeduetoFoer st er 6 s ( lrdlife3entatqd ercading p | e
In a similar vein, luhmann argues from a systéheoretic pespective that
meaning may be actualized in a psychic form or in a commtivecéorm
(1997: ch. 1.1ll, 1984: ch. 2, 4, Tyherefore, a first classification of signifiers
is internalpsychic signifierandexternd-communicative signifiers

Actors view ggnifiers as internajpsychic ifthey consider their source to
be located within their individual minditernatpsychic signifiersappear as
thoughts, recollections, feelings, intentipdreams,etc. For examplel may
remenberMs= MY GRANDMOTHERBARN, whichsymbolizes for mé/i =
bTHEHAPPYPERIOD OF TIME WHBMAS A CHILAND SPENTHE WEEK
ENDS AT MY GRANDMORH S bFCX R Bl dream, | see the mental image
of Ms= AWRED FLAGwhich | interpret adi= DBANGER.’

Actors view ggnifiers asexternalcommunicativeif they consider their
source to be located outside their individual mingsjn the world and reality.
Commonsub-classifications of externalommunicative signifiers areerbalvs
visual vs olfactory vs auditoryvs tactile signifiers,geduresand facial expres
sions,or action signgD. Williams 1999) Linguistic signifiers play a partieu
larly important role: As Berghaus argueasnduage is the primary medium of
conmunication because erbal or written expression isin comparison to
body movements, objects, picturesi the most obvious sign that someone
wants to communicate something to sume else (Berghaus 2003: 137).

3.2.20nomasiology The previous discussion leatts the nexk relevant table of
topic, i.e. the study ofthe process frond MdY D MD. This process corres contents

ponds inmanyaspects t@mnomasiology(or encoding, see Hall 1973).dtopts

the perspective of the siggender or speakethe starting point is a pactilar
meaningMv whose signifiefs) is (are then sought, e.g. synchraally at a
given time, diachronically in different times, or diatopically in diffetplaces
(Baldinger 1998, Blank & Koch eds. 2003)he processwhere one meaning
corresponds to several signifsis notated as Mvd Y DMD +ZEIM +. et c

" The idea ofan internalpsychic signifier is inompatible with standard Semiotics which
views signifiers exclusively as external and communicative phenomena. Only CBarles
Peirce, Jacques Lacan and Jean Piaget worked on theigghtor mental signifiers.

8| have used and keep using two types oftiobs for signifiersFor signifiers in general |
use the notatiofks = b ,éely. the facial expressik= b TO WI NK AN EVYE
O N Edr the French wordls= b P O U.\B@ If Raant to emphasize linguistic signi

o

AT

fier, e.g.aword or setence, lad 0 use the 00 brackets between

italics, e. gpowdirincethebyd n st viSikeersdea inecfoe libil.
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Figure 3.1l : Onomasiology

semiotic triangle 1 semiotic triangle 2
Mty Mew
Ms Mg VEs VEr

How can one particular meaning be presented by several distinct signifiers?
For example, the meaningw = A8IMAL WITH WINGS, FEATHERS, AND A
BEAK THAT LAYS EGGHAT CANSUALLY FLAND THACANSOMETIMES
SIN@ may be presented by tiSpanishword Mis= PRJARD as well as by

the visual image offs = ATBSAND DRAWING OUMNGNTHE SHAPE OF A
BIRID or other signifiers.The morphodiversity of signifiers, which Have

talked about previouslythustranslates into aignifier contingencyFor oneiv

there are severabfteninterchangeabl®k. These make up amomasiological

field, in contrast to a seramlogical field, and constitute synonymy, in contrast

to polysemy (Balthger 1998) In terms ofGenerative Grammahow can one
particular deep structure be presented by several distinct surface structures?
Deep structuresre implicit, hidden, and often unconscious meaning struc
tures, whereas surface structuaesexplicit, manifest, and conscious signifier
structures Fowler 1971: 10ffJackendoffl990.

In a sociological example (modified from Roy 200hereis the deep
structureMiv = THE EXTERIOR CAUSHEE INTERI@R which may be
transformed intoseveraldistinct surface structuresuch as the uttences or
thoughtsMis = TBE RAIN MAKES MIPBAWs = HIBUPBRINGING DETER
MINED HIS PERSONXDITVBs= SHE WAS IMPRED BY HIS WORD)$r
Ms= TBIS PAINTINGVESMEANIDEA.

Figure 3.111 : Exampleof a deepstructureandsurface structure

o | Mu= THE EXTERIOR CAUSES THE INTERIOR
§ g (= external and (= linking the exterior| (= the internal and
o2 objectiveto an andtheinterior in a psychicinterior of

o individual actoy causeeffectrelation) anindividual actoy

o | Mis= THE RAI&N é MAKE&E S é ME SAD.
§ g Mes = | HISUPBRINGING é DETERMI NE|éHISPERSONALITY.
E é Mes= | é HIS WORDS. éBYEé SHE WASVPRESSED

? Ms= | THIS PAINTING é Gl BES é ME |BBW.
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Let us look at a typial Social Science example related to powdwdifying a
linguistic example from Wierzbicka (1996: 1147), the deep structure of a
prototypical order is something likeh= b X THI NKS: I WANT
SAYS TO Y: DO Z. X THINKSILL DO Z BECAUSHBFD. This definition,
couched in Natural Semantic Metalanguage, conforms to the classical-Weber
ian view of power in whiclkomeone wants to impose his will on another per
son who is supposed to carry out some actidow, if a father notices that his
six-year oldson hagorgotten to close the refrigeratdioor, he may resort to a
prototypical orderin thefirst step, the father may make up his miedy. Mm=
dl THINK: | WANT MY SON TO CLOSRHFREGERATAFOOR. He may
thenpresent thisneaningwith its abovementioned deep structurenany dif
ferent surface structures.g.by giving his sonthe explicitorderMis = SBUT
THE DOOROTHE FRIDGETy uttering the reproadis = DAH, YOU NEVER
CLOSE THE REFRIGERAT, by making a particlar gestue or facial expres
sion such a8®s=DF ROWNI NG AND POl NDJoNdBuskhg THE
other signifiers.The deep semantic structure of a prototypical orwdidwd
may thus be translated intagyeeatvariety ofmorphodiversesignifiers D MD.
Sometimes ta process of onomasiology cannot be carried out because the
meaningMv does not have a signifidds or the actor cannot find a signifibk.
The first case representsignifier gap or in Lexicology, it is calleda lexical
gap Lyons 1977:ch. 9.6). For example,even though the meanifgu= d T O
BE NO L ONGE R lekiddIdgd fhYheé German woltds= DS ATT D
the meaningu= dT O BE NI RSOB®d&E Rxicdlized in any
Geman word so that a lexical g&y = 1DDoccurs.The second case repre
sents a sort of »speechlessness«meExpressibility« because somearamot
express a particular meaning shes in mind, because people may mean or
imagine more than tlyeare able to express or utter (Frawl92: 54)
These two casemay pose a serious problem fompapaches that anag
their research objeét be it power, romantic love, or socialisimonly on the
level of the signifieMs. The reason is thaasesin which a particular meaning
Mu exists but nqeasily) appresenting signifieMs, would remaintheoretically
underexposd, or worse, they may become theoretically invisifile circum
ventsuchprobens, it is often necessary to take the level of the meakings
the methodological priority or starting powwhere signifier gaper inexpressi
bility problemsdo not(yet) matterand do not limithe analysis.

o o table of
3.3 Signifier and Classification contents

Apart fromonomasiology thereis another proceshat concerrs the signifier
and thatl will call classification This process leads from the refer¥htto the
meaningMv and findly to the signifierMs. The refereni which is usually seen
as silent, nonreferential, and passivis actively taken up andassifiedby an
actor or discoursby attribuing a particularsignifier or wordto it.

In this classificon process, theeferent may be assigned to one single
signifier, notated asd Med Y DMD Y M, or to several different signi
fiers,notated asl Med Y DMD Y BsMandd Med Y DRGD VY L

Y
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Figure 3.1V : Classification

semiotic triangle 1 semiotic triangle 2
Mty Mew
Ms Mg VEs VEr

This process of classification is th&actinverse process of extension: Where

as inclassification, the direction leads from the referent to the f&gnin ex

tension, the direction leads from the signifier to the referent. @tzg&n can

be seen as a sort of »semantic ascent«, in contrast to extension as a »semantic
descent«, bmause classification implies abstraction, generéidinaand reduc

tion (Roy 2004: 32, 308).

In classification a particular referenik is 7 by the intermediary othe
meaningMu 1 put into a larger class containing other referents and labeled by a
spedfic signifier Ms. In the following, | will look at two cases of classification.

(1) The first case is the procee$d Med Y DMD VY BsH, as in the
s ent dweetgis aibird The referentivir = TWEETA maybei by the
intermediate stopoveviv = ANIMAIWITH WINGS, FEATHERS, AND A BEAK
THAT LAYS EGGBEHAT CAN USUALLY ,FAKND THATAN SOMETIMES
SIN® i classifiedby the Englishword Mis = BIRID. In this case, theefe-
rent is a single subordinakdthatis classifiedas a member ad supeordinate
M, namely the signifierAs we have seen above in the egien approach, the
superordinate signifieMls = B&RIA contains or refers to many other sub
ordinate referents, such ktr= TBIS NIGHTINGAYLBFR =DTHE PENGUINS
IN BERLKE ZOM, MR = DALL SPRROWB, Mr =DTHE EAGLE @ENGHIS
KHAND, MPr = DROAD RUNNERetc.

These relations of supmdination and subordination are often called taxo
nomy. Consequently, lassification implies anonymizationand homogeniza
tion (Berger & Luckmann 1966&h. 1.2, Kleiber 1990: 12f) That is, a indivi-
dual uniqueandidiosyncraticreferentsuch asd TWEETJ is put intotheano
nymous and generaignifier DBIRID. Also, distinct and heterogeneous refer
entssuch adTWEETE anddTHE EAGLE GFENGHISHAN are putinto
the same global and homogenizing signifidBIRID. From the perspective of
this superordinate signifieall its subordinate referents airaistinguistable,
equivalent, and of the same kin@r, to take a more sociological examplee
subordinate etion Mk = THEUSAPRESSURES IRAQ TORMRAW FROM
KUWAIT BY FEBRUARS &ay be classified by an Iraqi newspaper as the
superordinatdés = ERTORTICD
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(2) The second case of classification is more complex, nambbn a
particular referents classifed byseveraldifferent signifiers as in the process
dMed YDMD Y BsMandd Med Y DRGD Y B This is another type
of the abovementionesignifier contingencypecause several distinct signifiers
are attributed to the same referdt (in the case of cksification) or to the
same meaniniyl (in the case of onomasiologyjor example,he referentviir
= TWEETA may be classified abls = BIRID, Mis = CDTID, or Ms =
DANIMAD. And theactionMr = HENRY PARKED THE CAR 8EREy be
labeledby a policema asMis= ILDEGAD and by a judge dgfs= LBGAD.
Whereas in the Tweetyxample, the different classifications do not contradict
each other, in the parkedhrexample, the classifications cordiet each other.

Such classification divergences also i@pe on a much more fundamental
level in cognitive and communicative systems. In our pragmatic and everyday
lifeworld, some referenk may be ontologically classified &'s= DS-OME
THI N@E3= DNOT Hor MisGD DE V E R Y. Fai Indta@cBlooking
intoMr= dTHE | NTHEROOM®RI mayclasEify itas containindvis
= DN OT HaheMegada scientist malassify it as containingps= D S-OME
T HI1 Nob@cause the room is full afvisible »some things« such as air mole
cules, bacteria, and electromagoevaves. Orto take a moresociological
example,l classify the referenMk = dSTHERNED A RO OMEEd
DRATIONAA C T | Gdét¢duse she wanted to look at the people behind her,
whereas a newspaper article may classify iad8s= SDCIAIREACTI OND
because someone behind her tapped on her shoalddra physician may
classify itasM;s = BDDYREFLER because shmvoluntatly turned around
because of a sudden pain in her badke same reasoning may be applied to
other fundamental questions: Is »&hing«, such asn >employed s -n o n
noticing a fireoutbreak, classifiedasé t h e e mpabksiveared eogrstive
experiencingoras €&t he erimpd megligeacd and thus punishable
actior? (see Fuchs 1999b: 31f, Luhmann 1918 »something«sich as an
avalanche in a mountain villageemantically portrayed as a natueskentdue
to nonvolitional physical forces or as a deliberatdion d someone, such as a
terrorist or maybe GodPs »something«, such a& particulareventin the
Middle East classified as amilitary intervention, a war of aggressiothe
liberation from dictatorship, a p®mptive strike, a holy war, an economic
quest for petroleum, or a defensive war?

The concept of classification divergence can be linked to-Digadism.
Firstly, a classification divergence may be thNat=d T HE E AsRcladsid
fied by the French Astronomical Society s = D R O WaNdDbi the Flat
Earth Society ad®s = FDAD. Both Societies thus simultaneousjive con
tradictory descriptiorclassifications of the samébjectreferent. Secondly, in
chaper 2.4, | showed thadince the world and objects adescriptions and
meanings, it follows that if descriptions and meanings change, the world and
objects change too. The conclusion of both approaches ithératire simul
taneously different or contradory worlds, objects, or realities, i.e. Flat Earth
Society members live on a flat earth and French Astronomical Society mem
bers live on a round earth.
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Such classification divergences may simply be viewed as differences or
they may escalate intwonflicts. And such conflicts areften about extremely
fundamental classifications. For instance, Pinker (2007) shows how the seven
billion-dollar-question in a legal disputeaswhetherMr= THE9/11TERRO
RIST ATTACK ON THE WORLD TRADE GENSER be clased asMs =
b ONE EVWEBNMsb b TWO E MBEUhM&Y a central Social Sci
enceresearchguestionis how, why, and by whom a particuleaferentis clas
sified differently.’

Classification is an unavoidable and import@nbcessin cognitive and
social systemsit is by putting referents be it actionspeople events, objects,
etci into typifying classes that cognitive or social systesospréiend them
and make them conneble. This can be seen in classification utterances such
a sHe s gayior Urhe contract is invalid In this sense, classificatiospecify,
clarify, or judge referents that are unspecified, unclear, or nebtnainstance,
in the above utterancedelland ithe contracliare assigned to one particular
and clearsociocogntivec | a s s , gaalimed nyd hetwaéxualand U
t dnvalidd a n d validit dlegaldiCiassification is importariecauset
is the bass for further operations be theymental, emotional, discursive, or
behavioral operationisi.e. depending on the class that a referent is put into, it
is treatedbr continueddifferently.

Let us look abne of the abovementioned examples jfidge makes the
c | as s i fhe camtract @ nnvalid the contractors know that the obliga
tions and righd stipulated in thie contract are null and void so that they cannot
be legally enforcedConsequently, the contractors ardikely to comply with
their contract obligations and will probably not sue each othearicalleged
failure to comply withsucha contract obligationClassification is especially
crucial in law because legal operatidne.g. to sue someone, to waive a right,
to comply with a norm, ett usually depend on legal classificatidne.g. va
lid vs invalid, legal vs illegal, married ammarried, firstdegree murder vs
seconddegree murdegntitled vs not entlied, etc.

The use oftlassificationis an importanpsychicand communicative i
strument in order to construct the world as a known, normal, structured, and
comprehensible wid. Ethnomethodological studies have shown that if an
actor comes across another actor, a situation, or behavior that aimeomal,
chaotic, strange, unfamiliar, or incomprehensible, processes of nortioaliza
occur. That is, by applying particulaignifiers, the abnormal is rendered
normal, the chaotic is rendered structuraatithe incomprehesible is render
ed comprehensible. This becomes clear in the (funny) accounts of (serious)
ethnomethodological breaching experimentsvhich the expemente inten
tionally provokes a critical or abnormal situation in an everyday situdjon
violating certain common sense conventiaarsd the subjects typically seek to

° This topic ofclassification divergence®ne referent is classified by divergent signifiers) is
structually very similar to the topic aineaning divergence®ne signifier is interpreted as
having divergent meanings). Since | will discuss the latter topic in chaptertave limk
tedmy discussion her® some brief remarks









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































