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ABSTRACT

This thesis presents a communicative account of personhood that argues for the
inseparability of the metaphysical and the practical concepts of a person. It
connects these two concepts by coupling the question “what is a person”
(concerning the necessary conditions of personhood) with the question "how does
one become a person"(concerning its genetic conditions). It argues that
participation in social interactions that are characterized by mutual recognition
and giving-and-taking reasons implied by the practical concept of a person is in
fact an ecological and developmental condition for an entity to possess the kind of
characteristics and capacities such as reflexive self-consciousness addressed by the
metaphysical concept. The chief theoretical contribution of the dissertation
research lies, accordingly, in demonstrating that an adequate metaphysical concept
of a person has to make reference to the kind of social processes that are necessary
for the emergence and development of the distinguishing attributes of persons
among other moving, perceiving, desiring and cognizing agents.
Methodologically, it undertakes an original philosophical analysis that is enriched
by an interdisciplinary investigation of several notions and insights from semiotics,
comparative and developmental psychology, cognitive science and anthropology.

The main argument of the thesis is that one becomes a person through
internally recreating a social, communicative process; namely, that of dialogical
transformation of habits. We find the paradigmatic case of this social process in
mutual persuasion. The internalization of this process in the form of an inner
dialogue cultivates a social self that is in ongoing communication with the
embodied, organismic self of uncritically habituated attitudes, convictions and
desires. This inner dialogue can be conceived as a temporally extended process of
self-persuasion, which is characterized by an ongoing strive for attaining higher
degrees of self-control; that is, for achieving a more coherent alignment between
our habits and the kind of person we would like to be. It starts with self-
interpretation and self-evaluation, and culminates in the formation of higher-order
desires that facilitate habit-change and novel habit formation in accordance with
certain social, moral, aesthetical or intellectual categories and norms one comes
to endorse. For this reason, self-induced, deliberate habit-change is also a process
of appropriation or self-appropriation, through which we strive to cultivate habits
of feeling, thinking, acting that we can deem more truly ours.

The thesis demonstrates that the capacity for engaging in this kind of self-
persuasion consists chiefly in the capacities for metasemiosis, perspective-taking,
and for cultivating habits of reflexivity. It explicates how all these capacities have
a social origin and ultimately a social function by showing that they all presuppose
certain higher-order communicative patterns that arose through an evolutionary



and cultural history, and develop through the internal reconstruction of these
patterns as cognitive-semiotic processes.

The thesis concludes that becoming a kind of being who can engage in self-
persuasion, thus a person, consists ultimately in internalizing the patterns of
communicative social interactions in the form of an ongoing auto-communication.



KURZBESCHREIBUNG

Die vorliegende Arbeit prasentiert eine kommunikative-semiotische Theorie der
Personlichkeit, die fiir die Untrennbarkeit der metaphysischen und praktischen
Konzepte einer Person argumentiert. Sie verbindet diese beiden Konzepte, indem
sie die Frage ,Was ist eine Person? mit der Frage ,Wie wird man eine Person?
verkniipft. Es wird behauptet, dass das praktische Konzept einer Person, welches
die Teilnahme an sozialen Interaktionen impliziert—die von der gegenseitigen
Anerkennung und dem Geben und Nehmen von Griinden geprigt ist—,
tatsdchlich eine 6kologische und entwicklungsbedingte Voraussetzung fiir das
Erwerben und Besitzen der Art von Grundeigenschaften wie Reflexivitit und
Selbstbewusstsein darstellt, die vom metaphysischen Konzept einer Person
angesprochen werden. Der hauptsachliche theoretische Beitrag der Studie besteht
dementsprechend darin zu zeigen, dass ein hinreichendes metaphysisches Konzept
einer Person auf die Art von sozialen Prozessen verweisen muss, die der
Entstehung und Entwicklung der Unterscheidungsmerkmale von Personen unter
anderen sich bewegenden, wahrnehmenden, begehrenden und erkennenden
Entititen zugrunde liegen. In Bezug auf ihre Methode fithrt die Arbeit eine
originelle philosophische Analyse durch, die von einer interdiszipliniren
Untersuchung einschligiger Themen aus Semiotik, der vergleichenden
Psychologie und  Entwicklungspsychologie, ~Kognitionswissenschaft —und
Anthropologie bereichert wird.

Das Hauptargument der These ist, dass Person-Werdung in der
Verinnnerlichung eines sozialen, kommunikativen Prozesses besteht, namlich der
dialogischen ~ Transformation =~ von  Gewohnheiten. ~ Wir  finden den
paradigmatischen Fall dieses sozialen Prozesses in der gegenseitigen Hberzeugung.
Die Verinnerlichung dieses Prozesses in Form eines inneren Dialogs kultiviert ein
soziales Selbst, das mit dem verkorperten, organismischen Selbst der unkritisch
habituierten ~ Haltungen, Uberzeugungen und  Wiinschen  permanent
kommuniziert. Dieser innere Dialog lasst sich als zeitlich ausgedehnter Prozess der
Selbstiiberzeugung verstehen, der durch ein kontinuierliches Streben nach einem
héheren Grad an Selbstkontrolle gekennzeichnet ist. Das heiBit, um eine
kohérentere Abstimmung zwischen unseren Gewohnheiten und der Vorstellung
der Person zu erreichen, die wir gerne waren. Dieser Prozess der
Selbstiiberzeugung beginnt mit der Selbstinterpretation und Selbstbewertung und
gipfelt in  der Herausbildung von  héherstufigen ~ Wiinschen,  die
Gewohnheitsainderung und Gewohnheitsbildung in Hbereinstimmung mit
bestimmten befirworteten sozialen, moralischen, asthetischen oder
intellektuellen Kategorien und Normen ermdéglichen. Aus diesem Grund ist die
selbstinduzierte, reflexive Gewohnheitsinderung auch ein  Prozess der
Selbstaneignung, durch den wir uns bemiihen, die Gefiihls- wie Denk- und



Handelnsgewohnheiten zu etablieren, die wir auf authentischere Weise als unsere
betrachten konnen.

Die Arbeit demonstriert, dass die Fahigkeit, sich auf diese Art der
Selbstiiberzeugung einzulassen, hauptsichlich in den Fahigkeiten (i) zur
Metasemiose, (ii) zur Einnahme von Perspektiven und (iii) zur Herausbildung von
Gewohnheiten der Umgewohnung besteht. Es wird erlautert, wie all diese
Fahigkeiten einen sozialen Ursprung und letztendlich eine soziale Funktion
besitzen, indem gezeigt wird, dass sie alle bestimmte Kommunikationsmuster
héherer Ordnung voraussetzen, die durch eine Evolutions- und Kulturgeschichte
entstanden sind und sich durch die interne Rekonstruktion dieser Muster als
kognitiv-semiotische Prozesse entwickeln.

Die Arbeit kommt zu dem Schluss, dass die Entstehung einer Art von
Wesen, das sich selbst iberzeugen kann, also Person-Werdung, letztendlich darin
besteht, die Muster kommunikativer sozialer Interaktionen in Form einer

fortlaufenden Autokommunikation zu verinnerlichen.



TIIVISTELMA

Viitoskirjassa kasitellddn persoonuuden kommunikatiivista prosessia ja osoitetaan,
ettd persoonan metafyysiset ja kdytannolliset kisitteet ovat erottamattomat. Nama
kaksi kasitettd yhdistetddn tarkastelemalla kysymyksid ”mikd on persoona” ja
“miten tullaan persoonaksi”. Viitoskirjassa osoitetaan, etti osallistuminen
sosiaaliseen kanssakdymiseen, johon kuuluu persoonan kiytinnon kasitteeseen
kuuluva vastavuoroinen tunnustaminen sekd kompromissi, on itse asiassa
entiteetin ekologinen ja kehityksellinen olotila, jossa se saavuttaa piirteitd ja
taitoja, kuten persoonan metafyysisen kasitteen mukainen refleksiivinen
itsetietoisuus. Viitoskirjan keskeinen teoreettinen tavoite on osoittaa, ettd
persoonan onnistuneessa metafyysisesséi kasitteessa on otettava huomioon
sosiaaliset prosessit, jotka ovat valttiméattomia persoonan erityisten attribuuttien
kehittymiselle, kuten liikkuminen, havaitseminen, haluaminen seka kognitiiviset
agentit. Vaitoskirjan metodologia koostuu filosofisesta analyysista, jota
monitieteisesti rikastutetaan semiotiikan, vertailevan ja kehityspsykologian,
kognitiivisten tieteiden ja antropologian lahestymistavoilla.

Viitoskirjan keskeinen teesi on, ettd agentista tulee persoona, kun se luo
uudestaan sisdisesti sosiaalisen, kommunikatiivisen prosessin, toisin sanoen
tapojen dialogisen transformaation kautta. Tamin sosiaalisen prosessin
paradigmaattinen esimerkki on molemminpuolinen vakuuttaminen. Sen
sisdiistiminen sisdisen dialogin muotoon kehittdd sosiaalista minuutta, joka on
jatkuvassa kommunikaatiossa epakriittisten asenteiden, vakaumusten ja halujen
elimellisesti ruumiillistuneen minén kanssa. Tama sisdinen dialogi voidaan mieltaa
itsensd suostuttelun prosessiksi. Itsensa suostuttelu on jatkuva pyrkimys saavuttaa
itschillinnan korkeampia tasoja, toisin sanoen saattaa yhteen tapamme ja se
persoona, joka haluaisimme olla. Se alkaa itsearviolla ja huipentuu niiden
ylevimpien halujen muodostumiseen, jotka edistavit persoonan tapojen muutosta
niiden tiettyjen sosiaalisten, moraalisten, esteettisten ja intellektuaalisten normien
mukaisesti, joita yksilo alkaa noudattamaan. Téstd syysta itse toteutettu tapojen
muutos on myos itsensa hallitsemisen prosessi, jonka kautta me voimme kehittaa
tapoja, joita pidimme aidommin ominamme.

Viitoskirja osoittaa, ettd taito ryhtyad itsensd suostutteluun muodostuu
paasaantoisesti  kyvystd metasemioosiin, perspektiivin - ottamisesta  sekd
refleksiivisyyden kehittimisesta. Se esittaa, etta kaikilla nailld taidoilla on
sosiaalinen alkuperd ja viime kadessd sosiaalinen merkitys, osoittamalla, ettd ne
kaikki edellyttavat tiettyja ylevimpia kommunikatiivisia malleja, jotka nousevat
kehitys- ja kulttuurihistoriasta ja kehittyvat naiden mallien sisiisen rekonstruktion
kautta kognitiivis—semioottisina prosesseina.

Lopuksi vaitoskirja osoittaa, ettd tuleminen sellaiseksi olevaksi, joka voi
toteuttaa itsensd suostuttelun, toisin sanoen persoonaksi, muodostuu viime



kadessa sosiaalisen kanssakaymisen kommunikatiivisten mallien sisaistamisesta
Y
jatkuvan autokommunikaation muodossa.
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THE FIRST PART:
PERSONHOOD AND COMMUNICATION

| IN PLACE OF AN INTRODUCTION

This thesis approaches the question of what kind of being a person is through an
investigation of the question of how a being becomes a person. The "what"
question typically addresses certain necessary and sufficient conditions of
personhood such as rationality and self-consciousness, which are then linked to
what personhood implies in the practical domain, such as a moral standing or
certain rights and responsibilities. The "how" question addresses, on the other
hand, its genetic conditions; that is, those that essentially characterize the origin
and mode of formation of that kind of being we designate a person. In philosophy
this latter question is rarely put, arguably because it is deemed largely irrelevant
to the former, analytic question, with the notable exception of medieval theories
of creation or communication of a soul to a body. In various other fields several
aspects of the genesis of persons attract more attention, but these are not
investigated through particularly philosophical questions: how the human species
came to possess its present form, how the human infant develops cognitively and
socially, how the moral and legal status of persons differ from culture to culture
or across historical periods, or how normatively structured social systems
emerged would be some representative examples. I argue that the genetic and the
analytic questions are intimately related to one another, to the effect that we need
an understanding of the origins of personhood in order to reach an adequate
understanding what personhood consists in. By an adequate understanding I mean
a holistic exposition of the metaphysical, intersubjective and practical dimensions
of personhood in their integrity.

I translate the "how" question into a philosophical one in terms of
constitutive relations: a person is a kind of being who not only exists in relations,
but also originates and consists in them. What kind of relations, then, are these? |
argue that persons originate and consist in relations of mediation; namely, in
certain semiotic interactions. Semiosis, in a broad sense, is sign-activity or sign-
process. A sign can be anything, from odors to arguments, that acquires meaning
in being interpreted as referring to something beyond itself. Semiosis denotes
processes of sign interpretation, be they intellectual, affective, perceptual,
interpersonal or collective, which give rise to meaning and may further result in
the establishment of enduring meaning structures in the form of individual habits
of interpretation, social meanings or cultural artifacts. All living beings exist in
semiotic interactions; that is to say, their activity takes place in a selectively
meaningful environment, whose features are revealed and engaged with on the
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basis of expectations, values and goals. Among these, a significant portion are
inter-individual or communicative. Semiotic interactions that are constitutive of
persons, on the other hand, are temporally extended and gradually sophisticated
intersubjective processes of interpretation that are embedded in a particularly
social and cultural environment, and yield certain habits of thought, emotion and
action that ultimately make up the person. To these latter I refer as person-making
dispositions. Representative examples would be critical self-evaluation, acting in
accordance with reasons, or adopting a personal attitude towards others. Not all
dispositions of a person originate through intersubjective semiotic interactions—
for instance a capacity for multimodal perception or long-term memory. Person-
making dispositions, on the other hand, can all be traced back to sustained
formative semiotic interactions with other persons, which are mediated by and
further give rise to meaning structures of an intersubjective, social and ultimately
cultural nature. Becoming a person, I claim, is an intersubjectively extended and
culturally scaffolded process of semiotic habit formation and habit-change, which
culminates in the constitution of a being who can understand, evaluate and resolve
to change its own habits of thought, emotion and action by recreating this
originally intersubjective semiotic interaction as an intrasubjective one—as self-
interpretation and self-control, or as self-persuasion, where both are united. In
other words, persons are beings who engage in a communicative self-relation
characterized by persuasion, which derives its form from intersubjective
interactions and its medium (signs) from a cultural world. This self-relation
implies intrapersonal interactions between different thoughts, like when we think
about a belief, between different perspectives, like when we adopt a normative
attitude towards a desire we have, or between past and future selves, like when
we regret our past actions or evaluate our imagined future predicaments.

The theoretical aim of this thesis is twofold. Firstly, it aims to demonstrate
that the metaphysical and practical dimensions of personhood are revealed to be
not at all distinct but intimately related when we approach the question from a
genetic perspective. As I discuss in the following section, it is commonplace in
philosophy to treat these two as yielding two distinct senses of personhood, the
one related to essential properties of persons and the other to relational statuses
such as moral responsibility or dignity. I intend to show how the characteristic
dispositions of a person not only allow for the attribution of intentional agency,
accountability, bestowal of rights and responsibilities, or adoption of a personal
attitude towards the being manifesting them, but they are equally products of
intersubjective interactions characterized by personal attitudes, norms, social and
cultural practices. Secondly, the thesis aims to present an interdisciplinary
portrayal of personhood by using the framework of semiotics as a mediator to
integrate the implications of established bodies of research and theorizing on
several other, related questions: What are the commonalities and differences
between various forms or modes of communication in human social interactions

and across species? How are reflexive thought and cultural artifacts such as
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symbolic sign-systems related? How does the human animal come to acquire the
essential qualities of a person and are these continuous or discontinuous with other
animals? What kind of a role the human cultural niche plays in the emergence and
development of these qualities? How do we understand others and ourselves?
Lastly, how do we acquire social meanings and come to participate in norm
governed interactions?

The thesis will touch upon these questions as well in grounding its core
premises; namely, (i) that a communicative self-relation is essentially
characteristic of personhood in all its core dimensions, at the intersection of which
we find the capacity for self-persuasion, (ii) that self-persuasion is an internalized
semiotic interaction of a particular kind, whose paradigmatic instance is mutual
persuasion, (iii) that it depends for its emergence and development on the
capacities for reflexive semiosis, perspective-taking, and establishing higher-order
habits of reflexivity, and (iv) that all of these latter originate firstly within
intersubjective semiotic interactions and secondly in the psychological domain.

The kind of communicative social interaction that can introduce such a
mediation into the operation of psychological processes has a particular focus and
function that are not representative of all communicative phenomena among
persons as well as non-persons. Communication in its basic and phylogenetically
prior function consists in the coordination of actions. This coordinative function
can be fulfilled even in the case when the involved sign processes are completely
transparent, such as a bird's mating song cognized not as such but as an attractive
quality in itself. Social relations that are more complex require a coupling of
individual processes of interpretation to the degree that not only behavior but also
attitudes can be coordinated and a shared view of reality can be formed. In this
context, communication acquires further, self-reflexive functions; namely, the
negotiation of attitudes of agents towards one another and the world, and the
creation and modification of social meanings and habits of interpretation. Any
communicative interaction characterized by such self-reflexivity is termed
transformative communication. In distinction to coordinative communication, it
does not rely on shared meaning and common goals but aims towards creation,
modification and negotiation of meaning. The form of intrapersonal
communication at work in reflexive self-control through self-persuasion
originates precisely in this transformative kind. The thesis demonstrates how
transformative communication in ontogeny semiotically, normatively and
psychologically scaffolds the development of the capacities for reflexive semiosis,
perspective-taking and formation of habits of reflexivity; that is, for the
recognition and modification of sign relations, for the coordination of various
social perspectives and the development of a self-concept, and for the deliberate
habituation of practices of normative evaluation of past actions as well as control
of cognitive and affective processes with reference to projections of a self into the
future with whom one volitionally identifies with.
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The first two premises are explicated and partly discussed in sections 1.2 and
[.3 against the background of an exposition of the philosophical concept of a
person in section I.1. The third and fourth premises are briefly outlined in section
1.3, while their exposition and defense make up the majority of the present thesis.
Chapter II establishes the theoretical framework of the thesis and introduces the
key terms and notions. There I introduce the concepts of transformative and
coordinative communication, which are central to the main argument. An
introductory presentation of these can be also found in section I.3. Chapter III
situates the twofold differentiation of communication presented in the previous
chapter in the broad field of communication theory, in particular connection to
the analysis of multiple relational and metalinguistic levels of communication in
the relational theory of Gregory Bateson and Paul Watzlawick. Chapter IV
presents an exposition of Peircean semiotics and discusses several of its key
philosophical implications in relation to varieties of signification and meaning. The
chapter addresses in particular the later pragmaticist semiotics of Peirce, which
links semiosis to the concepts of deliberate habit-formation and self-control.
While in the context of Peirce's theory I focus rather on the abstract logical
structure of signification and his logic of relations, Chapter V discusses semiosis
and reflexive semiosis (referred to as metasemiosis) in the concrete context of
animal (including human) communication, social learning and culture. The
chapter further investigates the nature, origins and function of reflexive semiosis
in reference to contemporary cognitive semiotics and biosemiotics. It lastly
presents a communicational interpretation of the biosemiotic concept of semiotic
scaffolding in reference to Lev Vygotsky's sociocultural theory of development
and Bateson's concept of metacommunication, in order to explicate from the
semiotic perspective how transformative communication operates on meaning
structures. Chapter VI focuses on how transformative communication operates in
ontogeny. It demonstrates firstly, drawing chiefly on the work of Lev Vygotsky
(and partly of Colwyn Trevarthen), how external, intersubjective scaffolding of
processes of interpretation is internalized as internal scaffolding of higher order
cognition, with particular emphasis on the origins of discursive thought in inner
speech. Chapter VII shifts the focus to the development of perspective-taking in
reference to George Herbert Mead's pragmatist-semiotic notion of perspective
and his account of the development of the self-concept through social interactions.
Lastly, Chapter VIl investigates the notions of habit, habit-change and self-control
and argues that the kind of reflexivity characteristic of personhood is embodied in
a habit of habit-change; that is, in an ongoing inner dialogue with intrapersonal
perspectives where we identify with certain normatively evaluated attitudes and
disown others in an effort to align the former with our actions through embodying
them in habits of feeling, thought and action.

The account of personhood that comes out this investigation constitutes a
contrasting alternative to any view that regards the essential dispositions of a
person as given or non-derivable properties (as transcendent or transcendental
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properties of human souls or minds), or explains their development in terms of a
maturation or mere blossoming of species-specific, inborn faculties. This is
because the present work regards person-making dispositions ultimately as
dispositions of the (empirically given) human being and maintains that their
semiotic and psychological underpinnings are more continuous than discontinuous
with other (non-human) animal dispositions. It further identifies the appropriate
domain of the investigation of their development as the particular semiotic
properties and social as well as cognitive functions of human communication. I
explicitly do not pivot this investigation on verbal communication, which is often
proposed among the necessary conditions of personhood. Verbal communication
has a broader semiotic basis by focusing on which we can reach a much deeper
understanding of the relation between external, material communicational signs
and self-reflexive thought, and can place language acquisition in the context of
varieties of communicative interactions and the socio-cultural development of
higher cognitive functions. While I consider the paradigmatic form of
transformative communication to be mutual persuasion, I thereby do not
exclusively refer to something like the argumentative function of language. I
regard social negotiation and meaning construction as the general function of the
transformative mode of communication, which for this reason corresponds to a
wider and more fundamental domain of (pre-linguistic as well as extra-linguistic)
pragmatics of communication that spans to include as far as play and pretense. The
coordinative mode similarly involves but does not correspond to something like a
transmission or information function of language. Not only because transmissions
take place also via non-linguistic means, but more importantly because the
communicative coordination of action (interindividual or social/ collective), so to
speak, is the final cause of all information transfer.

The present investigation might ultimately imply that the person is not to a
category we can neatly delineate with reference to some absolute and unique
properties. On the other hand, if we regard the characteristic properties of a
person as being absolute and unique, by the same token we risk that a satisfactory
understanding of these (i.c., their nature, origin and function) ever eludes us. I
think that the virtue of conceiving these properties as being relational and
admitting of gradation and development lies precisely in that it allows us to
understand why metaphysical persons must also be social animals, accountable
agents as well as subjects of a personal attitude and addressees thereof. Such an
understanding could help restore to the human being its animality, which arguably
received heavy damage throughout the medieval as well as modern conceptions of
personhood, and place the individual in its proper context where it is inseparably
embedded phylogenetically, developmentally, culturally and socially; namely,

among fellow persons.
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I1 THE CONCEPT OF A PERSON

Arguably, the most long-lived characterization of "person" in philosophy is
rational being. The term itself, however, was not a philosophical one until it
acquired a particular significance beginning with scholasticism. Latin persona,
traceable to the Greek mpéowmov, was originally a theatrical term denoting a mask,
later to be generalized to a role or character assumed in play or in life." This latter
sense hardly lives on in the modern philosophical term, however it is clearly
associated with related notions such as personality (as character) or social roles
and identities. The characterization rational being belonged in the context of
ancient philosophy simply to the human, which still is the equivalent of person in
ordinary usage. The human being who is characterized by rationality, moreover,
was the whole entity: it is the human animal, defined by Aristotle as {@ov 16yov
gwv, who is capable of rational thought and speech,” and pursues a social and
political life, who is thereby a communal or political animal, {@ov molitikév.* For
the Aristotelian, reference to the reason or intellect is simply reference to this
whole entity, but qua having the dispositions pertaining to it by virtue of being a
"rational" animal. We find in Aristotle's characterization an approximation to the
idea that the peculiarity of the human way of being-in-the-world and being-with-
others, from self-reflection to social institutions, is to be sought for in the
centrality of communication in the human form of life and in its complexity.
Because this characterization rests on the broader ontological assumption that
speech and thinking are essentially related—a relation that was manifest already

in the polysemy of the word "Aéyo¢," which comprised speaking, explaining,

narrating as well as thinking, deliberating, reckoning; what is spoken as well as

IThe Oxford English Dictionary lists this rather obsolete sense under (I). See "person, n.". OED
Online. September 2019. Oxford University Press.
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/141476?rskey=fSeciS&result=1&isAdvanced=false (accessed
November 05, 2019).

2See Aristotle, Politics 7, 1332b3-5: While most other animals live by nature (tfj ¢voet {f) and some
by nature as well as habit (ukpa 6 &via kai toig £€0eotv), the human animal lives also by reason
(GvBpwmog 8¢ xai Adyw). See also Politics 1, 1253 a 9-10, where Aristotle refers to the same
distinguishing capacity as that of speech: Adyov 8¢ povov dvBpwomog £xet @V (Dwv.

3See Politics 1, 1253a3. See also Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1, 1098a3-5, where he maintains that
the peculiar function or work of the human being is the practical life (i.e. the life of purposeful conduct)
of the rational part (in all of the following senses: obedient to or possessing rational principle as well
as the active exercise of the rational faculty): mpoxtikn 115 T0d Adyov Eyovroc.

We do not find, on the other hand, in Aristotle's characterization a clear answer to the question
whether the human being is a social, political animal because it is capable of rational thought, or
manifests this capability by virtue of its particular sociality. The former option has often been rather
uncritically assumed in rationalist theories of the origins of social-political organization, which
commonly take off from a hypothetical natural state where rational but non-social individuals coexist
without the regulation of moral or political law. One could say that the dissolution of the intimate
relation between rationality and sociality into two possible causal directions implied in the question
would be alien to Aristotle, because his (as well as Plato's) very conception of rationality is a power of
reasoning that is interwoven with dialogical speech. Reasoning, hence, is embedded in the social
practice of conversation.
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what is thought.* Plato as well as Aristotle gave the name "loyionikév," among its
other synonyms, to that faculty in the soul where these two species-specific
activities are governed.’ In line with this basic assumption, we can infer that
deliberating with and through other people, didloyog, belongs to the specific
difference of the rational animal, whose form of life is civic.

The subsequent course of philosophy presents a gradual (albeit not linear)
shift in philosophical perspective in contemplating central questions such as what
the nature of the powers peculiar to the human being are and how these should be
cultivated, where we move from an image of the human being as a dialogical
animal, endowed by nature with intrinsically social intellectual powers, who is by
nature driven towards collective reasoning and deliberation with the purpose of
illuminating the nature of what there is and ultimately of cultivating the civic form
of life, to an image of an individual soul—a solitary seeker of truth and wisdom,
whose intellectual powers are driven towards and privately capable of reflecting
on all kinds of possible topics from the order of the universe to what morally good
behavior is.®

The philosophical concept of a person appears to have developed, moreover,
in a way that differentiates an aspect or dimension of the human being in order to
posit it against the others. Most generally, the term person marks the difference
between a natural species and a metaphysical kind. We can find the origins of such
a differentiation in one of the earliest definitions of person proposed by Boethius:
"naturae rationabilis individua substantia" (an individual substance of a rational
nature).” The theological problems surrounding the nature of the Trinity and
Christ that constitute the background of this definition need not concern us here.
It suffices to say that, on the one hand, the range of the notion is not restricted to

44 Greek-English Lexicon, Compiled by Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, 9th ed. (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1940). Plato can be indicated as the first to define thinking (diavoeioOai) in terms of an
"inner debate": "Adyog dv adty mpog avtny 1 woxn oieéépyerar,” Theateus 189e. The same formulation
appears in Sophist 263e, using this time the term "didloyog".

3See e.g. Plato, Republic 439d and Aristotle, De Anima 432a25.

°It is worthwhile to note that although Plato comes to the fore as the first philosopher who proposed the
relation between speech and thought to be one of analogy, he is also the one who initiated a gradual
prioritization of thinking (as private, internal conversation) to (public, external) conversation. This was
made possible, on the one hand, by the asymmetry of expressivity Plato assumed already at the point
he proposed the analogy; Sophist 263e4 and Philebus 38¢1-3 present a reversal of the analogy where
this time speech is described as audible "stream of thought." Then, the relation between speech and
thought is not a complex intertwinement but a mere linear hierarchy of presupposition where speech is
the expression of pure thought in a medium, which itself has no medium. Nonetheless, the fact remains
that Plato could attempt at an explication of thinking only through an analogy with speech.

Later, the Augustinian triple analysis of verbum into spoken word, inner word and thought breaks
more substantially with the Platonic analogy between speech and thinking, although it carries on with
it in terms of terminology. On the one hand, the presupposition hierarchy continues to be endorsed, and
on the other there is a clear distinction between process and substance, which places reason in the
center of gravity of the original meaning cluster of "logos." Not the act of thinking but the object, or
term of thought becomes the origin of verbum.

"Boethius, The Theological Tractates, Loeb Classical Library (Harvard University Press, [1918]1978),
Contra Eutychen et Nestorium, 111, 5, p.85.
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the human person, but extends to angelic and divine persons as individuals of a
rational nature. On the other hand, this definition arguably also allows one to
differentiate the human person from the human animal by identifying it with the
human soul. Against this implication and drawing significantly from Aristotle,
Aquinas incorporates the "rational nature" part of this formulation into his own
conception of persons, but further qualifies the "individual substance" as complete
(not being part of a nature, as human soul is), subsistent by itself (being the
ultimate owner of its nature and all the acts of this nature), and separated from
others (capable of separate existence, as opposed to second substances).®
Personhood is thus anchored in the independent and separate subsistence of a first
substance: the person is the human being, as a first substance, and not the human
soul.” This argument holds, nonetheless, only in an Aristotelian framework.
Scholastic discussions of personhood extending into modern philosophy were
characterized by differing degrees of dualism with respect to the soul and the body,
and the personality of the soul, comprising its individuality and immortality, was
clearly a central concern for adopting a more dualist position.

The modern philosophical notion of a person preserves the demarcation of
persons in terms of rationality, but it differs from the scholastic conceptions in
being further couched in explicitly psychological terms. Broadly stated, the person
is primarily the subject of self-consciousness. One of its earliest and most
influential formulations provided by Locke is centered around the problematic of
subsistence, coupled with that of identity. His definition anchors it, however, not
in a substance but in psychological continuity: a person, according to Locke, is a

thinking intelligent being, that has reason and reflection, and can consider itself as

itself, the same thinking thing in different times and places, which it does by that

consciousness, which is inseparable from thinking. '’

Although the second part of the definition, the consciousness of oneself as being
numerically identical through time and space, largely serve the same function as
does "individual substance" in Boethius' definition (namely grounding
individuation and persistence) here it is realized by a continuous, reflective self-
consciousness. Personal identity, or the sameness of a rational being, reaches "as
far as this consciousness can be extended backwards to any past action or
thought.""" Moreover, it is this consciousness, alone, that appropriates actions
past or present into the same person and thereby grounds personal concern an
accountability for them."?

8Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 111, Q. 16, Art. 12, trans. Fathers of the English Dominican
Province.

°Angels or other immaterial substances can also be persons, because they are neither partial nor
secondary substances.

Yjohn Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 11, 27.9, ed. Peter H. Nidditch, The
Clarendon Edition of the Works of John Locke (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975).

U bid,
12[bid., 27.16.
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This understanding of the person is contrasted sharply with the notion of a
living organism, which is a complex material object that has a soul and a body."
The identity of the person does not imply the identity of this complex object, nor
does it imply the identity of a soul or a body. Thus personhood is grounded not in
any (material or immaterial) substance, but in the psychological capacities the
entity in question exercises. Another striking divergence from the older tradition
is that these capacities are not conceived as the acts of a nature, but in virtue of
the unique subjectivity they bring about. To be a person is thereby to be an "I,"
which is the subject of a unified experience, extending also to the past. Locke goes
on to maintain that the consciousness of one's identity through time and space
would guarantee one's personal identity independently of the numerical identity
of the underlying substance (i.e., the soul or the body).

Leibniz also argues for a conception of personhood in terms of a special kind
of consciousness; namely, reflection, which consists in our "attention to what is
within us."'* Through this reflective inward attention we become able "to think
of that which is called ‘T’ and [...] to consider that this or that is in us."'> While he
does not deny consciousness or apperception to animals, he maintains that what is
exclusive to "rational souls" and definitive of personhood is the reflective
consciousness of an "I." This self-consciousness, in line with Locke, is also what
renders us accountable, thus susceptible to praise and blame.'® However, in
difference to Locke, it consist in the (necessarily true) knowledge of oneself as an
immaterial subsistent thing; i.e. a soul or mind. Because "reflection enables us to
find the idea of substance within ourselves, who are substances"!” and this self-
knowledge cannot be provided to the soul by memory, which yields only a
contingent association between experiences. 18

Kant's discussion of the concept of a person involves the same themes of
rationality and consciousness of one's identity through time, although his
grounding of personhood follows a clearly more complex line of argumentation.
In his formulation of the paralogism of the personality of the soul, he takes as the
major premise a definition of the person in terms of the consciousness of the
numerical identity of oneself at different times ["Was sich der numerischen
Identitat seiner selbst in verschiedenen Zeiten bewult ist, ist so fern eine

BIbid., 27.4.

4Gottfried Leibniz, New Essays on Human Understanding, ed. Peter Remnant and Jonathan Bennett
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 51.

1SLeibniz, “The Monadology,” in Philosophical Papers and Letters, ed. Leroy E. Loemker (Springer,
1989), 64353, §26-29.

160n moral responsibility and consciousness, see Leibniz, Theodicy: Essays on the Goodness of God,
the Freedom of Man, and the Origin of Evil, ed. E. M. Huggard (La Salle: Open Court Publishing,
1985), §89.

7Leibniz, New Essays, p. 105.
8L eibniz, Monadology, §26-29.
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Person"]."”

This definition, which Kant simply endorses as that of personhood,
appears prima facie to be equivalent to the formulations of Locke and Leibniz, but
in a certain sense it actually corresponds to that of Leibniz and other rationalists,
including obviously Descartes' cogito, since it involves the substantiality of the self
or the subject of self-consciousness. He then explicates the ambiguity of the "self"
in question as corresponding both to the "I'" of apperception, or transcendental
self-consciousness, and to a substantial, simple, identical self—the soul. Since the
latter, as Kant's critique of rational psychology yields, is no object of knowledge,
there can be no knowledge of one's personality.” Self-consciousness has no object.
The transcendental unity of apperception, the necessary identity of the "I" of self-
consciousness through changing experiences is a merely formal feature, thus it
cannot be sufficient for personhood. We may indirectly infer that Locke's criterion
of psychological continuity would also not satisfy Kant's concern, who thinks that
substantiality, or the fact of being a self-identical entity, is included in the very
concept of a person, which turns out to be empty.

Kant goes on to argue that the concept of a person as a substantial soul,
however, is necessary and sufficient for practical use.”' He grounds the necessity
and sufficiency of this concept in the practical sphere later in the Critique, in his
solution to the third antinomy of the pure reason, on the necessity and sufficiency
of presupposing our metaphysical freedom, as persons, for moral accountability.”
His argument, summarily, is that presupposing our legislative status a priori in
regard to our existence discloses a spontaneity to determine our actuality
independently of the conditions of empirical intuition, by virtue of which we can
(at least) think that we are autonomous; that is, able to give rise to acts which are
not caused. One can thus be a person in the moral sense,? as he explicates in the
Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, whose will is rational, thereby deserving of
praise or blame. In other words, the psychological/metaphysical concept of the
person is necessary and sufficient for practical use by virtue of representing a
rational being, who is free and capable of self-determination, who therefore can
determine its will under the moral law it prescribes itself.”* Moreover, he goes on

to infer, rational beings deserve a special kind of respect by virtue of being ends-in-

YImmanuel Kant, Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, in Kants Gesammelte Schriften, ed. Kdniglichen
PreuBischen (later Deutschen) Akademie der Wissenschaften (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1900-), A361.
20What can be an object of knowledge is the identity of the human being as the object of outer sense.
This identical entity, the living and thinking body, is of no bearing on the question of personhood and
personal identity as such.

2UKritik der Reinen Vernunft, A365-6.

2Cf. Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, A533-4.

ZSince Kant does not speak of two concepts but of two uses, theoretical and practical, of one and the
same concept, it can be claimed that this is not at all a distinct sense.

24Béatrice Longuenesse offers an elaborate argument claiming that this psychological concept of
personhood is not sufficient for practical use, unlike Kant claims, which requires also the (distinct)
moral concept, which Kant indeed adds to the (rationalist) concept of person he explicates in the first
Critique. See Béatrice Longuenesse, I, Me, Mine: Back to Kant, and Back Again (Oxford University
Press, 2017), p. 152 ff.

20



themselves, in contrast to all other entities, which are demarcated as being things as
opposed to persons:

Die Wesen, deren Dasein zwar nicht auf unserm Willen, sondern der Natur
beruht, haben dennoch, wenn sie vernunftlose Wesen sind, nur einen relativen
Wert, als Mittel, und heiBen daher Sachen, dagegen verniinftige Wesen Personen
genannt werden, weil ihre Natur sie schon als Zwecke an sich selbst, d.i. als etwas,
das nicht bloB als Mittel gebraucht werden darf, auszeichnet, mithin so fern alle
Willkiir einschrinkt (und ein Gegenstand der Achtung ist).”

What is worth notice in the passage from the psychological/metaphysical concept
to the moral one is, firstly, the introduction of a relational status (object of respect)
through the notion of being an end-in-itself, and secondly, the generalization from
the rational being who becomes subjectively aware in intuition of the persistent "I"
of the self-consciousness to a universal notion of rational being, and through the
latter, to a plurality of individual rational beings. While the whole discussion of
personhood in the first Critique concerns itself with the individual subject, we have
in the moral conception a relational category, which nonetheless is grounded
without reference to an intersubjective dimension. Although Kant does not (and
cannot) argue that autonomy is an objective quality of rational beings as empirically
given entities, these seem to be the relevant objects of respect, whose nature can
be ascertained and compared to that of irrational beings. Moreover, the question
suggests itself as to whether the connection of the pure intellect of rational
psychology to the notion of the will is not a synthetic one, which, if true, would
undermine the claim for the sufficiency of this concept of pure intellect for
practical use. In any case, in Kant's discussion of personhood, we find that the
metaphysical and the moral notions are essentially related. This is the case with
most of the modern philosophizing on personhood, including Locke's widely cited
characterization of the person as a "forensic" term.

Upon defining personhood in terms of psychological continuity, Locke
further identifies the context to which the term primarily belongs as a practical
one: person then appears as

a forensic term, appropriating actions and their merit; and so belongs only to

intelligent agents capable of a law, and happiness, and misery. This personality

extends itself beyond present existence to what is past, only by consciousness—

whereby it becomes concerned and accountable.?®

What we can at the first glance say is that we are actually presented, by Locke as
well as by Kant, with not one but two apparently distinct senses of person: the
metaphysical notion of a thinking, intelligent, conscious being on the one hand and
the moral notion of an agent who is accountable and (thereby) capable of a law on
the other. According to Locke, by virtue of the capacities for self-consciousness
and rationality persons both persist through time and space as well as become

Kant, Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten, in Kants Gesammelte Schriften, Vol. IV, p. 429.
Locke, Essay, 11, 27.26.
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responsible for acts committed at different times and places, since personal
identity is where "all the right and justice of reward and punishment" is founded.?’
Locke does not discuss the nature of the relation between the psychological and
moral senses of person, in these terms, any further but he seems to admit at least
the necessity of the condition presented in former (psychological continuity) for
the qualification of accountability central to the latter. Locke's psychology of the
person is free from the paralogism Kant analyzes, but still it is not easily
determinable whether we find in psychological continuity a sufficient condition
for accountability.

On the one hand, the correspondence between the person and the substance
(of whatever kind) that sustains the continuity of consciousness is clearly a
problem, and one that cannot be ultimately solved along these premises. Whether
the analysis of personhood essentially requires such a solution is another, equally
valid question. A neo-Lockean argument that one finds in the contemporary
literature (although in considerable variety) is that the person is not identical to
but materially constituted by the human animal and differs from it by virtue of
some non-shared essential properties. Baker, for instance, advocates such a
position in terms of a "first-person perspective," which enables one to think of
oneself as a subject distinct from the world.”® A closely related line of thought is
the wide range of functionalist theories of mind that deny mental properties to
animals, human or not, on the grounds that they are attributable only to things
that have psychological persistence conditions.” A striking conclusion that follows
from such a reasoning is that expressions like "thinking animal" or "walking
person" are senseless, for metaphysical reasons. However, the object of normative
evaluation is the person qua agent, and agents cannot have (merely) psychological
persistence conditions. What can be held accountable is not a continuous
consciousness but a substantially persistent entity. Consequently, whether it is
formulated along a substance or property dualism, or any other variety, a
discussion of personhood that is restricted to the confines of the mind-body
problem appears to be largely irrelevant to the normative aspect of personhood.*

YIbid., 27.18. In 27.20 Locke draws the further conclusion that one can be praised or blamed only for
actions one remembers committing. Thus in the case one does not have the memory of committing
certain actions, the author of the actions can be regarded as the same human being but not as the same
person.

28Lynne Rudder Baker, Persons and Bodies: A Constitution View (Cambridge University Press, 2000).
PFor a representative formulation, see Sydney Shoemaker, “Functionalism and Personal Identity: A
Reply,” Noiis 38, no. 3 (2004): 525-33.

30We need to note also Strawson's contrasting, quite influential account of personhood which maintains
that there is a single logical subject of mental and bodily predicates. He says, in the third chapter of
Individuals that "the concept of a person is the concept of a type of entity such that both predicates
ascribing states of consciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal characteristics, a physical situation
&co. are equally applicable to a single individual of that type." Such a view is arguably more in line
with our ordinary intuitions. However, it also does not suggest anything regarding personal agency or
accountability. See Peter Frederick Strawson, Individuals: An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysics
(Routledge, 1959), p. 101-2.
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Further, the capacities to think and to entertain a self-concept, or a conceptual
first-person perspective, are actually manifest not in a binary manner but on a
continuum—which is actually in line with our ethical, social and legal practices of
granting a limited or symbolic person-status to children or mentally limited
individuals. If personhood is a metaphysical kind, a sortal concept which defines
the existence (and persistence) conditions of its instantiations, then it will at least
be considerably vague, which can in turn render the question of personhood
intractable if these conditions are determined in purely psychological terms.’!

On the other hand, the kernel of the link between the metaphysical and the
practical aspects of personhood is volition and its character, as Kant rightly
identifies through the question of freedom (independently of whether one agrees
or not with his solution). We cannot address the issue of accountability without
analyzing the nature of the will. This, however, is largely lacking in the
contemporary theorizing; more precisely, the treatment of the nature of the will
as an essential aspect of the question of metaphysical personhood. Harry
Frankfurt's discussion of the nature of volition as the essential core of personhood,
rather than merely a topic of ethics or philosophy of action, is a significant example
to the contrary. He argues that the defining criterion of personhood should be
looked for in the ability to form "second-order desires:"

Besides wanting and choosing and being moved to do this or that, men may also

want to have (or not to have) certain desires and motives. They are capable of

wanting to be different, in their preferences and purposes, from what they are.

Many animals appear to have the capacity for what I shall call "first-order desires"

or "desires of the first order," which are simply desires to do or not do one thing

or another. No animal other than man, however, appears to have the capacity for

reflective self-evaluation that is manifested in the formation of second-order

desires.*
We commonly have a multitude of desires. But only some end up determining us
to do or not to do something. One might desire, for instance, to live in a warmer
place without this desire determining him or her to actually move to another
country or city. Frankfurt characterizes a desire that is effective (or will or would
be effective) in moving an agent to do something as the agent's "will." A second-
order desire can accordingly be a desire that a particular desire becomes or ceases
to be effective, thus one's will. A common example would be wanting not to

3For alternatives, see e.g. Paul F. Snowdon, Persons, Animals, Ourselves (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2014); Eric T. Olson, The Human Animal: Personal Identity without Psychology (Oxford
University Press, 1999). Snowdon argues that "person" is not a sortal concept (see chapter 3) and
proposes an animalist view, whose most influential early advocate is obviously Aristotle. Olson argues,
on the other hand, that "person" is a functional kind, demarcated by what a person does rather than is.
He also offers a functional reading or Locke, in terms of capacities (see page 32).

3Harry G. Frankfurt, “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person,” The Journal of Philosophy
68, no. 1 (1971), p. 7.
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procrastinate or to work enthusiastically. In regard to their relation to volition,
Frankfurt also calls such desires second-order volitions.*?

In Frankfurt's analysis rationality is necessary but not sufficient as a condition
of personhood, on the grounds that an individual who can determine suitable
courses of action to realize its desires, critically judge alternatives with respect to
their effectiveness, and even deliberatively suspend or postpone the realization of
certain desires can still be a "wanton" who is not concerned with the desirability of
these desires, who is thus not critically aware of its will.** It is not only the case
that the actions of the wanton are determined merely by whatever first-order
desire wins out among others, which may be compatible with being a person, but
more importantly the wanton does not take sides as to which should be the effective
one. This "should," we must note, need not be formulated in terms of moral
principles: the ground of preference may be aesthetic, social, legal or even a fancy.
Thus what the wanton lacks is not only moral personhood but personhood as such.
Further, this critical reflection which is lacking in the case of the wanton is clearly
a special kind of self-consciousness, one that involves more than the formal "I" of
apperception, having a unified self-concept, or psychological continuity through
memory: it additionally involves that one identifies with some of one's desires, thus
appropriates them as being more one's own while disowning others. This critically
reflective self-consciousness then, arguably, is self-definition as much as it is self-
awareness.

The idea of second-order desires is intimately related to another aspect of
being an agent, much more so than rationality or self-consciousness (broadly

1.3> There is no discussion of

understood) are; namely, to freedom of the wil
accountability that does not somehow refer to the question of freedom. This
question has traditionally been discussed, most generally, along two lines:
absolute freedom, in the sense of (one's will) being an uncaused cause, and
freedom of action, in the sense of being able to act as one wills. The first is the
notion Kant refers to in relation to the rationalist concept of a person, which he

deems necessary for practical use. While the rational being as an empirical object

31bid., p. 10. Frankfurt's terminology is in fact more nuanced. A second-order desire, for him, might
be either simply a desire to have or not to have a particular desire, or a desire that a particular desire
becomes effective, thus one's will. The latter is not merely a second-order desire, but a second-order
volition and this kind, he argues, marks the essential domain of personhood. An example he gives for
a second-order desire that does not involve a volitional commitment is a physician engaged in
psychotherapy with drug addicts, who might desire to have a desire for a drug just in order to experience
how drug addiction feels like without wanting to become an addict. This distinction is meaningful
chiefly in regard to the structure of Frankfurt's argument, thus it does not concern us here. Moreover, it
could be argued that the notion of a second-order volition suggests, at least at first glance, two orders
of will, which is but absurd.

3Ibid., p. 11. It can be objected, however, that what is described in Frankfurt's analysis is only
instrumental rationality. Kant famously requires for ethical rationality not only to be instrumentally
rational but also to obey the categorical imperative of the moral law. Aristotle characterizes practical
reason, further, as the ability to adopt the right means for attaining the right end.

3To put this differently, it is perfectly conceivable that a rational and self-conscious agent cannot, for
other reasons, enjoy freedom of the will.
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is a thoroughly determined entity, its transcendental freedom can ground the
autonomy of its will for practical purposes.’® The latter is the notion one finds
mostly in discussions of liberties and responsibilities (also in Kant's discussions of
law). Locke, for instance, endorses only the latter notion as the relevant one
regarding the freedom (or liberty) of the person.*” More particularly, Locke finds
the phrase "free will" to be devoid of sense. He argues that the will is a power of
the mind to order bodily motion or rest and the consideration or non-
consideration of an idea. Freedom is a power as well, namely a power to do or
not to do as one wills. Since powers belong only to substances and the will is not
a substance but a power of a substance, to speak of the power of a power is absurd,
and free will is an "altogether improper" notion.*® Freedom (or liberty), belongs
thus not to the will but to the agent and it consists in the power to do or to forebear
a particular action in accordance with the agent's volition.” Thus any voluntary
(and un-hindered) action will in principle be performed freely. In this regard
freedom need not pertain to what constitutes the essence of personhood. His link
to accountability is not freedom but the psychological appropriation of actions,
past and present.

However, the issue might actually be more complicated, since the will (i.e.,
the mind's power to command a movement or the consideration of an idea) is not
an unlimited power and most actions cannot be neatly categorized as being either
voluntary or involuntary. The classical notions of €yxpdteia and dxpasia, self-
control and weakness of will, might actually enable us to characterize these two
cases as two ends of a continuum. In other words, actions might manifest differing
degrees of self-control or weakness of the will depending on the extent to which
actions can be performed in accordance with or against one's better judgment. In
this sense, it might be meaningful to speak, at least, of degrees of freedom with
respect to the will. From a contemporary perspective, on the other hand, we can
recognize a personal identity problem implicit in such a picture of volition that is
characterized by conflict and struggle. This particular problem concerns not the
appropriation of actions but that of desires. While all desires belong to the same
agent, thus not giving rise to a substantial or logical identity problem, their
conflicting multiplicity precludes the agent from appropriating all as part of his or
her personal identity. The latter, thus, requires that one appropriates some
particular desires while disowning or distancing from others, whereby grounding
the "self," as if it is a voice (weather weak or strong) among others in a psychic
discord. Frankfurt links second-order volitions to the question of freedom from a
considerably similar perspective.

36Assuming the freedom of the rational being is practically necessary, for Kant, since the moral law, as
moral, cannot determine the will in the way laws of motion determine the movement of bodies; it can
do so only by being the law the will freely sets itself.

¥See Locke, Essay, 11, 21.
#bid., 21.14.
*¥1bid., see 21.10 and 21.15.
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Unlike Locke, Frankfurt endorses the traditional demarcation of freedom of
the will from freedom of action. Freedom of the will, unlike freedom of action,
does not concern the relation between volition and action. It rather concerns the
relation between desires themselves. As freedom of action is the freedom "to do

what one wants to do," a person enjoying freedom of the will is "free to want

what he wants to want, or to have the will he wants."*® As we have seen, Frankfurt
identifies any desire that actually moves the person to act as the person's will.*!
Freedom of the will would thus consist in the conformity of one's second-order
desires with one's will.*” It is, however, not a condition of personhood. What
essentially characterizes persons, instead, is that the freedom of their will can
become a problem. Thus, independently of whether freedom of the will is attainable,
the mere fact that one can pose the problem suffices for personhood.

What does this characterization of the freedom of the will tell us regarding
accountability? Frankfurt's position draws from a still subtler distinction between
freedom of the will and freedom of action. One can act of his own free will, he
argues, without his will being free. He illustrates this distinction through the
example of a willing addict, who not only has a physical addiction to a certain drug
and thereby has an effective desire independently of whether he wants to have this
desire or not, but at the same time he prefers to constantly have this strong desire,
so that if it would fade he would try to reinstate it. His will is not free, i.e. he is
unable to will otherwise (due to factors beyond his control), but he takes the drug
of his own free will, because his second-order desire (that his desire for the drug
should be the effective one) makes this will nonetheless his own.** Thus, he
concludes, he is still accountable by virtue of his second-order desire, unlike an
unwilling addict who does not act of his own free will. Accountability is thus
grounded in acting of one's own free will and not necessarily in having a will that
is free.** Thereby, we can infer, the essential characteristic of persons that they
can have second-order desires is necessary and sufficient for accountability, while

“OFrankfurt, “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person," p. 15.

“'Locke had a similar view of volition in the first edition of the Essay, but he later switched to a notion
in terms of power. See e.g. E1 II, 21.28.

“This does not mean that there cannot be any conflict among second-order desires. Such conflicts can
occur, for instance, as a result of incompatible personal convictions or social demands. To be a person
implies, however, that some sufficient level of commitment is reached, since if one cannot sufficiently
identify with any of his desires, he can end up being altogether alienated from his will or unable to
harbor any effective desire.

“Frankfurt, “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person,” p. 19-20. Frankfurt analyzes the
situation as one of over-determination of the first-order desire (both by the addiction and by the second-
order volition).

“Frankfurt further maintains that his account is neutral on the question of causal determinism (i.e., of
absolute freedom), thus in principle compatible with a deterministic ontological framework. It is
conceivable on his account that it might be causally determined that someone enjoys or lacks free will.
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the freedom of the will (the freedom to have the will one wants), although
intimately linked with personhood, cannot but be only a sufficient condition.*

An interesting connection that divorces the question of accountability from
a requirement of absolute or ontological (including transcendental) freedom
would be Hume's (quite Aristotelian) discussion of accountability on the basis of
character: If and only if an action issues from someone's character, that individual
is accountable for that action.*® Put in this manner, the discussion of accountability
ceases to be contingent upon ontological freedom. We can further elaborate on
this idea in reference to second-order desires. One's character can be regarded as
a source of second-order desires. Moreover, second-order desires that have their
source in character are those that are rather persistent (not ephemeral) and
coherent with one another. Thus, an action issuing from someone's character
would certainly be one for which he or she can be held accountable, because such
an action would be in compliance with a long-term second-order desire and also
more or less in consonance with numerous other second-order desires. On the
other hand, if an action is in conflict or even dissonance with a person's character,
then the action is most probably due to some exogenous and/or accidental factor
that undermines accountability.

What about entrenched first-order desires that are not evaluated on a higher
order? Is it not reasonable to say that the wanton can have a character if its desires
are so entrenched and more or less in consonance with one another? This applies
clearly to most "hard-wired" desires. It is reasonable to regard such desires as
"part" of one's character. But character in the moral (or broadly practical) sense
is something that can be cultivated and susceptible to evaluation, hence more truly
"ours." As such, it must at least comprise acquired, novel traits as well. A
persistent desire acquired in a way that does not involve much higher-order
evaluation, such as classical conditioning, does not count as novel because in such
cases what is novel is not the nature of the desire itself but only its object.*” Thus,
the wanton arguably does not have a character, at least in this practically relevant
sense. Individuals who can have ephemeral second-order desires but do not have
enduring ones, on the other hand, would not be able to "have the will they want."
The issue of self-control vis-a-vis weakness of will I have mentioned above is very
relevant here. Persons can have characters of differing strength in determining
their actions, as it would be attested by our colloquial way of describing persons
as having a strong or weak character or personality. Cultivation of character

4In other words, we could say that having a high degree of self-control, or being strong-willed, is not
necessary for being a person. What is necessary is that having (or lacking) self-control can become a
problem for the individual.

“David Hume, 4 Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1978), p. 411.

4IClassical conditioning consists in the introduction of a novel stimulus to act as a substitute of an
unconditioned, natural stimulus (e.g. food) that arouses a fixed response (e.g. salivation).
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arguably serves the acquisition of enduring second-order desires and thereby the
attainment of higher degrees of self-control.

Do we find then an adequate account of what it means to be a person in
second-order desires? Clearly Frankfurt's is stronger than other, most often
proposed criteria of personhood, such as rationality, psychological continuity,
agency, or subjectivity, and appears to be more explicitly relevant to our
normative concerns regarding personhood. However, it still leaves in the dark
many questions regarding the nature and relation of desires of different orders,
arguably because Frankfurt is focused more on identifying a sufficient condition to
demarcate persons while understanding personhood requires us to concentrate on
the nature of those features that belong to persons essentially. Moreover, we do
not have an account of how persons, defined in this manner, should also deserve
respect, be capable of law, or how their attitudes and conduct towards others in a
community of persons should be. This broader normative dimension is crucial if
accountability is to be not only possible but also more positively meaningful in
relation to personhood. Lastly, no analysis of the conditions of personhood,
including Frankfurt's, seems to link the practical context of personhood with its
metaphysical basis beyond identifying presuppositional connections. In order to
explicate a deeper connection, however, we need to concentrate our focus on
relations that might evade logical analysis, but are not thereby less dear to the
phenomenon of personhood.

Let us at this point first take a broader perspective on various ways in which
we can approach personhood and how they might be interrelated.

I.2  DIMENSIONS OF PERSONHOOD

Among the whole range of concepts that comprise the subject matter of
metaphysics, "person" is probably the one that belongs most clearly to that
privileged domain of common opinion where philosophical analysis arguably has
neither the first nor the last say. Not only that we are persons is indubitable,
but also we are the only arbiter of how far this we can extend. Thus, unlike a
dispute over whether the reality should be parsed into monads, relations or
bundles of properties, the metaphysical concept of a person should both "save"
our common intuitions to a decent extent and somehow resonate with our
normative concerns regarding how to regulate our attitude and behavior
towards other entities. In other words, it must be of relevance in those domains
of inquiry and practice where the term is most clearly at home. We can consider
these as the pragmatic constraints on defining personhood. They rule out
metaphysical stipulations which, in fact ubiquitous in philosophical discussions
of personhood, have no easily identifiable connection to the ordinary notion of
a person and are of no clearly ascertainable practical import. These pragmatic
constraints can be applied to any postulated definition of personhood, and will
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serve to frame the content of the present proposal. Within these constraints,
the central function of the metaphysical concept of a person is to identify those
properties that are most essential to personhood, in the broad sense. Thereby
it must on the one hand contribute to our understanding of what personhood
essentially consists in, and on the other expediently demarcate a portion of
reality that falls under that description.

These two functions, though interrelated, are quite distinct, because they
have different satisfaction conditions, and both are of deep practical
significance. They are distinct because our understanding of what being a person
essentially implies does not depend on the answer to the question of which
entities are denoted by the term and which are not. It might theoretically be the
case that "person" is a vague predicate, like "tall," and not very useful as a sortal
when it matters the most, or that the conditions specified by the concept, when
strictly interpreted, are satisfied by only few actual entities or possibly by none.
Although this discrepancy would present no impediment to the function of
enriching our understanding of what a person is, it would prevent reliable
identification criteria that can govern our attitudes and conduct. On the other
hand, we may decide to classify a particular set of beings as persons for other
practical concerns, such as fetuses, primates or even dead bodies, while thereby
precluding an understanding of the very concept. These two functions are also
closely interrelated, because a metaphysical understanding usually implies
certain necessary and/or sufficient conditions for other senses of the term
person in the practical domain; i.e. moral, social or legal personhood.

We can distinguish between these latter "evaluative" senses of the term
from its "descriptive" sense in metaphysics. Generally, practical personhood is
concerned with assigning a status that implies respect, responsibilities, duties
and rights. It refers to a basic normative standing. Metaphysical personhood, on
the other hand, is often stated in terms of certain attributes or capacities such as
rationality, consciousness or self-consciousness, subjectivity, agency (in the
more particular sense of ability to act on reasons or to act
purposefully/intentionally) or verbal communication.* Although we generally
unite these two senses in one single notion, such as “rational, self-conscious
being who has a normative status” (as exemplified in Locke's explication of
person as a forensic term), these are quite distinct, at least on the grounds that
what an entity is cannot suggest straightforwardly how it ought to be perceived
and treated.

41t is common in the literature that one, several or all of these conditions (or their similar varieties) are
endorsed, depending on how they are interrelated. For similar classifications, see e.g. Daniel Dennett,
“Conditions of Personhood,” in What Is a Person?, ed. Michael F. Goodman (Humana Press, 1988),
145-67; Michael Tooley, “Abortion and Infanticide,” Philosophy & Public Affairs, 1972, 37-65; Tom
L. Beauchamp, “The Failure of Theories of Personhood,” in Personhood and Health Care (Springer,

1999), 59-69.
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This rather simplistic picture is complicated however by the fact that
personhood can never be purely descriptive or purely evaluative, because it is
intrinsically and inevitably normative and any normative judgment requires
certain evaluative standards, which in turn require descriptions. The selection
criteria (metaphysical conditions) are always normatively loaded, but one
should also in some sense deserve a normative status if the latter is not to be
arbitrary. On the other hand, only rational and self-conscious beings seem to be
capable of acknowledging and respecting such a status in themselves and others.
Further, it is often largely ignored that being an integrated member of a
normatively structured community might in turn effect how the relevant
qualities emerge and develop in the first place. Some (arguably all) essential
features of personhood comprise capacities than can only be acquired and
sophisticated through embodied interactions with other persons.*” This would
imply that the question of becoming a person can reveal how various senses of
the person are intimately related, more than the question as to being a person
does. Rather than speaking of distinct senses of personhood, it might therefore
be more preferable to concern ourselves with "dimensions" of being a person—
dimensions that can be partially conceptually differentiated but are inseparably
related with one another.*®

Part of the reason for this complexity is that declaring some entity a person
is not a mere utterance but also a speech act, since this ascription is partly what
constitutes being a person. However sure I subjectively am of my own
personhood, if it is not acknowledged by others, I can hardly live the proper life
of a person. Personhood is thus on some fundamental level a social institution,
and arguably the broadest one. The ascription of person status reflects in the
whole range of possible (not only permissible) conduct towards the entity so
designated. Some actions can be realized only in relation to persons: one cannot
ask for the permission of, apologize to, or criticize some entity without adopting
a personal attitude towards it. Some actions, further, may have not an
immediate interpersonal meaning but a derived one. Thomas Nagel gives
surgical operation as an example of an action that is not addressed to a person
per se, but one that acquires its interpersonal meaning from the broader social
context; i.e., it takes place within the context of an agreement to medical
treatment. A contrasting case would be torture, which is incompatible with a
personal attitude towards the victim.' Thus the norms of personal interactions

“This, as stated previously, is the central thesis of this work. It is worth adding at this point that this

would exclude the possibility of separate souls, brains-in-a-vat or human beings who grow up in

conditions of social deprivation (such as fictive feral children) cannot be persons.
A partially similar view can be found in Heikki Ikiheimo's recently proposed conceptual model.

Ikéheimo distinguishes between three layers (person-making psychological capacities, interpersonal
significances and institutional powers) and two dimensions (deontic and axiological) running through
these. See the editors' introduction in Heikki Ikdheimo and Arto Laitinen, “Dimensions of Personhood,”

Journal of Consciousness Studies 14, no. 5-6 (2007): 6-16.
51See Thomas Nagel, “War and Massacre,” Philosophy & Public Affairs, 1972, 123-44, p. 136.
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are not only regulative but also constitutive, in John Searle's terminology,
because they (at least partly) constitute those very actions they regulate.’” Let
us call this the relational dimension of personhood.*’

In this particular (rather semantic and pragmatic) regard we see that the
concept of a person is clearly distinct from several other concepts which are
often associated or conflated with personhood, such as that of the human being
and that of subjectivity. A human is the member of an animal species and can be
compared or contrasted only with other animals, plants or, as a living being,
with inanimate entities. Moreover, this comparison would have nothing to do
with the proper mode of conduct towards the entity in question. The attribute
of being a human is not something one can grant or take off through one's
conduct. To be a person, however, also requires (at least at some level) being
treated as one. Thus, on a relational analysis personhood appears to have hardly
anything to do with animality. This does not mean that personhood can be a
mere honorific: An account of personhood restricted to a special stance would
arguably allow for the inference that the category of person can be thoroughly
socially constructed (to the effect that someone ceases to be a person if he or
she is not regarded as one) or arbitrarily extended (to the effect that personhood
can be bestowed on any entity). We ascribe personhood primarily to those
entities who are capable of and, preferably, willing to reciprocate a personal
attitude. Thus, a person is the kind of being who can participate in mutual
ascription of personhood. In other, more familiar terms, a person is the kind of
being who can enter into encounters of mutual recognition. This aspect not only
resonates with moral and legal dimensions of personhood, but also arguably
suggests intersubjectivity as a condition of personhood.

This can be understood, in a Hegelian fashion, as the kind of
intersubjectivity that holds between two persons whose consciousness of

$2See John Rogers Searle, Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language, vol. 626 (Cambridge
University Press, 1969).
3 A similarly relational conception of personhood is chiefly emphasized in dialogical accounts of self
or subjectivity, most famously in Martin Buber's Ich und Du. He says:
Die Welt ist dem Menschen zwiefdltig nach seiner zwiefiltigen Haltung. Die Haltung des
Menschen ist zwieféltig nach der Zwiefalt der Grundworte, die er sprechen kann. Die
Grundworte sind nicht Einzelworte, sondern Wortpaare. Das eine Grundwort ist das
Wortpaar Ich-Du. Das andre Grundwort ist das Wortpaar Ich-Es; [...] Somit ist auch das Ich
des Menschen zwieféltig. Denn das Ich des Grundworts Ich-Du ist ein andres als das des
Grundworts Ich-Es [...] Es gibt kein Ich an sich, sondern nur das Ich des Grundworts Ich-
Du und das Ich des Grundworts Ich-Es. Wenn der Mensch Ich spricht, meint er eins von
beiden.
Here he proposes the "Ich-Du" as the fundamental kind of relationship within which the
person acquires its essential status as such, in contrast to a thing, which can be any entity
that becomes the second relatum of the relation "Ich-Es." This intersubjective relationship
is formed neither from a first-person nor from a third-person perspective: it is the second-
person perspective, which is not inferred or derived but fundamental. See Martin Buber,
Ich und Du (Stuttgart: Reclam, [1923]2008), p. 3-4.
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themselves as persons involves their consciousness of being recognized by the
other party as a person. We might then find plausible the idea that treating
somebody as a person is to treat him or her as a subject as opposed to, or over
and above, an object. But we might not have to articulate this condition in such
strong internalist terms. The kinds of interactions that could take place between
entities in a situation of mutual recognition would be qualitatively different
from other kinds of interactions on many levels, including a behavioral one, in
terms of being at least partly constituted by having a normative structure. Forms
of conduct on their own can manifest recognition of the other, without
necessitating a reference to particular mental states or moral qualities.
Hypothetically, we would have to describe such an interaction as an
interpersonal one even if (one or both of) the interactants were of a different
biological species or altogether inanimate in a strict biological sense. That is to
say, we do not need to commit to the existence, in the strictest sense, of any
particular kind of intentional state in describing the relational dimension of
personhood. It suffices to say that we can explain such interactions most suitably
by ascribing certain interpersonal capacities to participating individuals (which
might eventually not rule out that this amounts to adopting an as-if stance). In
any case, in the context of an interpersonal encounter what we fundamentally
have access to is not the internal psychological states of the other but an
embodied attitude, couched in terms of public meanings. Further, what matters
(and suffices) is that an individual can become the addressee of a personal
attitude as well as reciprocate it. At this point the relational dimension intersects
with another, namely the dispositional dimension personhood.

The dispositional dimension of personhood is the primary focus of all
descriptive accounts. Dispositions, unlike forms or contents of subjectivity, are
embodied relational attributes. A disposition is an entrenched capacity which
becomes manifest only in entering a suitable kind of interaction, such as
conductivity or fragility (which are epistemically, at least on some level,
ascriptions). Most of the essential qualities of persons, on the relational basis I
have outlined, would also have to be understood as or in terms of dispositions
instead of purely intrinsic and fully actual properties: A person is a kind of entity
that can assume and reciprocate a personal attitude, participate in verbal
communication, enter into norm governed interactions, provide reasons for
own actions and interpret actions of others in terms of reasons. The list can be
infinitely extended. These and similar person-making dispositions already imply
certain individual qualities, which can be regarded as dispositions that consist in
self-relations: assuming a personal attitude towards oneself, self-ascription of
intentional states, discursive thought, judging past actions and imagining
hypothetical ones. On the other hand, what makes an improper, let alone
depersonizing, treatment of an entity having the dispositions of a person so
unsettling is that these dispositions imply by the same token a corresponding
capability to suffer in ways (and to an extent) that an entity lacking those cannot.
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Further, paradigmatic person-making dispositions, such as those just
listed, are typically geared towards interpersonal interactions and social
practices as well as being "acquired" ones, unlike, for instance, the disposition
of sighted organisms to see when exposed to visual stimuli. Still more
important, they are acquired relationally. One can become able to enter into
norm governed interactions only through participating in them for a sufficiently
long time. This may sound quite self-evident. However, this is the case with all
qualities sufficiently characteristic of personhood. An individual comes to form
an enduring self-concept, for instance, only within a social context, because
although memory itself is not an acquired disposition, its contents are always
selected, filtered, organized and interpreted through an interpersonal and
broader social lens. The act of appropriation (Locke's criterion of
accountability) that weaves together a continuous self is at the same time an act
of narration in terms of social meanings.”* Moreover, without the constant
social demand for accounting for one's actions, evaluating someone else's
reports of the past, or participating in joint remembrance, the need and
motivation for maintaining such a temporally extended semantic memory of a
self would clearly be diminished. Consequently, interpersonal attitudes are
grounded in person-making dispositions, which in turn are grounded in certain
animal dispositions that are acquired or sophisticated within a particular social
context. The dispositional dimension of personhood, unlike the purely
relational one, is intimately related to animality,*> which nonetheless has to be
understood in its embeddedness in social interactions.*®

This brings us to the third dimension of personhood; namely, that of social
agency. This is the thoroughly normative aspect of personhood, which moral or
legal theories are mostly interested in. The question of what a person is (e.g.,
which dispositions a person has) is meaningful only within the broader question
of what a person does. A person is a kind of agent who (co-)creates interpersonal
(and broader social) situations, who has a significance-bearing impact on other
persons' lives, conduct and attitudes, who participates in (and propagates) social
practices and institutions, such as that of giving-and-taking reasons. This
normatively structured social context is not only the irreducible and necessary
condition of any adequate description or prescription we can make in regard to
persons, but also attention to it reveals how contingent a phenomenon
personhood might actually be. Not only entities who are not agents, such as

*Narrative accounts of personhood place the emphasis chiefly on this aspect of psychological identity.

See e.g. Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self- The Making of the Modern Identity. (Cambridge, MA:

Harvard University Press, 1989).

3In this connection one can also refer back to Aquinas' argument that Auman personhood involves

embodiment essentially.
%Thus, an animalist conception of persons would clearly be insufficient, by itself, for identifying the

kind of being who can be held accountable, enter into meaningful relations with others and participate

in norm governed interactions.
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fetuses, but also agents who do not participate in familiar forms of sociality,
such as hypothetical intelligent extraterrestrials, cannot be persons in an
adequate sense.

I mean by "adequate" definitely not that an entity who qualifies for
personhood on only one or two of these dimensions cannot be considered as a
person. The multi-dimensional nature of personhood indicates precisely the
irreducible plurality of our uses of the concept of person. An individual who
does not sufficiently manifest the characteristic dispositions of a person can
nonetheless be granted the status of a person, enjoy some (perhaps all) of the
rights appertaining to a person and become the recipient of a personal attitude.
This is typically the case with human children. Further, corporate persons in
the legal domain are persons only with regard to the social agency dimension I
have just outlined. It is highly probable that a necessary and sufficient definition
of personhood can never be found, because conditions deemed necessary on
one dimension might not be transferable to others, or a sufficient condition on
one dimension may not even be necessary on another.’’ An adequate
understanding of personhood, nonetheless, cannot be reached if we neglect any
of these. The locus of our concern should lie, moreover, on how all these
various uses and senses of the concept person are related with one another.

Now let us revisit the definitional elements we have discussed in the first

section in light of the preceding considerations.

1.3 COMMUNICATIVE INTERACTIONS AND HABITS
OF REFLEXIVITY

When we look more closely at the nature and structure of higher-order desires,
we can conceptually distinguish a cognitive and a motivational aspect.

Firstly, we arguably do not need to postulate an ontological difference
between first-order and higher-order desires. Higher-order desires can be subject
to the same ontological conditions as first-order desires. They must indeed be,
moreover, if we do not assume (as Kant does with the idea of spontaneity in
reason) that some mental states can be ungrounded. We can argue, however, that
they can be of different psychological kinds. Although all desires are intentional
states, a first-order desire may be, for instance, an affective state that has a general
directionality but lacks a particular object, but a second-order desire cannot be
such a state, since it would refer to the former desire (as its object), thus would
rather be a thought. We must arguably ascribe desires to a wide range or animate

SFor instance, being a living organism is necessary for having the characteristic dispositions of a
person, while not so for social agency (as we see in the case of corporate personalities). Alternatively,
having certain rights and responsibilities is sufficient for the latter, while being not even necessary for
manifesting person-making dispositions.
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beings in explaining their behavior. We can ascribe higher-order desires,
however, only to those who are capable of representational thought.

Higher-order desires involve, on the one hand, (higher-order)
representations of desires. The term desire belongs obviously to the terminology
of the theory of action, and thereby is too broad a construct. It comprises
purposes, thoughts, beliefs as well as feelings and emotions. They might involve,
thus, the representation of any such kind of mental state. Mental states that would
be typically represented in higher-order desires, however, are not fleeting or
otherwise insignificant ones, but those that are embedded in relatively long-lasting
attitudes, convictions or modes of behavior. In other terms, they are instances of
habits of action.® Accordingly, we can reformulate Frankfurt's definition of a
person as the kind of being who can have second-order desires thus: A person is
the kind of being who can desire to change its habits. On the other hand, higher-
order desires involve the confirmation or rejection of these habits, a motivation
to maintain or to change them, and, most importantly, a projection of the self into
the future and volitional identification with this projected self. When we desire to
change the way we behave, feel, think in relation to something, we actually desire
to become a person who behaves, feels, thinks consistently in a manner we deem
valuable in some respect. Therefore, we basically desire to establish certain habits.
This desire, in turn, is not an ephemeral and temporary one, but one that is itself
the instance of an attitude, conviction or persuasion; namely, a second-order
habit. Thus, personhood has to do with the ability to establish higher-order
habits—habits which maintain, modify or uproot lower-order habits.*

Further, we find in the possibility of self-induced change also the essential
significance of accountability. If our wills were somehow fixed by nature, so
that we are only left with the choice of appropriating or rejecting our effective
desires, of being like either the willing or the unwilling addict, there would be
little meaning left in holding each other accountable. As Hume maintains, the
legal dimension of accountability also rests on the assumption that persons can
be persuaded to behave differently.®

The establishment of second-order habits is at the heart of personhood when
we consider it in its process aspect. This process is characterized by being aimed
at attaining higher-degrees of self-control, in the sense I have explicated in the first
section. Self-control is neither an absolute phenomenon, nor does it imply a
special mode of determination. Because it concerns not how any action is actually
brought about at the moment of its performance. Its power of determining the
will concerns instead only future actions, and since future acts are not yet

38This is to say, the kind of habits that can be ascribed to persons as such (unlike, for instance, habituated
motor behavior).

3This idea is considerably similar to the classical Aristotelian discussion of cultivation of character,
which I translate into establishment of higher-order habits, although it is arguably broader in scope and
thus not restricted to the domain of ethics.

®Hume, Treatise, p. 410.
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determined, it presents us the proper way in which we can conceive autonomy.

Peirce writes:

The power of self-control is certainly not a power over what one is doing at the
very instant the operation of self-control is commenced. It consists (to mention
only the leading constituents) first, in comparing one's past deeds with standards,
second, in rational deliberation concerning how one will act in the future, in itself
a highly complicated operation, third, in the formation of a resolve, fourth, in the
creation, on the basis of the resolve, of a strong determination, or modification of

habit.®!

In connection with the previous discussion, self-control involves identification
with a (future) self that is deemed in some respect better. This "respect” in turn,
or Peirce's "standards," cannot but be embedded in social meanings. Self-
control is thus inescapably normative and social. Further, from the perspective
of self-control personhood appears to involve not only a spatiotemporal
extension of self-consciousness, but also a differentiation into multiple selves
which, though are all mine, I identify with differentially. This is because I do
not simply appropriate past actions into my "self" through memory. While
doing so I also evaluate these actions and accordingly adopt a certain attitude
towards a past self. If I cannot identify with those actions I appropriated, I project
a self into the future with whose (not yet realized) actions I can identify with.
Identification with a past or future self, moreover, involves an irreducible
emotive dimension. Appropriating actions but failing to identify with them is
typically bound with feelings of regret, shame or guilt, which in turn strongly
contribute to the motivational dimension of self-control. Formation of a resolve
and, on its basis, modification of the habit that produces those actions that I do
not identify with constitute the actual arena where the characteristic struggle

for self-control takes place.62

'Peirce, CP 8.320. Bibliographical note: Peirce's writings are cited in the form that has become
convention among Peirce scholars. References to The Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce
Volumes 1 — 8 have the form CP n.m, where n refers to volume and m to paragraph number; those to
The Writings of Charles S. Peirce: A Chronological Edition Volumes 1-8 have the form W n.m, where
n refers to volume and m to page number; those to The Essential Peirce have the form EP n.m, where
n refers to volume and m to page number. Lastly, citations of the form MS n are to Peirce's manuscripts
and follow the numbering in Richard S. Robin (ed.), Annotated catalogue of the papers of Charles S.
Peirce (Massachusetts: The University of Massachusetts Press, 1967).

©2Cf. Frankfurt, “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person,” p. 17. The present account most
clearly diverges from Frankfurt's analysis on a point that I deem to be central and Frankfurt finds
peripheral or secondary. His discussion of personhood in terms of second-order desires arguably
underestimates the significance and centrality of self-control. He argues that second-order desires are
not of necessity formed deliberately and it is not the case that a person "characteristically struggles to
ensure that they are satisfied." The conformity of one's will to one's second-order desires, he argues,
might be much more spontaneous and thoughtless. Freedom of the will comes to some naturally,
without much thought and effort, so that they are naturally moved by a desire when they want to be
moved by that desire. Others need to struggle for self-control. However, why would we need to resort
to an analysis in terms of different orders of desire in the former case? To follow his example of a
person who is moved by kindness when he wants to be kind, why not simply say that this person is
moved by kindness? Not only we would not need to talk about the additional level of wanting to be
kind, because it will be of no practical import, but also the freedom of the will becomes a question only
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Attainment of self-control, further, can only be a long lasting, or ever
continuing process of habit formation and modification. Peirce, an Aristotelian
in his conception of habit, speaks of self-control in terms of nested habits and
habits of deliberate habit-change. Thus, what we are interested in is a particular
self-consciousness that can contribute to the formation of higher order habits.
Such a consciousness requires something different than experiential access: it is
characteristically a deliberative process, one involving critical self-evaluation.
This critical self-evaluation implies in turn that one can ask for and give reasons
to oneself in the form of an inner dialogue. I argue that it is precisely here that
the human animal appears in its irreducibly social nature: this self-consciousness
is an internalized communication of a special kind, which primarily takes place
in between people as they create, maintain, contest or confirm, mutually adjust
social meanings and interpersonal relations; a kind of communication
characterized by persuasion. Because acting on second-order desires, in
difference to acting on first-order ones, is not essentially different from acting
upon another person as a person.®> The quintessential case of acting on other
persons as persons is engaging in social negotiation and meaning-construction,
or participating in the game of giving-and-taking reasons; to put it simply,
engaging in mutual persuasion. This inner dialogue thus is rooted in the capacity
for participating in mutual persuasion, which is secondarily internalized in the
form of assuming the same interpersonal attitude towards oneself. The
differentiation into multiple selves I touched upon above implies a
differentiation of roles in the operation of this particular kind of self-
consciousness: one assumes simultaneously the role of asking for reasons and
that of providing them. In essence, then, the process of attaining self-control is
a process of self-persuasion. Self-persuasion does not stop, moreover, at the point
where we form higher-order desires, it further requires that we act on our
reflectively formed aspirations, convictions, attitudes to maintain or modify the
habits that determine our will.

We can arguably find in the capacity for self-persuasion the key to an
adequate understanding of personhood. Firstly, it has an irreducible reference
to the relational dimension of personhood in that it involves assuming and
reciprocating a personal attitude (in a dialogue with oneself in the same way as
with another). Secondly, it is a person-making disposition grounded in various
animal dispositions, such as those for reflective thought, verbal communication,
complex emotions, memory and imagination. Thirdly, it is essentially related

if it can become a problem. If this latter is central to personhood, somebody whose will is (somehow)
naturally free would not be a person, since the freedom of his will cannot become a question. Moreover,
realistically such an entity could not be encountered among human beings. I argue, instead, that struggle
for self-control is essential to personhood.

®For a similar interpretation of Frankfurt's second-order volition, see Dennett, “Conditions of
Personhood,” p. 193.
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to certain practices (such as giving-and-taking reasons) that characterize the very
context of social agency.

An adequate understanding can be truly attained, however, only when we
achieve an understanding of how and why these aspects are inseparably
interrelated in the capacity for self-persuasion. We can be in a position to
explicate these relations only if we approach personhood from a genetic
perspective; namely, if we inquire into the origins of personhood. I will locate
this inquiry in the emergence and development of person-making dispositions.

There is a peculiar fact about human beings that is fundamentally related
to becoming the kind of entity who can engage in self-persuasion, but is
nonetheless strangely overlooked in the majority of philosophizing on
persons—something that becomes especially striking when overlooked in an
argument about unique properties of humans that demarcate them as persons
from other animals: Humans are born into a community of fellow beings where
they are regarded and treated as persons way before they begin to manifest the
essential dispositions of a person. For a significant period of time this regard is
hardly different than an as-if stance, since human infants do not differ from those
of our closest living primate relatives in any way that would sufficiently justify
the fundamentally different attitude that is assumed towards them. This attitude
involves much more than can be explained on the basis of compassion and love,
or can be reduced to an arbitrary choice to extend the person status to infancy.
We constantly ascribe complex mental states to infants who clearly cannot
manifest them, we over-interpret their slightest gesture or movement as
signifying something which they are "trying" to but "cannot" yet express, we
constantly talk with them before they become capable of verbal
communication, attribute them sophisticated character traits, confer them
gradually widening responsibilities and liberties for hardly any practical reason
other than pedagogical ones, we happily grant their slightest claim for dignity
and respect. Any act of reciprocation we receive for our personal attitudes
towards a human infant, we answer with exponentially intensifying this
attitude. But all these are central to becoming a person, because person-making
dispositions can only come about within the context of intersubjective relations
with beings who manifest these. The human infant in turn, while not yet
manifesting person-making dispositions, is characteristically open to and deeply
motivated for forming intersubjective relations. Soon the personal attitude
directed at the infant ceases to be an as-if stance and becomes a central feature
of a psychological system, where the infant's psychological processes are
scaffolded by those of another. The characteristic dispositions of a person come
about primarily as qualities attributable to this extended psychological system,
rather than the individual organism that is the human infant. The development
of the person is the history of how these qualities become internalized as those
of an individual. Moreover, this whole developmental story is embedded in

social practices and institutions and relies on cultural artifacts, such as sign
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systems; thus, becoming a person is not only an individual but equally an
intersubjective, social and cultural process.

From a genetic perspective, acquisition of the capacity for self-persuasion
consists, firstly, in acquiring a capacity for metasemiosis. Metasemiosis is
reflexive semiosis; that is, a sign-activity directed primarily at the processes of
interpretation themselves and secondarily at their objects, as it is the case with,
for instance, retrospective evaluation of an inference for consistency or talking
about how we talk. Metasemiosis implies that one can recognize meaning-
rnaking processes as processes of sign interpretation, engage in social meaning
negotiation and construction, and finally use signs reflexively, to effect change
on own thoughts, attitudes and actions—to scaffold own meaning-making
processes. Self-interpretation is a quintessentially metasemiotic process, thus a
capacity for metasemiosis is the necessary formal condition of the reflexive
character of an inner dialogue. Further, an individual capacity for metasemiosis
presupposes the availability of a higher order in communicative interactions,
which allows for social negotiation and meaning construction.

Secondly, it consists in an ability to assume and coordinate social
perspectives and thereby to participate in norm governed social interactions.
Perspective-taking is central to any reciprocal communicative social interaction
which is targeted towards meaning construction and social negotiation.
Engaging in perspective-taking is essential to internalizing interpersonal and
(more general) social attitudes as potential normative attitudes through which
one interprets own emotions, thoughts, beliefs and actions. Further,
perspectives are differentiated, enacted and coordinated primarily in social
interactions (e.g. through role reversal, creation of pretense situations or
engaging in rule-based games) and on this basis they subsequently are
represented in processes of thought.

It culminates in the formation of higher-order habits of reflexivity. These
habits originate in interpersonal relations in the ontogenetic context of
extended psychological systems. Learning how to interpret and modulate one's
emotions, to critically evaluate situations, or to rise above one's personal
perspective to gain an understanding of own attitudes, convictions or patterns
of conduct all consist in the establishment of such higher-order habits. These
habits determine psychological processes originally and for the most part in the
context of social interactions (e.g., of settled practices of dialogical inquiry),
but can eventually do so also in the form of individual habits of reflexivity.
Conceived thus, becoming a kind of being who can engage in self-persuasion
consists ultimately in internalizing the patterns and structures of communicative
social interactions in the form of an ongoing auto-communication.

This proposal rests on several key theses that I will progressively develop
in the subsequent chapters. In claiming that self-persuasion is a particular kind
of internalized communication, I argue, firstly, that there are broadly two
modes of communication, coordinative and transformative, and self-persuasion is

39



a transformative mode of communication, and secondly, that the capacity for
self-persuasion comes about through the internalization of the intersubjective
process of transformative communication in the form of a psychological one.
The transformative mode of communication is characterized by its efficacy over
meaning structures; that is, over habits of interpretation, be they individual or
supra-individual. Mutual persuasion is the paradigmatic form of transformative
communication, because it consists not in an exchange of informational content
or an issuing of a request or order that has to be interpreted in the same way by
all parties to be successful, but in the reciprocal addressing of the
communicators' habits of interpretation themselves (such as social meanings).
refer to the former mode of communication as coordinative. With respect to
the origins of person-making dispositions, communication becomes
transformative in an additional sense: It contributes in a constitutive way to the
establishment in the individual of (higher-order) habits of interpretation that
operate by governing, constraining and guiding psychological processes. In this
latter sense, transformative communication is not an interpersonal process in the
strict sense, because one of the parties does not yet manifest any person-making
dispositions, but an intersubjective process through which these emerge. It does
not require, again in this sense, conventional sign systems such as symbolic
language either, because intersubjective processes of meaning construction and
negotiation precede, rather than presuppose, the formation and use of such
sign-systems. Thus, we can trace these foundational intersubjective processes
back as far as non-verbal infant communication. Transformative communication
establishes and modifies meaning structures in the intersubjective domain and
scaffolds their establishment in the psychological domain. Internalization
consists in this intersubjectively scaffolded process of transformation of forms
of communication into forms of reflection. These concepts are explicated in
Chapter II and linked to communication theory in Chapter III.

Transformative communication plays a constitutive role in all of the three
major phases I have outlined as pertaining to the acquisition of the capacity for
self-persuasion; namely, the emergence and sophistication of metasemiosis,
development of perspective-taking and perspective-coordination, and the
establishment of higher-order habits of reflexivity. I approach the development
of reflexivity through processes of scaffolding and internalization in reference
to Vygotsky's sociocultural theory of cognitive development in Chapters V and
VL. In Chapter VII, I focus firstly on contemporary theories of social cognition
and the Piagetian perspective-taking tradition and subsequently on a semiotic-
pragmatic notion of perspective and an account of social development of
perspective-taking in reference to Herbert Mead.

In arguing that self-reflective processes are internalized forms of
communication, I take as a central premise that thought processes, just as
processes of communication, are always in signs. Signs have objects, thus refer
beyond themselves; their meaning consists in being interpreted and these
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meanings are always public or can be made public. If all thinking is in signs,
there cannot be any thought that is self-contained in being its own object,
meaningful in itself, or fundamentally incommunicable. I thereby argue that
reflexivity is always mediated, and communicational in nature. It is in essence a
metasemiotic process, which involves interpretation of interpretation, or sign-
processes that refer themselves to other sign-processes. Further, reflexivity of
communicative processes, characteristic of transformative communication, is
prior to the reflexivity of thinking, which requires the former. The former idea
that all thinking is in signs is explored in reference to Peirce's semiotics, which
is the topic of Chapter IV. The latter idea that the reflexivity of communication
is prior is explored in reference to Bateson's relational theory of communication
and his notion of metacommunication in section III.2 as well as Chapter V.

Lastly, signs are interpreted not only in thought but also in transient
feelings, complex emotions, actions and in habits. In this respect semiosis
permeates all psychological processes that involve some kind of interpretation
(e.g. appraisal, evaluation, or expectation formation). Self-control, on the
other hand, addresses habits of action, which involve habits of thought as well
as habits of feeling, through establishing higher-order habits. Peirce's
reformulation of semiotics in light of his pragmatist proposal will provide the
context for discussing the central notions of habit and self-control. I go into
these in sections IV.4 to IV.6 as well as in the last, eight chapter.
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I A GENETIC PROPOSAL

II.1  COMMUNICATION, SOCIALITY AND
INTERSUBJECTIVITY

To inquire into communication in the contemporary context implies that one
ventures into unwinding the one thread that travels through numerous nodes of a
web of inter-referential topics. The nature of meaning, reference, experience,
identity, mind, knowledge, truth, objectivity as well as of culture and social order
are but some of the most immediate puzzles that one faces. From the present
perspective, at the core of this network of topics lies the relation between
communication and a kind of self-reflexivity I have claimed to be essential to
personhood. The way in which the nature of this relation is conceived has
significant bearing on how the whole network is conceptualized.

The present argument approaches communication through a differential
consideration of sociality and intersubjectivity. The former denotes, for our
purposes, the generic features of a broad scope of interactions pertaining to the
coordination of actions with a view to collective goals. The latter denotes those of
a more limited scope of interactions that confirm, challenge, or transform the
individual in its relation to the world and the world in its relation to the individual.
Such a conception of intersubjectivity might appear peculiar. More commonplace
conceptions of intersubjectivity range from the most externalist views that suggest
a particular kind of social interaction that involves or is primarily characterized by
an understanding of the other as having mental states (i.e., as an addressee of
ascriptions of intentionality) to the most internalist views that refer to an
understanding of the other as a subject of experience, as another self or "I." Our
characterization above hits the middle ground, but more importantly emphasizes
the relationality as well as perspectivalness of meaning. To explicate,
intersubjectivity involves an understanding of the other as having a different but
equally real perspective and as a being who can confirm the reality of our own
perspective. A perspective, in turn, is understood as a relation between the
individual and the world. It is both a holistic (sensory, perceptual, emotional,
intellectual) and a constitutive relation: A perspective is the individual in its
relation to the world and the world in its relation to the individual. In being
holistic, a perspective comprises embodied experience, relational attitudes as well
as self-definition. Understood in these terms, we can maintain that while
intersubjectivity presupposes and can be subsumed under sociality, the reverse is
not true: There can be various forms of social interaction that lack intersubjectivity
completely, but intersubjectivity depends on and subserves sociality.

Communication through the lens of sociality is a process of coordination of
various activities and attitudes, which are (individually) directed and constrained

by common meaning structures, broadly construed. Through that of
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intersubjectivity, itis a process of meaning creation, negotiation and maintenance.
If the meaning structures in question are impervious to the influence of
communicative processes but only direct and constrain them mono-directionally,
then communication would serve social ends but be bereft of intersubjectivity. On
this condition, individual perspectives would not have much implication in the
social process. When communicative processes are efficacious on the meaning
structures themselves, on the other hand, they can also confirm, challenge or
transform perspectives.

It might be objected, however, that the primary or fundamental function of
(at least human) communication consists in the conveyal or transmission of
information, not in the coordination of actions. But conveyal of information is
never for its own sake in communicative interactions; it is always for the sake of
some broadly social end, such as persuasion, creating interest, organization of
relational attitudes (e.g., through gossip), updating the other's knowledge base on
shared facts, facilitating collaboration, maintaining common reference and so on.
In short, it is ultimately in service of coordination of actions just as much as
explicitly pragmatic utterances without much content (such as imperatives and
questions) are. If, thus, conveyal of information is never independent from what
the communicator wants to achieve with it, we can safely state that coordination
is not the only but the most basic function of communication. With the increasing
sophistication of the medium of communication (e.g., linguistic signs vs. gestures)
and the simultaneous sophistication of possible content, the coordination function
becomes obviously an ultimate rather than proximate function, which can be
suspended, postponed, or become transparent. This creates in turn a space for
negotiation, for the coordination not only of overt behavior but of roles and
relational attitudes, and for the construction of a shared view of a reality. This is
to say, coordination of actions might recede to the background of communicative
interaction while negotiation and construction of meaning come to the
foreground. In any case, communication is fundamentally social-pragmatic,
whether this sociality also comprises an intersubjective dimension or not.

Such an approach to communication must evidently define it in a way that is
not exhausted by conversations, but extends over all forms of interaction that
coordinate and transform our relations to the world, to one another, and to
ourselves. To begin with, linguistic communication is not the only process
whereby meaning comes about, unless one approaches meaning solely in reference
to a self-referential, enclosed system of symbolic communication. It is already
widely acknowledged that neither communication is exhausted by language nor
language is exhausted by usage of conventional symbolic forms in accordance with
syntactic rules. On the contrary, linguistic communication depends for its
possibility on a community of meaning that goes beyond lexical, one that is
grounded in common forms of life shaped within the broader and all-
encompassing human lifeworld. What supports these common forms of life at any
point is not only social entities constituted by symbolic communication, like
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rituals or institutions, but more primordially coordinated activity and
intersubjective understanding. These consist in the first place in that we can
perceive and treat one another as sentient beings, as agents, as seats of experience,
as having different but commensurable perspectives.

The human lifeworld, the Umwelt of the human animal on the other hand, is
a natural or ecological condition of possibility of coordinating our actions and,
ultimately, of achieving intersubjectivity. The fact that this human lifeworld is
"common" is not due to its being continuously constituted through symbolic
communication, but ultimately to the integration of processes of meaning-making
which show structural continuity as well as discontinuity across organismic life.

What does such an approach to communication imply in regard to the kind
of self-reflexivity that characterizes a range of psychological processes from self-
evaluation to self-persuasion? The self-reflexive mind is not a given that the
present argument starts with, but a phenomenon to be investigated through its
genesis. This genesis is to be investigated as a history of meaning, through the
history of sign-processes. The history of the sign is embedded in the natural,
organismic processes of meaning-making which extend themselves, though
through certain qualitative changes, into cultural meaning-making, where mental
processes can assume a reflexive form. I argue that mind is neither coextensive
with life, nor is it a first-order, strongly emergent phenomenon that introduces a
rupture into a naturalistically conceived chain of being. Instead, its necessary
conditions are to be found in the broader process of natural meaning-making and
those of self-reflexive mental functions in social meaning-making, which is
grounded in but not absolutely reducible to the former. I take the processes
whereby organismic activity within an environment is shaped and guided by the
history of organism-environment relations as primary, and thereby assume that an
account of self-reflexivity that neither mystifies nor deflates its subject matter
should start neither with mind, nor experience, nor language, nor culture, but
with meaning, whose history and transformations enable one to ground the former
in actual relations that in different ways make the past present in action.

The ground level argument the present work draws on, which is elaborated
in more detail in the following sections and presented in a rather axiomatic form
here, is that self-reflexivity is essentially related to communication, which is based
in turn on the primary activity of bringing forth meaning that is characteristic of
life—semiosis. This primary activity, which is intended to cover the generic
features of various ways of meaning-making, is a process of interaction that is self-
referentially oriented, albeit not necessarily through consciousness, and one that
actively defines its interactants and brings about change in them through making
history, in the broadest possible sense, efficacious. In this latter capacity, we
conceive it as an activity of habit-taking.

What a statement such as "the erosion marks on this section of bedrock are
one billion years old" implies is essentially different than what is implied by a
statement such as "the structure of this particular metabolic pathway is one million
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years old," or as "this particular member of species x is ten years old." While for
the bedrock the past is irrelevant, insignificant, and external to it, for the organism
it is profoundly and substantially relevant and significant, because its whole history
is in a certain sense contemporaneous with it and efficacious in it. The various
ways in which the living being renders history efficacious, ranging from the most
primitive integration of sensation and action to maintaining a personal identity, is
what is denoted by the primary process of meaning-making. It is what renders the
organism and its surroundings what they are in their interaction, namely an agent
and an environment, what enables their coupling to be a seat of activity that goes
beyond efficient causation, which operates only hic et nunc, and what confers being
with value.

This primary process of meaning-making does not presuppose the category
of the social. In its most rudimentary form, it consists in the integration of sensory
and associative processes with motor action in the environment. Yet the social
process, broadly construed, is what achieves the coupling with one another of such
discrete interactions with the environment, and thereby what introduces a
mediation into the meaning-making process from the outside. At its most basic
and prevalent level, social mediation concerns only the behavioral, or motor action
part of the otherwise integral process of meaning-making. The coupling of
meaning-making processes with one another is limited to behavioral integration
or coordination, such as is the case with the collaborative activities of social insects
geared towards finding food or building nests. How differences are detected in the
environment or how patterns are established between detected differences remain
individual processes impervious to the social process. At a further level of coupling
of individual processes of meaning-making, which is nearly absent outside of
mammalian forms of sociality, social mediation penetrates the organismic
processes of meaning-making not only on the level of behavior but also on that of
dispositions to act. Here the integration of sensory and associative processes with
motor action is not direct, but occurs through the mediating level of affect, thereby
allowing meaning to be relatively unfettered from the linearity of the sensation-
action cycle. Such social interactions are efficacious in coordinating attitudes
already before they culminate in action. At a further level of coupling, the
mediation of individual meaning-making through the social reaches beyond
attitudes and penetrates down into the perceptive processes. What registers as
pleasant, repugnant, relevant, striking, off, important, valid option for choice, in
other words the very parsing of reality in terms of value is co-determined by the
history of social interaction.

On the other side of the coin, to the extent that the social process sublates
the independence of the individual processes, there emerges a novel kind of
individuality and independence. Whereas the temporal order that is efficacious
through the meaning structures that organize the activities of most organisms is
only that pertaining to the species, depending on the level of coupling the temporal
order of the lifetime can acquire an efficacy of its own through communicative
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sociality. While most species act in a present that obeys the evolutionary time, we
(and, to some extent, also our primate relatives and possibly some other complex
mammals) can act within a temporality that is more truly ours. The effect of social
mediation has thus a paradoxical outlook: To the extent that a living being is social,
it becomes individual and to the extent that experience is transformed through the

social process, it acquires a truly inward dimension.

1.2  MEANING AND SIGNIFICATION

Charles Sanders Peirce conceived all the perceptive, affective and intellectual
processes whereby aspects of a situation are rendered meaningful in terms of
signification, hence not only textual and spoken meaning, in other words linguistic
meaning, but also experiential meaning has become a phenomenon to be
investigated in "communicational" terms. This extension of the scope of
communication to include all meaningful experience is based on more than an
analogy or modelling relation established between thinking, in the widest sense,
and communication, which would have been neither illegitimate nor
unprecedented. It is based rather on an explicit epistemological claim that we
always and only think in signs and a further implicit one that meaning, in all
possible contexts it appears, is signification.

We can see two potential conceptual expansions that follow from this
identification: that of signification over meaning and that of meaning over
experience, possibly over life per se. Firstly, signification in the linguistic context
becomes the subject matter of but one sub-domain of a wide research field
investigating signification.®* Secondly, different modalities of experience going
beyond what can figure in conversation as its content become amenable to be
conceived in terms of meaning.

Following Peirce, one might equate the significative potential of any
aspect of experience with the interpretive capacity of the experiencer and infer
that, in the social realm broadly conceived, the communicative potential of any
act is proportional to the interpretive depth of the addressee or simply of the
observer, more than it is to the expressive capacities of the producer of the
message. Then, as long as there is an interpreter and a social situation, any
behavior would be communication. The minimal instance of “communication”
can then be outlined as any interaction where the action, attitude, or subjective
state of one party is mediated by the actual or anticipated response, attitude,
state or qualities of the other. A person who wears sunglasses in an enclosed
space by that very act can alter the behavior, attitude, or simply the subjective
state of others; they may avoid contact, reproach, become more reserved, or

%This opening up of linguistics into semiotics has yielded burgeoning research programs, a most
prominent of which was born out of a semiotic reading of Jakob von Uexkiill's Umweltlehre by Thomas
Sabeok—biosemiotics.
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simply feel surprised, irritated, or possibly entertained without acting on that
state. This is but a broader semiotic interpretation of Paul Watzlawick's axiom
that “one cannot not communicate.”®

Very few would confine communication to the boundaries of the
peculiarly human, yet still fewer would argue against the qualitative
discontinuities among the communicational phenomena across species. In a
broad sense, communication seems to be coextensive with life. In a wide range
of contexts from foraging, migration, hunting to mating, intraspecific and cross-
specific social interactions, livings systems depend on communication. Hence,
the minimal requirements outlined above are fulfilled by a range of encounters
much broader than human interactions. A cat startling at the snarling of a dog
and rushing away has a clear enough idea of the hostile attitude of the dog, so
does the dog of the cat’s fear, which is already anticipated in the initial behavior.
And so does another cat on top of a wall watching the interaction of the two
and moving silently away. Yet, the insect changing its path due to the presence
of the large body of the dog in the vicinity is not part of the communicative
situation, since the dog’s behavior does not have any significative potential for
the insect.

On the other hand, human communication typically manifests not only
the interpretation and conveyal of meaning based on pre-determined or species-
specific meaning structures, such as the interpretation of snarling as hostile, but
also creation and communication of novel meaning structures that constrain,
modify or frame the former on a higher order. “Learning,” in the operational
sense of establishment of novel associative connections between stimuli, occurs
even in species with a most rudimentary nervous system. But only a small part
of social interactions seems to involve the communication of learned relations
in the form of novel content and means of expression, and, further, the
formation of the latter within the communicative process itself. Moreover,
human communication is characterized by a particular form of reflexivity that
distinguishes it from most other instances of communicative sociality. To return
to the example, the connection between the initial snarling behavior and the
affective response of startling which culminates in a fleeing behavior is evidently
not a coincidental one. The effect of the initial behavior on the other party
already prefigures in it in some way. The fleeing behavior, further, has some
reference to the potential response by the first party; for instance, to let the
fleeing individual go upon perceiving a lack of challenge. Had the hostile
attitude been attributed to a less formidable creature, the response would also
be different. Thus, the whole interaction manifests a certain reflexivity in that
some of its components, or phases, refer to others. This reflexivity of the
complex relation between the attitudes and behaviors of the involved parties,

%Paul Watzlawick, Janet H. Beavin and Don D. Jackson, Pragmatics of Human Communication - A
Study of Interactional Patterns, Pathologies and Paradoxes (New York: W. W. Norton, 1967).
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however, is not due to the self-reflexivity of the processes that bring about these
attitudes and behaviors—as in fine-tuning the emotional tone of a message in
anticipation of how it would be received—but is achieved within a temporal
order that far exceeds that of experience, and through processes rather different
in nature than reflexive thought. As such, in the example and in other similar
cases the complementary reciprocity of behaviors that gives a reflexive quality
to the interaction obeys structural constraints that often have the force of
necessity. It is necessary that the snarling of the dog signifies a hostile attitude,
in the absence of which the gesture would also be absent. Also necessary is the
agitated reaction to perceived hostility. A human participant in the encounter
could, on the other hand, not only restrain the agitated disposition but even
perform the same gesture without harboring any hostility herself, for instance
in order to intimidate the dog, thereby act in reflexive reference to its meaning
as such; that is, as something signifying something else for an interpreter. In this
case, in reference to the fact that the snarling gesture signifies hostility for the
dog.

Human communication typically involves the recognition of
interpretation as interpretation. Moreover, it involves the recognition of
difference in interpretation (i.e., sense) with respect to the elements of reality
that are fixed by mutual reference as being the same. In other words, while
meaning in any form and complexity is necessarily perspectival, human
communication owes the possibility of its modern form to higher-order
meaning structures that circumscribe natural meaning®® as perspectival. It
further implies dynamicity of meaning, the ongoing redefinition of previous
means of interpretation. All this expansion and transformation of
communicative capacity goes hand in hand with the expansion and
transformation of sociality into one that is thoroughly infused with
intersubjectivity, that is, with the perception and treatment of one another as
agents who simultaneously act on, interpret and create meaning.

This is not to say that we can or should clearly demarcate between self-
reflexive and natural meaning-making, or between dynamic, ambiguous and
pre-determined, shared meaning structures. These distinctions are highly
simplistic and are meant only to mark the extreme ends of a spectrum, one of
which is most clearly known to us and the other most clearly identifiable
through its contrastive features. A genetic perspective would instead be
interested in elucidating what kind of quantitative or qualitative changes occur
in the much broader grey area.

It is not a rare practice in the field of semiotics, the broad discipline
investigating meaning in terms of signification, to restrict semiosis, sign-process,

%The distinction between higher-order meaning and natural meaning here assumed comes practically
close to that between non-natural and natural meaning made by Grice, although I envision not a binary
but gradual picture. See Herbert Paul Grice, “Meaning,” Philosophical Review 66, no. 3 (1957): 377—
88.
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to the human use of signs, or to anthroposemiosis, as it is sometimes referred to.%7
Besides the anthropological and cultural routes taken in investigating how signs
are used in specific contexts, the sign-processes addressed in the context of an
anthroposemiotic study are the self-reflexive meaning-making process that
require the recognition of signs as signs, that is, as denoting something other
than themselves for an interpreter. Where this reflexivity is absent, we can
supposedly no longer talk of signs, but maybe of signals. This sign concept,®®
however, can be more accurately described in reference to the process of
metasemiosis, or self-reflexive semiosis, instead of semiosis per se. Moreover, if
one adopts the methodological perspective that the process of meaning creation
is better investigated through its genesis, it becomes clear that such a restriction
would preclude or at least terminologically over-complicate a genetic account.
The modal and genetic conditions of metasemiosis, its possibility and
development, should then be looked for in semiosis. This is broadly the general
perspective uniting more naturalist approaches to meaning, a prominent

example of which is the research program biosemiotics.®’

I3 GENESIS OF THE REFLEXIVE MIND FROM AN
ONTOGENETIC PERSPECTIVE

Sociality is a broader phenomenon that predates and prefigures
intersubjectivity, whereas intersubjectivity is much harder to identify in nature,
except amongst some highly complex mammals such as our closest primate
relatives. An intuitively appealing and most travelled path of reasoning to
explain the nature of the relation between intersubjectivity and the human
capacity for meaning creation goes from the evolution and development of
cognitive capacities to that of social understanding in an almost linear fashion:
The more complex the cognitive apparatus becomes, more sophisticated the
intersubjective process, like any other mental operation, is structured.
Intersubjectivity, hence, is but one outcome of the rise in cognitive complexity.
The processes of understanding are ultimately indifferent towards whether one
tries to understand a person or a non-person. We come to understand each
other better because we simply understand better.

It is increasingly acknowledged, however, that the relation between
sociality and cognition is rather interactive and not at all linear; that social

"For the origin of the term, see John Deely, The Human Use of Signs, or, Elements of Anthroposemiosis
(Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 1993).

%See e.g. Goran Sonesson, “The Foundation of Cognitive Semiotics in the Phenomenology of Signs
and Meanings,” Intellectica 58, no. 2 (2012): 207-39.

%A more detailed exposition of some key theoretical and terminological issues related to the scope of
semiotics, or how far and wide the study of meaning can reach in nature, is presented in Chapter V.
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processes has been crucial in the evolution of our cognitive capabilities™ as well
as that social interaction is a necessary factor in the unfolding of those stages of
cognitive development that are characteristic of the human mind.”" This
relatively less travelled path of reasoning tilts the balance of significance in the
interaction of social processes and human cognition in favor of the former and
allows one to emphasize the social origin and inherently social nature of higher
cognitive processes. The focal point of this perspective is often symbolic
activity, which is thought to represent a qualitative leap in the evolution and
development of intersubjectivity and, mediately, of the human mind.
Communicative practices can be regarded from such a perspective as both the
origin and the paradigm of the processes of symbolic meaning-making, the
highest form of which is discursive thought.

Attributing the origins of symbolic thought to communication might seem
to be circular, since intuition tells us that that there cannot be any
communication without communicating subjects and that one cannot
communicate something one has not already thought. However, the circularity
can be resolved if we take the origins of symbolic activity to lie in actual social
processes that are but potentially symbolic, thus ground symbolic
communication in a broader sphere of pre-symbolic and extra-symbolic
communication.

This reversal of explanatory priority has precedent, among others, in
Herbert Mead’s strategy of going from social interaction to the self-conscious
mind. Mead maintained that instead of presupposing the existence of minds or
selves "as antecedent to the social process in order to explain communication
within that process", such phenomena "must be accounted for in terms of the
social process, and in terms of communication," because:

if [...] you presuppose the existence of mind at the start, as explaining or making
possible the social process of experience, then the origin of minds and the
interaction among minds become mysteries. But if, on the other hand, you regard
the social process of experience as prior (in rudimentary form) to the existence of
mind and explain the origin of minds in terms of the interaction among individuals
within that process, then not only the origin of minds, but also the interaction
among minds (which is thus seen to be internal to their very nature and
presupposed by their existence or development at all) cease to seem mysterious or
miraculous. Mind arises through communication by a conversation of gestures in

a social process or context of experience—not communication through mind.”?

Tomasello’s work has been central in addressing the role of coordinated activity and its
communicative demands in the evolution of cognitive abilities. See e.g Michael Tomasello, The
Cultural Origins of Human Cognition (Harvard University Press, 1999). A more detailed exposition of

this connection can be found in Chapter V.

"ITo a certain extent Jean Piaget's perspective on cognitive development recognizes the driving role of
social interaction. The strongest defense of the developmental priority of social interaction, on the other

hand, can be found in Vygotsky's work. The question of priority is addressed mainly in Chapter VI.
"2George Herbert Mead, Mind, Self and Society (Chicago: the University of Chicago Press, 1934), p.43.
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The genesis of the human mind has often been investigated on historical,
evolutionary (phylogeny), and developmental (ontogeny) time scales, often
with analogical inferences from one scale to another. Comparisons between the
human infant and the primitive man, or between non-human animals and pre-
social humans are abound in the philosophical, psychological or anthropological
literature. Gregory Bateson’s ecological mind, for instance, furnishes a
prominent example of a genetic account of sign-processes on the phylogenetic
time scale. Mead’s perspective, quoted above, falls within the thread of
analogies between stages in the evolution and the ontogenetic development of
symbolic communication. He is joined in that also by the sociocultural
developmental psychology tradition that we can generally term Vygotskian.
One finds here as well the primary assumption that the human infant is only
potentially human, and the necessary condition of its actualization is interaction
with the human social environment through symbolic communication.”

An emphasis on interpretation over against expression and the
prioritization of the interpreter’s role in communication is of crucial
significance in a social interactionist investigation of the development of
subjectivity, since the social situation peculiar to human development, unlike
that pertaining to hypothetical scenarios of our historical or evolutionary past,
involves a fundamental asymmetry between the communicators. As the
necessary condition of the development of its own capacities for meaning
formation, the human infant is from birth on immersed in a social environment
that far exceeds its interpretive capacities in complexity, and bestows its
behavior with far greater significance that what could possibly be intended.

On the other hand, historical approaches to the genesis of a reflexive
subjectivity are more common in philosophical inquiry. Taking culture and
society as the domain of reference, a historical perspective approaches this
genesis through the diachronic trajectory of the social process. Not the only,
but probably the most famous example of such an account is Hegel’s philosophy
of self-consciousness. A more recent example with particular emphasis on
symbolic activity would be Ernst Cassirer’s philosophy of symbolic forms. With
respect to analogical connections between historical and developmental scales,
Freud (and Jung) may be mentioned as having proposed genetic accounts of
reflexive subjectivity through linking the diachronic trajectory of the social
process to that of the ontogenetic development.

A consideration of the phylogenetic dimension is an integral part of any
naturalist and genetic approach to the human mind. Yet the evolutionary
endowment of the human being is only one part of the picture, which cannot
be complete without the sociocultural context. The sociocultural context in

For an early and representative adaptation of Vygotskian sociocultural psychology tradition to
communication framework, see Frank E. X. Dance and Carl E. Larson, Speech Communication:
Concepts and Behavior (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1972).
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turn is not a stable background but itself historical, and as such it is a constitutive
factor not only in the ontogenetic process, but also recursively in the theoretical
inquiry directed at explaining it. The evolutionary, historical, and ontogenetic
time scales cannot be considered in exclusion of one another, or reduced or
opposed to one another, but collectively constitutive an integral whole, where
cach nonetheless enjoy some degree of independence from the others. Hence,
a developmental psychological account can in principle bracket sociocultural
phenomena, and a historical account can do the same for evolutionary
phenomena. The ontogenetic one is the lowest and narrowest of these time
scales, but has a particular significance for a genetic approach to human
subjectivity by virtue of being the mediating dimension where phylogeny,
culture, and society meet and communicate in the process of psychic
individuation.

The present account of personhood, for this reason, places the
ontogenetic dimension at its focus. However, in terms of its main assumptions,
it endorses a qualified naturalist perspective in identifying the given structural
constraints of meaning-making, and boundaries, thresholds and continuities in
the interaction of the natural and the cultural domains. On the other hand, it
endorses a qualified social constructivist perspective in giving explanatory
priority to the social, communicative process over mind, self and their
individual development. A semiotic framework is most fitted to unify these two
perspectives in an account of the communicative origins of higher orders of
cognition that are central to the reflexive mind and thereby to personhood.

From a semiotic perspective, communication and cognition have an
affinity which appears almost self-evident: They both involve meaning-making
on the basis of sign processes. In line with a long-lived philosophical tradition
inaugurated by Plato who envisioned thought as internal dialogue, Peirce
conceives the movement of thought to be dialogical—hence,
communicational—in nature. The sign reflects, in turn, the communicational
structure of semiosis its unified two-sidedness:

[Sligns require at least two quasi-minds; a Quasi-utterer and a Quasi-interpreter; and

although these two are at one (i.e., are one mind) in the sign itself, they must

nevertheless be distinct. In the sign they are, so to say, welded. Accordingly, it is

not merely a fact of human Psychology, but a necessity of Logic, that every logical
evolution of thought should be dialogic.™

For Peirce, the operation of mind is communicational in form and origin.
In its process aspect the mind is dialogical semiosis, which is always embedded in
signs and semiotic habits. Its development can thus be mapped onto, as Ata and

"CP 4.551.
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Queiroz put it, "the development of available semiotic material artifacts.”” In a
similar vein, Mead anchors the development of the self-conscious mind in
communicational and quasi-communicational processes mediated by what he calls
“significant symbols;” that is, by signs which manifest the two-sides of the social
act in their very constitution.”

When approached from a semiotic perspective, the developmental question
turns into the question of how the sign processes realizing both communication
and cognition come about. Although semiotic studies of human cognitive
development currently make up a rather small niche in developmental literature,”
two of the most influential pioneers of developmental psychology, Piaget and
Vygotsky, had given a central place to sign use in their theories of cognitive
development. They both maintained that communication, in particular its
linguistic variant,”® and cognition do not follow separate developmental paths,
because both interpersonal and intrapersonal psychological processes are
modulated and transformed by the understanding and use of signs. Piaget” has
famously dubbed the capacity for engaging in sign processes the "semiotic
function," which he thought to underlie both communication and cognition.
However, for Piaget the capacity for the communicative use of signs was largely
an aspect of individual cognitive development, which followed a path from
egocentrism to sociality. Vygotsky maintained, on the other hand, that sign use
was developmentally a social achievement, not an individual one. For this reason,
sign-mediated social interaction was the precursor and origin of sign-mediated
cognition. From a broader perspective, the sociocultural school of Vygotsky and
his colleagues maintained that semiotic mediation implies sociocultural mediation
and thus individual psychogenesis should be understood in terms of the
sociogenesis of mind. They are joined in endorsing this guiding heuristic by the
social interactionist school rooted in American pragmatism, which goes back to
Mead, and partially to Dewey.*

"3Pedro Atd and Jodo Queiroz, “Icon and Abduction: Situatedness in Peircean Cognitive Semiotics,” in
Model-Based Reasoning in Science and Technology, ed. Lorenzo Magnani (Berlin, Heidelberg:
Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2014), 30113, p. 301.

"Mead, Mind, Self and Society.

""Notwithstanding, we should note that the developmental history of cognitive-semiotic capacities is
among the most central research questions to be addressed by the bourgeoning field of cognitive
semiotics. See e.g. Jordan Zlatev, “The Mimesis Hierarchy of Semiotic Development: Five Stages of
Intersubjectivity in Children,” The Public Journal of Semiotics 4, no. 2 (2013): 47-70.

8The relation between socio-cognitive development and pre-linguistic semiosis is a research question
that has been explored to a still more limited degree. A notable exception is the work of Colwyn
Trevarthen on infant semiosis, to which I extensively refer in Chapter VI, section 4.

"Jean Piaget, La Formation Du Symbole Chez [’enfant: Imitation, Jeu et Réve, Image et Représentation
(Neufchatel: Delachaux et Niestle, 1945).

80This perspective is still central to contemporary sociocultural activity theory, social interactionism
and similar sociocultural approaches to development. See e.g. Jerome S. Bruner, Acts of Meaning
(Harvard University Press, 1990); Michael Cole, “The Zone of Proximal Development: Where Culture
and Cognition Create Each Other,” Culture, Communication and Cognition: Vygotskian Perspectives,
1985, 146—61; Katherine Nelson, Language in Cognitive Development: The Emergence of the Mediated
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This thesis approaches the question of social origins or the sociogenesis of
mind in terms of a developmental (as well as evolutionary) connection I envision
between higher-order communication and higher-order, reflexive mental
processes such as metacognition, perspective-taking, self-interpretation and self-
control,*" which I identified in the previous chapter as being central to
personhood. By higher-order mental processes I denote those which are in some
way about other mental processes; that is, processes that regulate, monitor,
interpret, evaluate, guide or control other processes taking place within the same
psychic system. I denote by higher-order communication those social interactions
where there is a multiplicity of interrelated levels of meaning and consequently a
multiplicity of communicative channels, which make it possible to communicate
about communication; that is, to modulate, confirm, challenge or transform the
structures, the means and the (relational) patterns of communicative interactions.
I maintain that at the basis of this connection lies reflexive semiosis, or
metasemiosis, that characterizes both of these interpersonal and intrapersonal
processes.

The higher-order in communication is famously termed by Gregory Bateson
“metacommunicative.” He* defines metacommunication in terms of a hierarchy
of signs, where metacommunicative signs refer to or frame the interpretation of
first-order signs. On the intrapersonal end, metacognition involves higher-order
monitoring, evaluation and control of cognitive processes. Perspective-taking
implies contrasting and coordinating possible alternative interpretations. Self-
interpretation implies critical evaluation of own actions and attitudes. Self-control
involves top-down regulation or modification of agentive processes or
psychological components thereof (e.g. affective responses). These higher-order
mental and communicative processes share the feature of involving metasemiosis;
that is, second-order processes of semiotic mediation. Metasemiosis, in its
cognitive sense, refers to higher-order, reflexive processes for recognition,
monitoring and evaluation of sign interpretation. The operation of this semiotic
reflexivity is reflected in the capacities for attending to signs, their objects and
interpretants differentially, examining and evaluating sign processes, and judging
the success or failure of interpretations. In its communicational sense,
metasemiosis refers to the self-reflexive character of communicative interactions
where meta-linguistic as well as relational rules and patterns are assumed,
confirmed, explicitly thematized or negotiated.

Mind (Cambridge University Press, 1998); Barbara Rogoff, The Cultural Nature of Human
Development (Oxford University Press, 2003); James V. Wertsch, Mind as Action (Oxford University
Press, 1998).

81For a more limited exploration of this connection in regard to earliest communicative interactions, see
Duygu Uygun Tung, “Transformative Communication as Semiotic Scaffolding of Cognitive
Development,” The American Journal of Semiotics 35, no. 1-2 (2019): 117-54.

82Gregory Bateson, Steps to an Ecology of Mind: Collected Essays in Anthropology, Psychiatry,
Evolution, and Epistemology (University of Chicago Press, [1955]2000]).
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In line with Peirce's, Vygotsky's and Mead's strategies of approaching the
question of mind through the study of sign processes, I look at the relatively less
studied semiotic properties of interpersonal and intrapersonal reflexive processes
with a view to capture some of their general, common features that can shed light
on the developmental relation between interpersonal and intrapersonal meaning-

making.

II.4 COORDINATIVE AND TRANSFORMATIVE
COMMUNICATION

In light of the preliminary considerations above, the basic premises and the
outline of the proposed account can be laid down. Identification of primarily
two types and secondarily modes of communication, coordinative and
transformative, will constitute the backbone of the following discussions. The
distinction in terms of type is introduced in reference to the evolutionary
trajectory of communicative sociality. While the distinction in terms of type
implies the mutual exclusivity of coordinative and transformative
communication, the distinction in terms of mode implies their dialectic co-
existence. The coordinative type of communication is proposed as the basic and
phylogenetically prior one, where communication supervenes on shared
meaning. The transformative type of communication is proposed as a
phylogenetically emergent form of social process that assumes a constitutive
role in the generation, negotiation and modification of meaning. The
coordinative type of communication gradually leaves its place, on the
phylogenetic time scale, to two dialectically alternating modes of
communication. The distinction in terms of mode is intended to identify the
differential communicational dynamics of meaning-maintenance versus
meaning-generation and negotiation in the sociocultural sphere, where the
coordinative mode denotes those communicational processes that supervene on
shared meaning and the transformative mode denotes those that are efficacious
over the structures, means and patterns of meaning-making.

These points require for their further elaboration the historical and
theoretical background presented in the following three chapters on
communication theory and semiotics. Here, the exposition is limited to the
presentation of the basic premises.

(i) The relational history of the organism-environment interaction is
preserved in the form of meaning structures, or semiotic scaffolds, that constrain,
guide, and stabilize the activity, orientation and responses and of the organism.
Semiotic scaffolds are hierarchically organized, temporary or enduring semiotic
supports that are efficacious on an organism's relationship with the environment
in accordance with its evolutionary, developmental, or sociocultural history.
The relation between semiotic scaffolds and semiosis can be described in
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ontological terms as the relation between structure and process. Synchronically
considered, processes animate structures and structures shape and direct
processes. Diachronically considered, structures are stabilized processes and
can be maintained or undergo change and transformation.

(ii) Semiosis in nature broadly manifests a continuity from mostly fixed,
transparent structures to highly dynamic, flexible, and socioculturally regulated
ones. There is an increase in interpretive freedom and significative potential as
we proceed towards the latter end, which can be interpreted with respect to
the temporal order within which semiotic scaffolds undergo change. The
temporal order in which scaffolds can change narrows down from phylogenic
history to the temporal order of the lived time to the extent that phylogenesis
is carried over to and partly accomplished by culture, which enters between the
environment and the individual as a mediator. History is no longer only a
phylogenetic but also a cultural history.

(iii) In ontological terms, the increase in the plasticity of semiotic scaffolds
and consequently in degrees of semiotic freedom is not simply an increase in
complexity through building upon simpler structures, but the manifestation of a
relative destabilization of the structures that scaffold semiosis so that semiosis can
avoid or postpone fixity. That is to say, the semiotic complexity of
socioculturally mediated processes of meaning-making is attained not by
bottom-up construction of further levels upon simpler and less permeable
organismic semiosis; it is attained rather by destabilizing the structures of
organismic semiosis and maintaining them in a more plastic state through
ongoing intrasubjective, intersubjective and social processes of semiotic
mediation. These latter are top-down influences that aim to avoid
determination and to defer a decisive reduction in the degrees of semiotic
freedom. While in some species the way in which the individual organism
interprets and responds to an environmental stimulus, such as a "threat,"
follows a stabilized, much repeated sensory-motor pattern, in some the solution
to a similar problem might not issue directly from such a crystallized habit but
require further interpretation or experimentation, in still others the
identification of the problem itself might be open to the influence of social
norms or even to critical self-reflection and a solution can be postponed
indefinitely. Consequently, those structures that can change in the temporal
order of the lived time through sociocultural factors are for the most part not
absolutely novel kinds, but relatively destabilized instances of existing kinds, to
the effect that the processes that are shaped and constrained by such structures
are amenable to novel kinds of mediation.®

8To illustrate this idea through an analogy, we can consider how we change patterns of learned motor
behavior. When one desires to change or improve the habituated way one walks, swims, rides a bike or
pronounces certain letters, one can do so by regularly intervening in the habitual execution of the
behavior through attentional processes and volutionally realizing other patterns. This process can also
involve communicative interactions, for instance in the form of expert assistance. The pre-existing
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(iv) The medium through which social and cultural forms shape and
support semiotic development is that of communication. Communication on
the basic and general level serves to coordinate action. It depends on the
commonality of meaning structures within and across species. This
phylogenetically prior, basic type of communication is grounded in the stability
of semiotic scaffolds. It is not efficacious over them and modifies semiotic
activity only externally. The transformative type of communication is, on the
other hand, the social process through which semiotic scaffolds are formed and
can  undergo  change. Through  transformative ~ communication,
semiotic scaffolds of action and interaction are socially formed by effectuating a
top-down modification on the organismic level of semiotic scaffolding. The
extent to which transformative communication occurs among members of a
species is also the extent to which sociality takes an intersubjective turn.

(v) Human semiosis does not diverge from the broader range of semiotic
phenomena in nature in fundamental terms (such as featuring as opposed to
lacking signs) but in gradual terms; namely, by virtue of its degree of
metasemiotic mediation and, in correlation, of its degree of semiotic freedom.
This characteristically high degree of mediation is made possible by extending
semiosis to include other persons and cultural artifacts, and internalizing
patterns and structures of interpersonal semiosis in the form of higher-order
mental processes.

(vi) The cognitive capacity for metasemiosis develops within the context
of communicative interactions before it comes to serve self-evaluative and self-
regulatory purposes (e.g. in perspective-taking and self-persuasion). Reflexive
semiosis involved in higher order mental processes has ontogenetically a social,
intersubjective origin in the communicative use of signs. Complex
communication and cognition involve organizing meaning into inter-referential
levels and a differentiation of the various aspects of the sign process. The chief
developmentally  constitutive role 1 attribute to (transformative)
communicative interaction is the establishment of levels of meaning and the
differentiation of constituent elements of semiosis. The availability of various
levels of meaning in communication and the intersubjective differentiation of
the constituent aspects of the sign process are genetic conditions of self-
reflexive mental processes, because these enable hierarchical organization of
signs (including not only external signs such as words but also percepts,
concepts and judgments). Organizing sign processes in inter-referential ways
allows for further semiotic mediation of the utterance and interpretation of
lower-order signs. Through achieving such a reflexivity in communication,
social interaction externally scaffolds the development of metasemiosis in

sensory-motor patterns are relatively destabilized in the process and thereby rendered amenable to
processes of conscious cognitive and communicative mediation, which are normally not involved in
the execution of motor behaviors.
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cognition. The development of metasemiotic capacities is thus a psychologically
extended process, which relies on particular semiotic features of the material
culture: The child's meaning-making processes are extended over social and
material supports; namely, to include cognitive-semiotic resources of more
mature peers and cultural artifacts such as linguistic signs, pictures and
diagrams. Communication in this particular function serves thereby as an
ecological foundation for cognitive-semiotic development in that it provides the
proper context for and gradually transforms the burgeoning metasemiotic
capacities of the child.*

(vii) The social development of the capacity for metasemiotic activity in
ontogeny also shows certain similarities to those dynamics of interpersonal
communication that are at play whenever sign-relations are formed and
transformed; that is to say, whenever the meaning structures constraining
human interaction become themselves the subject-matter of communication.
Needless to say, the dynamics of development are qualitatively different from
those of mature intellectual and practical activity, and communication in its pre-
linguistic form shows significant structural differences in comparison to adult
communication. However, processual isomorphisms can be found between the
development of sign processes in ontogeny and the becoming phases of
interpersonal communication. Both in the ontogeny of sign processes and in the
becoming phases of interpersonal communication, the predominant mode of
communication is transformative as opposed to coordinative.

The transformative and coordinative modes of communication relate to
processes of meaning creation and maintenance. They are correlative and
complementary modalities of communication, which diachronically manifest a
dialectical relation with one another. It is worthwhile to elaborate on these
modalities through a consideration of the temporal modalities of two broad
kinds of meaning-making.

Retrospective and prospective processes: We can identify two complementary
processes of meaning-making in terms of two ways of making history efficacious.
Retrospective processes have their footing in the present but their focus of
interest is the past. Situations can have precedence over and even efficacy on
the constraints and conditions determining them. The past is retrospectively
reconstructed with respect to the conditions and demands of the present. The
future, on the other hand, is (or perceived as being) indefinite or
underdetermined. Prospective processes have their footing in the past but their
focus of interest lies in the future. Situations are determined by their enabling

84The term ecology refers broadly to the evolutionary, social and cultural contexts wherein cognition is
embedded. The ecological approach to cognition is generally traced back to Bateson's ecology of mind,
the cultural-historical activity theory founded by Vygotsky or to Gibson's ecological phenomenology.
Many of these ideas have found contemporary expression in theories of extended, situated as well as
distributed cognition. See e.g. Edwin Hutchins, “Cognitive Ecology,” Topics in Cognitive Science 2,
no. 4 (2010): 705-15.
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conditions and global constraints rooted in the past. The future is progressively
constructed in a present that rises above the edifice of the past. Yet the past can
be transparent or reified into an a-temporal mode of existence. That is, the
various constraints or enabling conditions of a certain occurrence can remain
completely un-thematized, or treated as if they are un-historical or
unchangeable. The prospective process relies on already existing meaning
structures, such as descriptive categories, conceptual models, convictions or
pre-judgements, and parses reality in accordance with them. The retrospective
process gives priority to the situation and its demands, and re-evaluates the
existing global network of meaning structures ex post facto to fit the situation.

From the perspective of learning, it is possible to recognize a broad
similarity between these two kinds of processes and Jean Piaget’s two
complementary cognitive processes that realize intellectual adaptation to the
world; namely, assimilation and accommodation. Assimilation is adaptation
though fitting novel experience within the pre-existing interpretive schemes
(such as that of the child who might regard the first cow she sees as a giant dog).
Accommodation, on the other hand, re-structures the existing network of
concepts and beliefs in the face of a novel situation (such as delimiting the
previously vast concept of dog to introduce the novel concept of cow). With
regards to self-identity and personal narratives, it can be said that prospective
processes are coherence-oriented while retrospective processes are plasticity-
oriented.

It is merely for the purposes of abstraction that these two kinds of
processes have been presented as if they are separable. In fact, the temporal
structure of actual mental or interpersonal processes are much more complex
and cannot be pigeonholed into one of these two classes. Nonetheless, there can
be personal and cultural differences in preferential reliance on one or to the
other.

Two modes of communication: Communication manifests two global modes
when conceived as a diachronic process: There are phases in the history of
communicative interactions, be it interpersonal, intergroup, within a scientific
discipline or conceived as the internal conversation of a society, that are
characterized by tension, conflict, proliferation of incommensurable
perspectives, deconstruction of extant meaning structures such as social
meanings and identities, by destabilization of social relations that support them,
and plurality of attempts at redefinition. The constitutive ground of
communication, the relational community of meaning and its interpretive
schemes, loses its transparency and comes to the fore as a theme of
communication. The representative function of communication, the function
of presenting a part or aspect of the world as being so-and-so is hindered; what is
communicated is less something about the world and more something about the
very ways of presenting something about the world in their otherwise concealed
perspectivalness and contingency. For instance, the "symbolness" of symbols,
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their inherent ambiguity, connotativity and unsaturatedness, becomes salient.
To use a geographical metaphor, we can describe these phases as those of
terraforming on the topology of meaning.

Conversely, there are phases in which meaning structures are stably
maintained and scaffold the social process. Actions follow from and rely on
common meanings, which are embedded in social relations that are stable, all
of which form the transparent background before which figures can appear as
such. Interactions are dominated by a mode of communication in which stably
scaffolded meaning-making activities of individuals are coordinated. This mode
enables reliable sharing of experience on the basis of common sign relations,
facilitates collective action, and cultivates cognitive and affective resonance
among social agents. Following the metaphor, we can call such phases as those
of cartography on the topology of meaning. The mode of communication
characterizing the former phase is transformative and the mode characterizing the
latter is coordinative.

With respect to the two ways of making history efficacious outlined
above, we can say that there is a processual correspondence, a relational analogy
between the transformative mode of communication and the retrospective
process and between the coordinative mode and the prospective process.
Transformative communication is a retrospective meaning—making process and
coordinative communication a prospective one operative on the interpersonal
as well as the collective level.

Self-persuasion, an internalized form of interpersonal semiosis which I
have proposed to be central to personhood, is intrapersonal communication in
the transformative mode. We also engage in auto-communicative processes that
can be likened to coordinative communication; for instance, when someone
makes a shopping list, or underlines certain passages in a book to return to them
later. But such activities are hardly characteristic of persons as such. The kind
of internal dialogue that is essentially characteristic of persons is concerned, as
we have argued, with self-induced habit-change. More precisely, it consists in
an internal reconstruction of a kind of communicative interaction that aims at
effecting a change in the other's agential and interpretive habits through his or
her own conscious agency. We engage in self-reflexive processes of this kind,
such as self-interpretation, critical self-evaluation and deliberate habit-
formation, usually when there is a situational change or relational demand that
calls for a re-evaluation of and possibly a change in our habits of action, thought
or feeling. This is typically a retrospective process, since its subject matters—
the features of our personalities, our interpretive tendencies, expectations,
attitudes and beliefs—are all part of the past that is effective in us.

The common ground, which is the condition of the coordinative mode
communication, understood as shared experiences, symbols, norms etc. is a
temporarily stabilized field of meaning. It does not depend on the similarity of
individual experiences understood in an atomized manner, nor to fixed
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correspondence between words and things. It depends, among others, on
dynamic maintenance and occasional negotiation of shared meanings and
relational attitudes.

The differential operation of these basic modes of communication can be
witnessed in all domains of symbolic communication. Imagine a statue of a
religious figure being erected in a site of worship, and a similar social object
placed among a collection of contemporary artwork curated a-chronologically.
Although at the semantic, representational level the two communicative acts
employ the same symbol-relations, in the latter these are bracketed in order to
communicate a completely different message than the former at the
metacommunicative level. While the former is confirmatory, the latter is not.
We also see two different attitudes towards the temporality of social object.
While the former a-temporalizes and renders transparent the social processes
constitutive of the object with a commitment towards the future (that these
processes shall or should remain operative), the latter attempts to
retrospectively reconstruct them.

When conceived in terms of structure, the two modes of communication
employ various levels of abstraction and media of meaning, such as content and
context or verbal and non-verbal signs, differentially. In the coordinative mode,
verbal as well as non-verbal metacommunicative signs are confirmatory of the
underlying relational attitudes, which can (for the sake of argument) be
symbolically expressed in utterances such as "You are my friend," "People are
generally good," "Lying is detrimental to relationships," or in meta-discursive
ones like "Communication is a process of mutual understanding." Symbolic
articulation of relational attitudes belongs by itself to the transformative mode
of communication: They are not mere expressions of inner feelings, thoughts
and beliefs that reside in a mind, but co-constitute them by introducing a
reflexive distance into the pre-reflexive embodied integrity of experience.
When articulated, they are no longer only relational attitudes that collectively
make up a relational perspective, but become potentially contestable normative
propositions.

Moreover, the order of priority between coordinative and transformative
communication is altered when we refer these as modes and not types of
communication. An asymmetrical relation gives its place to one of co-
dependence or mutual presupposition. The transformative mode depends on
the coordinative mode in that transformation can take place against a
background of sameness or commonality that is confirmed in communication,
and the coordinative mode presupposes the ever-present possibility of a
transition to the transformative mode. Thus the coordinative mode, where
meaning is assumed, understood, conveyed and shared, is not separable from
but equally depends on the transformative mode, where meaning is created,
challenged, or negotiated. For instance, the communicative act of confirming
(whether implicitly or explicitly) someone's self-definition depends for its
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significance on the possibility of contesting it, which is often mutually
acknowledged as a background assumption. Transformative communication in
this sense becomes only occasionally the dominant mode, but such occasional
transitions are also necessary in the history of communicative interactions, since
they produce emergent forms of social organization, novel meaning structures
and relational patterns as well as novel communication content that extends
beyond the immediate context of interaction. The type of relation between
these two modes is dialectical, and it manifests a punctuated equilibrium
between phases of transformation and preservation of sign-relations that
scaffold individual and collective activity. However, as I have briefly stated
above, in the peculiar context of the ontogenesis of semiotic capacities where
common meaning structures are under formation, the transformative mode has
a pronounced dominance.
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I  COMMUNICATION-THEORETICAL
CONSIDERATIONS

Communication is among those topics upon which a vast number of different
disciplines have a claim, as well as all of us as persons have rich first-hand
knowledge about. From linguistics to psychology, sociology, economy,
mathematics, biology, anthropology, or media-studies, we find quite distinct
and sometimes incommensurable®* theories of communication, which have all
contributed to differing degrees to the multidisciplinary origins of the relatively
newcomer communication discipline, resulting in the striking diversity of
disciplinary perspectives and vocabularies within the discipline.

Quite a number of theories of communication either take their start from
or occupy themselves primarily with shedding light on some commonplace
aspects of communication as it takes place within our social lifeworld. Others
start from abstract representations of aspects of communication which then find
application in the study of the actual human communication. Given the rich
complexity of the phenomenon of communication in terms of its levels (be it
interpersonal, intra-group or inter-group, international, or cultural), the
methods with which it is studied, and the epistemological or ontological
background assumptions of various research traditions within which it is
studied, the odds of arriving at a unified theory of communication and,
moreover, at a common vocabulary seems unrealistic.

The last decades, on the other hand, have witnessed an augmented debate
on the concept of communication itself, against the background of a discussion
on the chances of the discipline to establish itself as a coherent field. Among
these proposals the most relevant and significant one for our purposes is that of
a constitutive view of communication or a constitutive model. The terms constitutive
view or model can be seen at bottom as a shorthand for a basic theoretical
perspective on communication, independently of employing a concrete model
to describe the communication process or not, which conceives communication
as a process of meaning creation within social interaction. This meaning and
interaction oriented stance on communication has already proved useful in
providing a source of conceptual unity that allows to bring together various past
and present theories of divergent focus, methodology and theoretical
orientation as belonging to a common framework or sharing a common
theoretical perspective. For its proponents, moreover, it entails several
interrelated claims: that meaning is (socially) constructed; that communication
is the constitutive process that produces and reproduces all shared meaning,
hence also theories of communication; that social entities are communicatively

85Robert T Craig, “Communication Theory as a Field”, Communication Theory 9, no. 2 (1999): 119—
61.
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constituted; that communication is reflexive in the sense that it can only be
understood from within communication; that communication theories are
reflexive in the sense that they are socially and politically consequential .*® These
positions are endorsed by theories founded within the constitutive view
differentially and to differing degrees, depending on their theoretical
orientations and research focus, but are recurring themes that collectively lay
out a common conceptual topology.

At the most basic and most comprehensive level, the source of coherence
is looked for in a particular, communicational perspective onto our engagement
with one other on interpersonal, social, political, and cultural dimensions,
which conceives all possible kinds of such engagements as processes of
communication. Moreover, communication from a communicational
perspective is the very process by which all shared meaning, that is, identities,
norms, concepts, theories, systems as well as social entities such as customs and
institutions are constituted.®” Hence, from such a perspective any theory of
communication is itself constituted communicationally, and manifests
reflexivity in terms of becoming in turn a determinant of the processes it takes
as its subject matter.

In a narrower vein, theories of communication emerge out of the
commonplace, or our intuitive understanding of communication. This
understanding manifests itself either explicitly in the form of symbolic
metacommunication, i.e. in symbolic communication about communication, or
implicitly in the form of common beliefs and assumptions regarding and
underlying communication. Given that communication in the social lifeworld is
already permeated with metacommunicative elements or "practical meta-
discourse", it is reasonable to view various theories of communication as
theoretical, or intellectual meta-discourse.®

The constitutive view of communication has its roots to a significant
extent in social constructivist ideas which made their entry into public discourse
beginning with the early 20" century in the works of thinkers like Dewey,
Mead, Mannheim and Wittgenstein, although it is reasonable to trace some

86The list does not claim to be exhaustive, but is intended to provide a reference point to guide the

following exposition of the constitutive view. For an alternative exposition of some common themes
found in the literature dealing with the constitutive view, see Robert T. Craig, “Communication Theory
as a Field”.

87A rather commonplace and quite significant tenet of the constitutive view, manifest especially in the
formulation by Deetz, is that not only shared meaning, but also social entities are communicatively
constituted. See e.g. Anne Maydan Nicotera, “Constitutive View of Communication,” in Encyclopedia
of Communication Theory, ed. Karen A. Foss and Stephen W. Littlejohn (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications, 2009).

8See e.g. Klaus Krippendorff, “A Recursive Theory of Communication,” in Communication Theory
Today, ed. David Crowley and David Mitchell (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 1994), Retrieved from
http://repository.upenn.edu/asc_papers/209; James Carey, Communication as Culture: Essays on
Media and Society (Boston, MA: Unwin Hyman, 1985).

8Robert T Craig, “Communication Theory as a Field”.
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basic tenets of social constructionism back to the work of Vico.”® The latter half
of the century witnessed a revival of the communication perspective through
the advent of second-order cybernetics and the reception of systems theory in
social sciences, renewed interest in American pragmatism, and through the
works of European thinkers such as Luhmann, Bakhtin, Foucault, Habermas,
Derrida, and Lyotard.

Within the framework of modern communication theory, the proposal of
founding the communication discipline through a communicational
perspective—i.e., through establishing " a way of thinking/acting/talking that
leads to a particular type of attending to the world"®'  which is
communicational—originates in significant part from within a critique of the
traditional, or what came to called the "transmission" or "information" view of
communication. The transmission/information view is conventionally
conceived in terms of messages being sent and received, or information being
transmitted in some form from a sender to a receiver. The more simplistic its
description, the more it gives the manifold of arguments for a constitutive view
a greater, albeit rather negative cohesion. The categorization of a variety of
theories of communication as sharing a common transmission or information
perspective, thus, implies for many statements of the constitutive view a
bipartite categorization of communication theory. Before looking more closely
at the constitutive view, it is worthwhile to give a brief outline of the internal
history of communication models in order to illuminate the path leading
towards the constitutive view and especially towards the conception of the

constitutive view as a model.

III.1 A BRIEF HISTORY OF MODELS OF
COMMUNICATION

Although the spectrum of theories and models grouped together, from the
opposite front, under the transmission/information view is actually quite
diverse” and not without historical and intellectual gaps, there is in general an
identifiable tension within the broad field of communication theory between

theories of communication having in focus the production and exchange of

%See also Andy Lock and Tom Strong, Social Constructionism: Sources and Stirrings in Theory and

Practice (Cambridge University Press, 2010), p. 12-29.

’!Stanley A Deetz, “Future of the Discipline: The Challenges, the Research, and
the Social Contribution,” Annals of the International Communication Association 17,
no. 1 (January 1, 1994): 565—600.

“2When extended rather metaphorically, and it is done so, to any account of communication dealing
with how messages are generated, conveyed and understood, the label "transmission" view sweeps
whole research traditions and their histories from ancient and modern rhetoric, psychology, quite many

orientations in linguistics and epistemology, and relatively new fields such as cognitive science.
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information between generic poles, and those interested in the relational,
qualitative aspect of communication that brings about emergent patterns,
organization, structures as well as novel content. This tension is manifest
already in the historical shift the concept of information (which is nowadays
closely associated with the transmission view) went through. Thus, the concept
of information is a good starting point to lay out a brief history of
communication models.

The English word information is traced back, via 14t century Anglo-
Norman and Middle-French informacion, enformacion (the act of informing)
"the formation or molding of the mind or character, training, instruction,
teaching"”, to the classical Latin nominative information-, informatio

"formation, conception, infusion with form," which in turn derives from the

nn nn

verb informare: “to give form to," "to shape," "to mould by instruction" (a
person or the mind).”*

The philosophical concept of information deriving from this original sense
appears throughout the Middle Ages in various contexts ranging from ontology,
epistemology to pedagogy and ethics, in senses of giving form to matter, mind
or character, educating, or forming virtues.” The concrete or literal usage of
the term denoted giving shape or form to matter, as in crafts. The abstract usage
of the term in contexts such as education and ethics bore reference to
philosophical or psychological notions like virtue, mind and personality.
Particularly the usage of informatio in Cicero, Augustine and Aquinas shows a
clear connection with the Greek terms e&idog, wpoperi, idéa, and their
connotations in Plato and Aristotle.”

The sense of "knowledge communicated"®’

in divergence from the sense
of formation, shaping, molding, on the other hand, makes its appearance first
around late 14" to mid-15% century, and gradually replaces the original sense
towards Modernity.” On the one hand, the sense shifts from the act to the

(direct) object of the act. On the other, there is an interrelated diminishment of

"

3See l.a, Oxford English Dictionary, s.v. "information, n.", accessed March 6, 2018,
http://www.oed.com.ubproxy.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/view/Entry/95568?redirectedFrom=information.

"

%Ibid., s.v. "inform, v.", accessed March 6, 2018, http://www.oed.com.ubproxy.ub.uni-
heidelberg.de/view/Entry/95559.

%For a presentation of the Latin and Greek origins in connection to the conceptual history and scope
throughout the Middle Ages, and a critical account of the conceptual turn in Modernity, see Rafael
Capurro and Birger Hjorland, “The Concept of Information,” Annual Review of Information Science
and Technology 37, no. 1 (January 1, 2003): 343—411. For a more detailed exposition, see Capurro,
Information: Ein Beitrag Zur Etymologischen Und Ideengeschichtlichen Begriindung Des
Informationsbegriffs (Miinchen, New York, London, Paris: Saur Verlag, 1978).

%0f particular interest in the present context would be Augustine's usage as exemplified in terms
informatio virtutum and informatio morum.

TSee 2.a, Oxford English Dictionary, s.v. "information, n.".

%Capurro and Hjerland, "The concept of information." For a critical account of the conceptual turn in
terms of the influence of empiricism, see John Durham Peters, “Information: Notes toward a Critical
History,” Journal of Communication Inquiry 12, no. 2 (1988): 9-23.
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efficaciousness both of the act and of its object. It will not be wrong to say that
to the extent that the original sense of the term denotes a transmission, a
transmission of form, it does so a transmission that is constitutive—of a form that
informs.” The modern sense is bereft of this connotation of change on the part of
the addressee of the act.

The term information belongs now exclusively to the vocabulary
associated with the transmission view broadly construed, hence the
identification "information" model. This sense of information, as that which is
transmitted, presents also the broad, commonsensical epistemological basis on
which its terminological sense has been developed in the context of modern
communication theory. The origins of modern communication theory lie in the
work of early cybernetics theorists, and most famously in the mathematical theory
of communication of Claude Shannon and Warren Weaver,'” known also as the
original proposition of information theory. It presented a general, technical
formulation of information on the basis of thermodynamics, control theory and
probability theory, which had a long lasting effect on a wide range of fields
already existing or yet to emerge from journalism, rhetoric, computer science,
linguistics, epistemology to cognitive science. It also made a new entry under
"information" in OED as "a mathematically defined quantity divorced from any
concept of news or meaning." '%" The motivation behind the information theory
was solely that of improving the efficiency of telecommunication systems by
enhancing the capacity of signals for transmission through a channel. It was not
meant to account for how information is created or for its significance. In
information theoretical terms, a distribution of black dots on a plane that is
meaningless for a human observer can amount to more information than a black
and white caricature of a person on the basis of the lower probability of the
configuration in reference to a thermodynamic ground-state of absolute
randomness.

From then on, the concept of communication came to be closely
associated with information processing and transfer. Although it is possible to
observe that the original sense of information could have been rehabilitated
within the constitutive view, the actual path taken by its proponents has been
to redefine communication in contradistinction to information.

%For a reconstruction of this sense, see Gilbert Simondon, “L’individuation 4 La Lumiére Des Notions

de Forme et d’information” (Grenoble: Millon, 2005).

190C]aude Shannon and Warren Weaver, The Mathematical Theory of Communication (Urbana, Illinois:
University of Illinois Press, 1949).

0ISee 2.¢c, Oxford English Dictionary, s.v. "information, n.". It must be noted that information is a

purely technical term in the context of the mathematical theory of communication, which denotes not
(yet) semantic content but rather data, which is operationalized as information minus meaning, as
"messages comprising uninterpreted symbols", and thus is fit to study information "at the syntactic
level." See Luciano Floridi, “Semantic Conceptions of Information,” The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, ed. Edward N. Zalta, Spring 2017 Edition,

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2017/entries/information-semantic.
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Early 20t century communication theories were presented generally in
terms of models, where the information theory proposed the most influential
linear model of communication visualized often as a line travelling from one box

192 the model of the information

to another. Among the earliest of linear models,
theory described the communication process through the vocabulary of
information senders and receivers, transmitters, encoding and decoding, channels and
noise. The Shannon-Weaver linear model was originally not meant to be applied
to human communication, but rather to develop more efficient means of data
transfer. Nonetheless, it provided a common framework for a wide-ranging
spectrum from philosophical theories of semantic information to analysis of
face-to-face communication. This model was soon applied to human face-to-
face communication employing the same vocabulary of senders and receivers,
and adopting the same message-oriented approach, which resulted in a
proliferation of linear models of human communication. A prominent example
of such a linear model of human communication was David Berlo's SMCR
model featuring sender, message, channel and receiver as its components. 103

In response to the limitations of linear models but still within the
theoretical paradigm of the information theory,'™ Wilbur Schramm'®
proposed one of the earliest versions of what came to be known as the interactive
or circular model of face-to-face communication, which replaced the senders and
receivers of the linear models with interpreters who are simultancously encoders
and decoders."'* The model included the concept of feedback, incorporated an
ongoing alternation of the speaker and listener roles, and deviated from the
sender-oriented structure of the linear model that placed no focus on
interpretation, and did not acknowledge the individual, qualitative

192A]though the theoretical endeavor of coming up with models of communication is characteristic of
the 20" century and onwards, the history of such models starts generally not with the 20" century but
is traced back to Aristotle's Rhetoric. The model of communication attributed to Aristotle has a limited
application, in the domain of public speech, and has traditionally been grouped together with /inear
models on the grounds that it depicts a one-way flow of a message from the speaker to the audience
and there is no concept of feedback, and has been criticized in relation to other linear models that there
is no account of barriers to and failure of communication due to, e.g. noise. Since the treatment of the
transmission view in the present work has to be limited to its significance in relation to the constitutive
view, a more detailed account of Aristotle's analysis of communication is out of its scope.

193David Berlo, The Process of Communication: An Introduction to Theory and Practice (New York:
Holt, Reinhart and Winston, 1960).

1041t is common to define three phases or stages in the evolution of communication models, where the
linear models such as Shannon and Weaver's belong to the first and Schramm's belongs to the second.
The second phase is argued to be an advancement over the first one in that communication is depicted
not as a linear, de-contextualized process but a two-way and contextualized one; yet, it is argued, the
models of the second phase operate on the same epistemological paradigm—a view endorsed by the
proponents of the constitutive view as well. See Wimal Dissanayake, “Poststructuralism,” in
Encyclopedia of Communication Theory, ed. Karen A. Foss and Stephen W. Littlejohn, Karen A. F
(Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, 2009).

15Wilbur Schramm, “How Communication Works,” in The Process and Effects of Mass
Communication, ed. Wilbur Schramm (Urbana, Illinois: University of Illinois Press, 1954).

1%6Nicotera," Constitutive View of Communication," p.176.
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characteristics on the part of the participants, which form the background of the
communication process and distinguish interpretation from reception. To this
end, Schramm included in the model two additional elements, namely two fields
of experience associated with the participants. The contextualization of
communication, nonetheless, remained within the scope of the physical and
psychological, and the problematization of the wider relational, social, cultural
and historical context of communicative situations as well as conditions of
miscommunication was yet to come. Moreover, the circular representation of
the communication process in terms of simultaneous encoding and decoding
activities and ongoing role alternation acknowledges those aspects of
communication that can be grasped synchronically, but only presupposes those
that can be grasped diachronically, such as the relational history between the
communicators, the dynamic structure of the fields of experience and the role
communication plays in their formation and transformation. As such, the
interactive model shares the epistemological framework of the transmission
view.

A fundamental break with this framework occurred following a broader
shift of scientific and mathematical interest from linear to non-linear dynamic
systems and chaos theory, the advent of second-order cybernetics in the second
half on the 20" century and the favorable reception of these ideas into the field
of social theorizing, where postmodern and poststructuralist ideas were
simultaneously making their entry. Sociology of knowledge and political
communication becoming heated areas of debate, the focus in modelling
communication shifted in turn from message and its transmission to meaning and
its construction. The models of communication realizing this shift came to be
known as non-linear or transactional models and acknowledged as representing
the origins of the constitutive model.

7 is the most

Dean Barnlund's transactional model of communication'
famous of such early non-linear models. It incorporates a dynamic and multi-
layered system of feedback, which features interactants (persons) who are
encoding and decoding simultaneously. Besides these components, the model
incorporates different sets of interrelated and dynamic cues, namely public (or
environmental), private (or personal), and verbal and non-verbal behavioral, by
means of which four kinds of contexts, namely physical and psychological, relational,
social and cultural, co-determine the process of communication. It describes
communication as a process through which meaning is created within these
relational, social and cultural contexts and allows for social realities such as
identities and relationships, and various forms of articulated or implicit norms
to be acknowledged as elements intrinsic to any communicative interaction.
Due to the symmetrical form of the model, however, it implies equal conditions

197Dean C. Barnlund, “Transactional Model of Communication,” in Foundations of Communication
Theory, ed. Kenneth K. Sereno and C. David Mortensen (New York: Harper and Row, 1970).
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for the interactants and falls short of addressing the situational or systemic factors
that distort communication, which increasingly moved towards the center of
theories of interpersonal, intra- and inter-group communication.

Theories of communication have gradually moved away from describing
the communication process in the form of graphic models. As the focus shifted
from message to meaning, it was increasingly acknowledged that the medium
of graphic models is inadequate for representing the complex and reflexive
process of meaning creation.

A major part of the set of propositions articulated in the beginning that lay
out what a communicational, or constitutive perspective consists in, e.g. that
communication is reflexive, consequential, replete with meta-discourse and so
on, owe their origin to a significant extent to the theoretical contributions of
what came to be called the relational perspective. While the relational perspective
is retrospectively included in the constitutive view as one of its prime examples,
it does not originate from the quite common exclusive dichotomization of
constitutive and information views of communication, but rather represents a
dialectical development internal to the cybernetic paradigm that brought about
the information theory. Since it is of particular relevance for the present
account, a separate exposition of the relational perspective is in order.

II1.2 THE RELATIONAL PERSPECTIVE AND THE
PRAGMATICS OF COMMUNICATION

Known also as the relational communication theory or as pragmatics, the relational
perspective is born out of cybernetics and the closely related systems theory. In
a radical departure from the epistemological perspective of the information
theory and from earlier theories on relationships, the relational perspective
shifted the analytical focus from the individual and psychological processes to
relations and systemic processes. Relations were conceived as emergent
structures that are constituted by systemic patterns in the communication
process, which they in turn shape and define. Moreover, the relational purport
of communication, conceived as the pragmatic aspect, replaced in significance
the content of messages.

The theoretical foundation of the relational perspective has been laid
down by the cyberneticist, psychiatrist and anthropologist Gregory Bateson,
whose work was not limited to communication theory but spanned a vast field
including theory of evolution, philosophy of mind, ontology and epistemology.
Among Bateson’s theoretical contributions to communication theory, the most
significant in the context of the present account are his concept of information
and his concept of metacommunication, which build upon conceptions such as the
report and command aspects of communication, the joint operation of verbal
and non-verbal communication—the depth dimension of communication—the
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reciprocal constitution relation between meaning and context, and upon his
ecological proposal for a constructivist epistemology.

Bateson was among the early critics of the information theoretical concept
of information central to cybernetics, and one of the precursors of second-order
cybernetics. A characteristic feature of the second-order movement within
cybernetics was the shift from the notion of feedback conceived as mechanistic
circularity to that conceived in terms of adaptive systemicity, particularly in those
of systemic dynamics involving an integral observer/agent. In the words of
Heinz von Foerster, the shift was a recursive development from "cybernetics of
observed systems" to that of "observing systems."'% Among semantic theories
of information that have a systemic, second-order cybernetic and semiotic
orientation, information is defined as a pragmatic concept;'” that is, "with
regard to the change on the receiver's model of reality. "110 Bateson's definition

"1 s central to the

of information as "a difference which makes a difference
pragmatic conception both in terms of its historical significance in the
development of such orientations and in that of providing a concise and
universal formula.

The doubly occurring term difference is a semiotic concept, it denotes not a
subject-independent property in the world (as the tendency in the first-order
cybernetics still is, where information is conceived in terms of difference in

"objectivized" probability between events'!?

) but a potential element of
knowledge. It is based on a differentiation between non-semiotic and semiotic
concepts of determination that respectively portray a world of substance and a
world of (formal) pattern.'" Bateson explicates the concept by borrowing the
map-territory metaphor of Korzybski. Map stands for the territory of which it

is a map, but itself is not a territory. In order not to confuse the map with the

1%8Heinz von Foerster, “Cybernetics of Cybernetics,” in Communication and Control in Society, ed.
Klaus Krippendorff (New York: Gordon and Breach, 1979), 5-8.

19 ars Qvortrup, “The Controversy over the Concept of Information,” Cybernetics & Human Knowing
1, no. 4 (1993): 3-24.

"0Capurro and Hjerland, "The concept of information."

"l Gregory Bateson, “Form, Substance, and Difference,” in Steps To an Ecology of Mind (Northvale,
New Jersey, London: Jason Aronson Inc., 1972), 455-71, p. 460.

12See Capurro and Hjerland, "The concept of information." Capurro and Hjerland attribute a realism
(observer-independence) of difference to the conceptualization of information in engineering and
natural sciences, the domains out of which the Shannon-Weaver theory of information originated. They
cite Qvortrup, "The controversy over the concept of information," in commenting that Shannon and
Weaver were unclear as to whether they conceive information as substance or as sign.

13The terms substance and form here no not bear their traditional ontological senses, but are used by
Bateson as an alternative terminology to the map-territory metaphor. Representation of the world in
terms of substance does not necessarily imply endorsing a substantialist ontology, but broadly an
epistemological realism. Representation in terms of pattern or form is also an epistemological
standpoint. In resonance with Peirce's epistemological idealism, Bateson endorses that the process of
inquiry does not start or end at a point where reference is not to a sign. But he does not favor the kind
of ontological idealism he attributes, for instance, to Whitehead (see "Comment on Part V" in Steps fo
an Ecology of Mind). The epistemological delineation, on the other hand, does neither imply nor rule
out an ontological position giving analytic priority to substance, process, or relation.
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territory, he addresses the need to start with the question of what exactly is it
that gets onto the map from the territory. What gets onto the map is only
differences, but not anything intrinsic to the territory. Difference, moreover,
is not found in either of the things that are different, it belongs only to the map;
that is, to the world of patterns, organization, information, communication and

so on—to the world of signs, or as Bateson calls it to that of mind:

when you enter the world of communication, organization, etc., you leave behind
that whole world in which effects are brought about by forces and impacts and
energy exchange. You enter a world in which "effects"— and I am not sure one
should still use the same word—are brought about by [transformed/ codified]
differences. That is, they are brought about by the sort of "thing" that gets onto

the map from the territory. This is difference.'"*

Difference is synonymous with idea in its most elementary sense, "5 and information
is the process by which differences bring about further differences ad infinitum. At
each point where a difference is transformed, represented, or communicated
(from sensation to transformations along nervous pathways, conceptualization,
expression, interpretation and so on), we find the functional relation between the
map and the territory: Each difference is the territory for the difference it brings
about, which in turn is a map of the original difference. Territory, as a Ding an
sich, never enters the map: The mental world, in Bateson's broad designation, or
the semiotic world is but an infinite series of maps.''® These two worlds stand,
though, neither in opposition to each other nor are accountable solely in terms of
one. The mental is not a property traceable to atomized entities; it pertains only
to complex relationships and processes of transformation
(codification/representation) analyzable at the system level.'"” These complex
relationships are not transcendent but inherent to phenomena, and their
investigation reveal logical types and hierarchies. He says:
[Tlhere are differences between differences. Every effective difference denotes a

demarcation, a line of classification, and all classification is hierarchic. In
other words, differences are themselves to be differentiated and classified.'®

The Iogic of differences is then integral to the science of mind.

Proceeding from information to communication, we can start by briefly
mentioning a well-known example of a pragmatic concept of information
developed within a cybernetics/systems theory perspective. Niklas Luhman's

14Bateson, “Form, Substance, and Difference,” p. 459.

5Tbid. Here Bateson invokes Kant, in which he says that in the Critique of Judgment Kant identifies
the most elementary aesthetic act as the selection of a fact among an infinite number of potential facts,
and modifies Kant's statement in terms of information, as selection of a very limited number of
differences of an infinitude and their transformation into further differences.

!6Bateson's conception of information is significantly similar to Peirce's conception of semiosis, which
I will go into in the next chapter.

17See "Comment on Part V" in Steps to an Ecology of Mind.

!18Bateson, “Form, Substance, and Difference,” p. 464.
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concept of information based on self-referential systems draws explicitly on
Bateson's definition of information. According to Luhman, the social and psychic
variant of self-referential systems are constituted by Sinn, which comes about
through selecting and processing differences. Information is the selection of
differences out of the "meaning offer" (Mitteilung) through connections between
them. Understanding (Verstehen) is the difference between AMitteilung and
Information. He describes communication, in turn, as the unity of Mitteilung,

Information, and Verstehen, where each differentiates the other two.'"”

The term metacommunication was introduced initially in the book
Communication, the Social Matrix of Psychiatry by Jurgen Ruesch and Gregory
Bateson. Metacommunication is communication about communication. It
denotes, however, not simply conversations on the topic of communication. It
is described as a “new order” of communication that arose in the course of
mammalian evolution and rendered possible some of the most peculiarly
complex, reflexive and paradoxical features of social interaction.'”® Hence, it
denotes also a novel function of communication.

Bateson begins to explicate metacommunication by distinguishing two
aspects of communication, or two sorts of meanings any message has; namely
report and command. Any communication, be it among nerve cells, mating
butterflies or among people, achieves at a minimum two things: it conveys
information regarding the events that came before, and it serves as a cause or
stimulus for subsequent events. In drawing an analogy from physiology, he
argues that even in the simplest case of communication it is possible to identify
these two sorts of meanings: In a linear chain of neurons 4, B, and C, the firing
of B is both a report of a previous event, that 4 has fired, and a command for a
future event, for C to fire.!?!

In the context of human communication, the report aspect has to do with
the literal content of a message, which conveys information about some
observation, knowledge or mental state, while the command aspect with what

it practically induces.'”

The command aspect describes any message
simultaneously as an illocutionary act; however, it does not imply the syntactic
sentence type that we linguistically label as commands. Both of the two
utterances “Wash the dishes!” and “The dishes are dirty” can have the same
report and command aspects although the former has the syntax of a command
and the latter not.

To take a step back in order to see the distinction from the viewpoint of

meaning production, we can call these two aspects informational and relational.

1Niklas Luhmann, Soziale Systeme (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1987).

20Jurgen Ruesch and Gregory Bateson, Communication: The Social Matrix of Psychiatry (New York:
W. W. Norton & Company, 1951).

211bid, p. 180.

122 1t is not a requirement that both of these aspects are attended to, or even noticed. Most of the time
only one of the two meanings are captured by conscious awareness.
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The former covers the retention aspect of meaning, which Bateson calls
“codification,” related to how perceptive, imaginary, or intellectual processes
parse experience into objects, relations and sequences, and the latter the
valuation aspect related to the practical domain of action and interaction. These
two aspects to no extent denote two distinct processes but are rather
inseparably intertwined in a single process, be it individual or interactional.
There are no perceptions or inferences which are independent of valuation, and
there can be no valuation independent from retentive processes.

The analysis of the individual meaning-making process is neither a
different kind than the communication process, nor a building block of
interaction, but subsumed under the communication process. The case of
absence of interaction, which Bateson defines as the case of “one-way

communication” or "unobserved observer, "2

can be regarded as the zero-level
of communication.

Communicational situations higher in complexity involve perception of
perception, that is, a mutual awareness of the communicative situation as such.
It requires that any participant can convey and interpret cues indicating that the
other is recognized as a communication partner, can modify its interpretation
of cues in in accordance with the progression of communication, and can repeat
or alter subsequent messages in response to whether the previous ones were
missed or misinterpreted. Any gesture or utterance in a reciprocal perception
situation is accompanied by the implicit message "This is a message." These
features collectively indicate a new order of communication: metacommunication.
All cues and utterances about the informational and relational aspects of
communication are metacommunicative. Metacommunication both sets the
stage for social interaction and presents a medium for the negotiation of how
meaning is produced and conveyed. Relational (or pragmatic)
metacommunication, in particular, serves to contextualize information and
provides the interpretive ground, or "frame" as termed by Erving Goffman.'?*

The emergence of the metacommunicative order in the course of
evolution implies also a new kind of interactional system. While the organism
and the environment already have an interactive relation where the relational
whole has a top-down determining effect on its parts taken individually, mutual
awareness of the organisms becomes a further determinant of all their individual
actions and interactions. If an individual is aware of being perceived by the other
as perceiving the other, this fact of mutual awareness gives rise to an
interpersonal system with efficacy and relative independence of its own. In such
a social system, actions of any individual are to some degree shaped, modified
and motivated by the perceived or attributed features of others. It becomes

123 Jurgen Ruesch and Gregory Bateson, Communication, the Social Matrix of Psychiatry, p. 197.

24Erving Goffman, Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience (Harvard University
Press, 1974).
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further possible, with the emergence of symbolic activity, that they share,
contest, or negotiate their perception and evaluation of their relationships, and
even of the world.'?

In his famous essay “A Theory of Play and Fantasy,”'*® Bateson further
claborates the notion. He argues that human communication takes place
simultaneously on manifold levels of abstraction. Beyond the denotative level of
literal content, he identifies two types of higher levels: metalinguistic and
metacommunicative.'?” While metalinguistic levels of communication have
broadly to do with messages concerning semantics and syntax, the
metacommunicative levels have to do with messages concerning the
communicative context and the relationship between interactants.
Metalinguistic and metacommunicative messages remain mostly implicit (as
knowledge or awareness) or they are communicated through non-linguistic
means, but they can also be articulated, as in “‘Sugar’ is an uncountable noun”
or “I consider you as an enemy.” It is this feature of Bateson's understanding of
metacommunication that Michael Silverstein endorses when he uses the term
"metapragmatics" to denote both implicit as well as explicit metatalk.!?

The evolution of language as well as the majority of complex features of
interpersonal understanding depend on the advent of higher orders of
abstraction, which makes possible the recognition of signs as signs. Based on his
observations of playful interactions among monkeys, Bateson argues that the
recognition of signs as signs is to some limited extent evident in non-human
animal communication. Bateson observed that the playful interaction of
monkeys bore a strong similarity to combat, but nonetheless the human
observer could easily see on the one hand that the whole interaction was not
combat and on the other that for the monkeys it was not combat. He concluded
that the monkeys were signaling to one another somehow the
metacommunicative message “This is play.” This metacommunication, for
Bateson, posed a paradox of the type Epimenides formulated, where a Cretan
utters the statement “All Cretans are liars,” and later analyzed by Russell and
Whitehead in the Theory of Logical Types. The paradox consists in the
contradiction between a negative statement and an implicit negative meta-
statement included in the former. The metacommunicative message “this is
play” in Bateson’s interpretation can be formulated in the same form: "These

125Ruesch and Bateson, Communication: The Social Matrix of Psychiatry, p. 208-11.
126Gregory Bateson, “A Theory of Play and Fantasy,” in Steps to an Ecology of Mind.

127In the previous work the metacommunicative level stands both for the propositions about codification
and for the propositions about interpersonal relationship, while in this work the metacommunicative
level is distinguished from the metalinguistic level as denoting solely cues and utterances about the
relationship. It is, however, merely a change in terminology and does not pose a theoretical difference.

128Michael Silverstein, “Metapragmatic Discourse and Metapragmatic Function,” in Reflexive
Language: Reported Speech and Metapragmatics, ed. John A. Lucy (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1993), 33-58.
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actions in which we now engage do not denote what would be denoted by those
actions which these actions denote."!'?

The source of the paradox, according to the Theory of Logical Types is
that a term belonging to different levels of abstraction, here ‘denote’, is used
synonymously, which is logically inadmissible. However, Bateson argues, the
mental processes and communication of mammals do not conform to this logical
rule, and are always prone to generate paradoxes of this type. In any interaction
where verbal or non-verbal actions stand for but are different from certain other
actions, and thereby in all communication where signs are treated as signs, we
have a situation potentially similar to play.

Metacommunicative cues or utterances have the function of determining
or suggesting how messages of a lower order are to be interpreted. They frame
the message and thereby indicate and are part of the context. Any meaning
organized in formally or functionally differentiated levels has a recursive, and
potentially paradoxical relation with context.

Metalinguistic and metacommunicative rules, such as “words denote sets
of objects of which they are not members”—e.g. the word ‘dog’ does not
bite—do not follow in evolutionary terms the denotative level of human
communication, but are presupposed by it. The evolution of
metacommunication, thus, must have started at the pre-verbal level and we
should look for it also among non-human animals. 130

Bateson further explicates the emergence and the function of levels of
abstraction through the varying representations of the relation between the map
and the territory. Phenomena such as threat, deceit, or pretentious behavior
observed among non-human animals exemplify, for Bateson, a primitive map-
territory differentiation, where the action resembles another action, but is
acknowledged (by the agent) as being different from it. He further extends this
analysis to cultural phenomena such as initiation rituals, magical performances,
realistic fiction in arts, usage of sacred symbols and so on, which he places in
the gray area where the map and the territory are differentiated but not
delineated; where one finds the “metaphor that is meant.”"!

Bateson’s work on the potentially paradoxical nature of all
communication has contributed significantly to the development of cybernetic
theories of interpersonal communication, which analyze the dynamics of
communication systems in terms of information flow and feedback.
Metacommunication functions in social systems as an ongoing behavioral and
verbal feedback that controls the interaction process, and it furnishes the
dimension on which phenomena of miscommunication, disruptive patterns of
interaction, systemic emergence of symmetrical and asymmetrical relations

129Gregory Bateson, “A Theory of Play and Fantasy”, p.180.
1307bid.
Bibid., p. 183.
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should be investigated. His clinical work in collaboration with the psychiatric
circle known as Palo Alto Group is an application of the theory to the analysis
of psychiatric disorders, the most famous outcome of which was the double-bind
theory of schizophrenia proposed to explain the causes of the condition through
analysis of systemic metacommunicative paradoxes.

Paul Watzlawick, Janet H. Beavin and Donald D. Jackson presented the
contemporary theoretical core and vocabulary of the relational perspective in
the now classic book Pragmatics of Human Communication."* They formalized the
theory of interpersonal communication of the Palo Alto Group into five axioms:

(1) “One cannot not communicate.” Since behavior does not have
any opposite, a non-behavior, all perceived behavior including inertia are
potentially meaningful for others.

(ii) “Every communication has a content and relationship aspect
such that the latter classifies the former and is therefore a meta-
communication.” This distinction corresponds to Bateson’s denotative and
metacommunicative levels.

(iii) “The nature of a relationship is dependent on the punctuation of
the partners’ communication procedures.” Analogous to the punctuation of
words in a sentence, the parsing and ordering of individual events within the
flow of communication reflects how people evaluate the interaction, allowing
for different versions of “what happened,” and is a determinant of the
interaction.

(iv) “Human communication involves both digital and analog
modalities.” The simultaneous exchange of symbolic (verbal communication
and symbolic gestures) and non-symbolic cues (such as intonation and body
posture) allows for potentially paradoxical messages; for instance, the utterance
“you are very intelligent” expressed in a cold tone communicates sarcasm.

(v) “Inter-human communication procedures are either symmetric
or complementary.” This distinction corresponds to Bateson’s two forms of
schismogenesis: emergence of symmetrical or complementary relationship
patterns.

The fourth axiom, together with the first and the second, rephrases
Bateson's fundamental philosophical insight regarding the origins and function
of the symbolic in communication in pragmatic terms that are more relevant in
the therapeutic context. Non-symbolic behavior or the analog modality of
communication cannot express a negation, an absence, although it can
communicate rejection, refusal, dismissal and so on. Hence, the digital modality
of communication, symbolic behavior, introduces something novel in terms of

132paul  Watzlawick, Janet Beavin Bavelas, and Don D. Jackson, Pragmatics of Human
Communication: A Study of Interactional Patterns, Pathologies and Paradoxes (WW Norton &
Company, 1967).
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what gestures can communicate. In Jesper Hoffmeyer's words, the symbolic
level

creates a distance which allows for an absence or, as it were, for a 'not'; that it is
this distance which in its most primitive form was established with the monkeys in

their 'play,' the ritualized indication of an absence.'”?

It is not a development that is completely traceable back to non-symbolic
bodily communication, nor a substitute or replacement for it but is coupled
with it in a way that potentially creates an immense depth of meaning. Coupling
of different modalities or media of communication typically serves to
differentiate meaning into levels, which is what monkeys' play achieves through
a ritualized misperformance.

Signaling an absence or negation in the analog modality can only occur
through demonstrating a part or aspect of the action that is going to be negated
and not consummating it; e.g. a "bite" that does not damage as it otherwise
would, and/or complementing it with another, incompatible action, gesture or
expression; e.g. assuming a "threat" pose simultaneously with a "play face."
Without regard to the communicative context, these actions would seem to be
irrational due to the paradoxical nature of the communication. Yet these
changes of form and discordant combinations cannot convey a meta-message
such as "this is play" without there being a corresponding understanding of what
to expect and what not. The action to be denied must be combined consistently
with particular other signs and abbreviated or stylized in a way that has settled
through reciprocal shaping of expectations. This way the communicators can
come to share a repeatable frame, normally characteristic of digital
communication, and thus rise above certain logical constraints of the analog
modality. As Watzlawick and colleagues maintain, the "ritual may be the
intermediary process between analogic and digital communication, simulating
the message material but in a repetitive and stylized manner that hangs between
analogue and symbol.""* In human socicties, rituals typically are not only
stylized or formalized but also "canonized," thereby approach digital
communication.'*

The gradual emergence of higher levels of abstraction, further facilitated
by the digitalization of communication, furnishes a social-ecological condition
for the development of higher order cognitive-semiotic processes that are
characteristic of person-making dispositions. With the advent of a novel order
of communication, the metacommunicative order, communication comes to
feature negation, relational framing, meaning creation and negotiation. As
communication begins to exploit differentiated signification levels and
modalities, it acquires a self-reflexive structure, which then forms the semiotic

133Jesper Hoffmeyer, Signs of Meaning in the Universe (Indiana University Press, 1997), p. 7.
134 Watzlawick et al., Pragmatics of Human Communication, p. 103.
135 Ibid., p. 105.
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basis of higher order psychological processes that typically have a metasemiotic
character.

III.3 CONSTITUTIVE VIEW OF COMMUNICATION:
MODEL OR METAMODEL?

The formulation of the concept of communication in terms a constitutive
process in the contemporary context is closely related with the theoretical
venture of defining communication theory as a genuine discipline founded on a
basic perspective as outlined in the beginning, as opposed to a conglomeration
of a multitude of disciplines remaining within their own perspectives but
specializing on the topic of communication. Two influential and representative
formulations of the communication process from the constitutive view as a
discipline-founding perspective come from Stanley A. Deetz and James Carey.
Carey articulates communication from the constitutive view with emphasis on
its cultural aspect as "a symbolic process whereby reality is produced,

ni3e

maintained, repaired, and transformed, and Deetz with emphasis on its

political aspect as the process whereby “the inner world, outer world, social

relations, and means of expression are reciprocally constituted.""?”

According to Deetz, the genuine perspective of the communication
discipline should regard communication as a "disciplinary mode of explanation,"
by moving away from "studying 'communication' phenomena as formed and
explained psychologically, sociologically, and economically" and instead
proposing accounts of "psychological, sociological, and economic phenomena as
formed and explained communicationally."'*

This "communication perspective" regards communication not as a second-
order phenomenon that demands explanation in terms of antecedent factors, but
on the contrary, as a first order-phenomenon, which is an explanans more than it

is an exp]anandum:'39 1140

as the "primary, constitutive social process.

In providing one of the earliest statements of the constitutive view as a
discipline-founding perspective, Carey'*' distinguished between two disparate
and complementary views of communication, namely transmission and ritual.
Carey put forward a socio-cultural reading of the distinction in that he traced
these two views of communication via socio-political and economic

considerations back to religious origins. The commonest understanding of

136James Carey, Communication as Culture: Essays on Media and Society, p. 19.
3"Deetz, “Future of the Discipline,” p. 577.
31bid., p. 568.

B39 rangois Cooren, “Communication Theory at the Center: Ventriloquism and the Communicative
Constitution of Reality,” Journal of Communication 62, no. 1 (2012): 1-20.

10Craig, “Communication Theory as a Field.”
4 James Carey, Communication as Culture.
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communication in industrial cultures, for Carey, is that of transmission, which
he articulates as “a process whereby messages are transmitted and distributed in
space for the control of distance and people.”** He argues that the transmission
view is grounded in a metaphor of transportation and arose with the age of
exploration, where transportation was not merely a secular issue arising out of
political and economic concerns but a deeply moral and religious one: The
conquest of space amounted to the extension of God’s kingdom through
religious communication. The ritual view of communication is more archaic,
according to Carey, and is “directed not toward the extension of messages in
space but toward the maintenance of society in time; not the act of imparting
information but the representation of shared beliefs.”'* He argues that the ritual
view draws on another view of religion that has less to do with the delivery of a
sacred message, as in mission and sermon, and more with establishing and
maintaining a common, ordered form of life around a “sacred ceremony that
draws persons together in fellowship and commonality.”'*

On the basis of this delineation, Carey goes on to deny the mutual
exclusiveness of the two views thereby implied and argues that the transmission
view can only be properly understood when subsumed within the ritual;
information transmission is grounded in the commonness that founds a community
and is brought about by communication. In reference to Ernst Cassirer, he draws
on the capacity of symbols to present, create, maintain and repair reality, and
describes the goal and scope of the communication discipline as to examine the
actual communication process whereby “symbolic forms are created,
apprehended, and used.”'*

In reference to our differentiation between the coordinative and
transformative modes of communication, we can maintain that both in the
reliable transmission of messages and the maintenance of shared meaning we
see the operation of the same mode of communication; namely the
coordinative. Transmission is never for its own sake, but for a social purpose—
if not proximately, then ultimately. We share information or a perspective on
states of affairs with others ultimately in order to coordinate our attitudes with
respect to one another as well as to an aspect or element of the world, and to
organize our actions in this world in accordance with those of others. Similarly,
we maintain social meanings as well as interpersonal and broader social
relationships in order to sustain the foundation on which we realize this
coordination. Both of these functions, however, need to be differentiated from
the function of the transformative mode of communication, which is geared
towards creation, negotiation and modification of shared meanings as well as

1920bid., p. 13.
“bid., p. 15.
1#4Tbid.

145Tbid., p. 24.
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social relationships and practices. An exclusive dominance of the coordinative
mode, amounting to what we have called the coordinative type, gives us a social
reality akin to that of social insects. Having social meanings, practices and
relationships that can be "maintained" implies that we have created or re-
interpreted them in the first place, and can possibly contest, change or abandon
them. Both modes are operative in tandem in communication as ritual as well
as communication as transmission. The dialectical relationship of the
transformative  and  coordinative modes thus cuts across an
information/transmission-constitution dichotomy.

Deetz, on the other hand, formulates the information-constitution
dichotomy in terms of the historical and social contexts in which the
corresponding views of communication took shape, the social problems they
answer to, and the type of socio-political order they serve to bring about. For
him the constitutive function of communication that produces social meaning is
primary and grounds its expressive, reproductive function. He maintains that the
underlying constitutive process is (strategically) concealed by the information
orientation in communication theory that only pays attention to expression and
takes meaning as an independent given for the purpose of control and
domination. What pertains to the communication perspective, on the other
hand, is the (political) attention not only to the processes of reproduction, but
to who gets to participate and how in the political and decision-making practices
that produce social meaning, and the moral-political agenda of promoting open
participation and ongoing negotiation towards approaching what Habermas
called the “ideal speech situation.”*

These statements of the constitutive view exemplify, on the one hand, a
historical, moral and political conception of the conceptual topology of
communication theory, which sees a dialectical opposition between two
complementary views when taken as models for communication. This is
particularly apparent from the fact that arguments for the constitutive view
often attribute the moral and political mission of promoting open, participatory
democracy. On the other, they both argue for a fundamental asymmetry
between the two views implying a grounding relationship when taken as models
of communication. In the latter case, it is acknowledged that there is a difference
between the processes of communication denoted by the two models; the one
denotes the grounded and the other the grounding social process; the difference
of which is expressed concisely by Dewey in Experience and Nature: “Society
exists not only [...] by communication, but it may fairly be said to exist [...] in

communication.”!*’

46Deetz, “Future of the Discipline,” p. 574.

47John Dewey, Democracy and Education: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Education (Mineola,
New York: Dover Publications, [1916]1994), p. 4. Emphasis added.
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Regarding its epistemological implications, moreover, the constitutive
view as a model of communication can indeed claim to subsume under itself any
other model of communication, since all social reality, including the
phenomenon of communication, is symbolically constituted by communication.
Yet, since communication theory is intrinsically reflexive, and any model of
communication is also a model for communication, the particular ways in which
communication is symbolically constituted would have different social, moral
and political implications.

The constitutive view has its stronghold in what Deetz articulated as the
genuine communication perspective, which attempts at turning the explanatory
tables on theories of communication in any other discipline by declaring
communication a first-order phenomenon; “the primary social process through
which our meaningful common world is constructed.”*® The transmission view
falls, as a natural result, out of the scope of this disciplinary perspective since
although it is the traditional view of communication that founded the modern
communication theory, it is not communicational in the proposed disciplinary
sense. This constitutive proposal to redefine the communication discipline
implies, though, two interrelated risks. First, it might be argued that to the
extent that it opens up conceptual and methodological space for a genuine
communication discipline, the constitutive view also closes it up and delimits
it. Second, if communication from any other perspective but communicational
belongs to the domain of other disciplines, one might raise doubt on whether
communication theory from a constitutive view would in fact have the
theoretical means general enough to problematize communication as its subject
matter or explanandum at all, or would rather become a particular, not
disciplinary, discursive perspective on culture, interpersonal relations, society,
politics and so on. This second risk is evident from the quite common
identification of the constitutive view with postmodern trends of social
constructionism.'*’

In acknowledgment of such risks for the diverse field of communication
theory, Robert Craig proposed to distinguish between first-order models of
communication, which give an account of what communication is, from a
metamodel of communication theory, and argued that the first-order constitutive
model, exemplified by the proposals of Carey and Deetz, should be re-
construed as a metamodel."® A metamodel of communication does not deal with
the phenomenon of communication itself, but "pictures models of
communication as different ways of constituting the communication process

48Craig, “Pragmatism in the Field of Communication Theory,” Communication Theory 17, no. 2
(2007): 125-45.

“9Take, for example, the encyclopedia entry for the constitutive view: "To take a constitutive view of
communication means to presume that communication, or interaction, is a process of [...] social
construction." See Nicotera,"Constitutive View of Communication," p.175.

130Craig, “Communication Theory as a Field.”
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symbolically for particular purposes."'! The constitutive metamodel shares the
social constructivist assumptions of the constitutive view, such as denying any
"true essence" to meaning outside of communication and any truth value to
propositions independent of the social process. Hence, Craig argues, the
constitutive view falls into a reflexive paradox if it opposes the transmission
model as another first-order model; in other words, it contradicts its own basic
assumptions if it rejects the transmission model in absolute terms, as not
corresponding to the “true” nature of the communication process.'*? Yet, the
paradox is not resolved when the constitutive model is reevaluated as a
metamodel that does not reject a priori other, none-constitutive models, as he
later expressed.'® Rather, the reflexive paradox is acknowledged as being
inherent to the constitutive view. Any first-order model of communication is,
then, neither true nor false, but can be seen as a useful way of constituting
communication in meta-discourse for particular purposes.

He further argued that the constitutive metamodel can model the whole
field of communication theory as "dialogical-dialectical field" that comprises
seven traditions of communication theory in terms of their "underlying
conceptions ~ of  communicative  practice:"  rhetorical,  semiotic,
phenomenological, cybernetic, socio-psychological, sociocultural, and
critical.”™* The models of communication put forward within these traditions
enumerated by Craig are presented as being on equal footing in that they all are
alternative practices of intellectual meta-discourse. Pertaining to the
metaphysical and epistemological frameworks within which they originate and
are practiced, though, it is not hard to see that the traditions of communication
theory which generally share a constructivist epistemology (albeit with differing
degrees of anti-realism), such as the sociocultural and critical traditions, have
the upper hand on the meta-meta-discursive level. The others at best have to
leave their epistemological assumptions at the door in order to join in the
communication theory that is united by the constitutive metamodel.

On the other hand, Craig presents how communication is theorized by
cach of the seven, or eight including the pragmatist, traditions in a way which
is at once illuminating and strategically concealing. It is illuminating as an
attempt at putting diverse and often incommensurable theories of
communication in dialogue as well as in dialectical opposition, so that they do
not talk past each other and can agree or disagree about what communication
consists in, can merge, converge, or effect change in one another. It thematizes
the differences in prioritization of problems of communication, lays out the
pertaining meta-discursive vocabularies, points out the commonplaces of

1511bid, p. 127.
152]bid,

153]bid, p. 128-129.
154]bid., p. 133-5.
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practical meta-discourse these traditions take for granted or challenge,
reconstructs the main lines of convergence as those of possible dialogue and the
main lines of divergence as those of possible critique. It achieves this, though,
by reconstructing each tradition as putting forward a first-order model of
communication where the ontological and epistemological debates not only
underlying but also constituting the history, development, and diversification
of various conceptualizations of communication are bracketed off. It would not
indeed be too bold to say that the attempt consists in stripping communication
theory of epistemology so as to prevent the potentially destructive effects of the
postmodern epistemological critique intrinsic to contemporary communication
theory on the discipline itself. At the end, the reconstructed models of
communication are conjectures that can have pragmatic but not epistemological
purport. Moreover, the definitions of communication attributed to the
enumerated traditions are in many cases little more than historical relics. For
instance, the "information processing" definition of the cybernetic tradition,
which have undergone substantial "internal" epistemological critique to the
extent that in each tradition almost any theory proposed in the second half of
the 20" century would have to be left out in the reconstructed framework.

It is not surprising, hence, that Craig's proposal was not received without
dispute. It has been argued' that the constitutive metamodel was not more
than an attempt at assimilating all communication theory into the framework of
social constructionism and of the closely related constructivist epistemic

156 that the constitutive metamodel is itself a model

framework, and elsewhere
of communication in the pragmatist tradition.

The early 20" century social constructivist proposals, most relevant for
our purposes being those by Peirce, Dewey, Mead, Vygotsky and the
sociocultural psychology school, and partly Piaget, have all endorsed some form
of metaphysical realism regarding structure, agency, habit, or embodiment
underlying and qualifying their arguments for social construction of knowledge
and reality. Moreover, the common aim was not to do away with objectivity
and embrace a relativism with respect to models or interpretation in general,
but on the contrary, to engage critically with the grounds of modernist
objectivity in order to redefine it in novel terms. It is justified to say that the
classical pragmatist school was characteristically post-modern in that its agenda
to re-establish continuities between thought and thing, nature and culture, as
well as between history and present, which were often posited as mutually
exclusive opposites in modern thought."” Yet, this project of rapprochement

155David Myers, “A Pox on All Compromises: Reply to Craig (1999),” Communication Theory 11, no.
2(2001): 218-30.

156Chris Russill, “The Road Not Taken: William James’s Radical Empiricism and Communication
Theory,” The Communication Review 8, no. 3 (2005): 277-305.

B7Larry A Hickman, Pragmatism as Post-Postmodernism: Lessons from John Dewey (Fordham
University Press, 2007), p. 51.
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between the disparate realms of the subjective and the objective was meant to
preserve the legitimacy of the empirical sciences while rejecting their moral,
social and political detachment. It poses a significant contrast with the later neo-
pragmatist relegation of the empirical sciences, most famously sought by Rorty,
to a branch of self-referential, recursive literary discourse. In terms of their
social agendas, on the other hand, the guiding ideal of classical pragmatism was
conceiving a commonality that embraces plurality, as the locomotive of social
change geared towards universal goals and of scientific progress. The neo-
pragmatist understanding of plurality, however, is focused not on centripetal
but on centrifugal paths of interpretation.

Cybernetic epistemology, and particularly the ecological constructivist
proposal of Bateson, were also not grounded in a radical constructivist'>®
epistemic framework that is, for instance, observable in Klaus Krippendorff’s

recursive communication tbeor)/, 159

who belongs among the most prominent
contemporary representatives of cybernetic communication theory. Among the

main elements of the theory, Krippendorff argues that:

(i) The locus of construction of reality is individual understanding.
The others are invented in one's own construction of reality.

(ii) Language is not shared, in the sense of commonality of meaning,
but is a “medium of coordination of communication practices.”

(iii) Language is constitutive of communication practices.

(iv) Any aspect of communication can be understood only in terms

of other aspects of communication. Communication, hence, can only be studied
from within the discourse it produces.

The epistemological purport of these elements are in conflict with that of
the present account in that while the radical constructivist closes up
communication as a self-referential, ungrounded but grounding, independent
domain of discourse, the present argument aims towards opening it up towards
experience, life, and nature. If there is a self-enclosed, self-referential and
recursive domain of meaning, it is not symbolic communication but the
phenomenon of life itself."® The model of communication here proposed is
grounded in the constitutive view, if it is understood as an umbrella term for a
variety of first-order models of communication that conceive the
communication process in terms of meaning creation rather than as a meta-
model. On the other hand, if the meta-model is stripped off from its
epistemological and ontological baggage and merely argues that models of
communication are different ways of constituting the communication process
symbolically for particular purposes, as quoted from Craig above, then it is

158 See, e.g. Ernst von Glasersfeld, “Einfiihrung in Den Radikalen Konstruktivismus,” in Die Erfundene
Wirklichkeit, ed. Paul Watzlawick (Munich: Piper, 1984), 16-38.

199K laus Krippendorff, “A Recursive Theory of Communication.”
160 T desire to ground symbolic communication not circularly, in symbolic communication, but in pre-
symbolic as well as non-symbolic communication.
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indeed not clear if it says more than the tautological statement that

communication models are models of communication.
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THE SECOND PART:
SIGNS AND INTERPRETATION

In the second chapter I have described meaning-making processes briefly as
different ways of making history efficacious, and alternatively as ways of making
the past present. Now I can elaborate further on the relation between meaning
and temporality, and on the continuities and discontinuities between these ways
of meaning-making. The theoretical tools required for such a general inquiry are
looked for in the field of semiotics. This part mainly aims at presenting a set of key
semiotic notions and evaluating them through the perspective of the present work.

The semiotic perspective approaches meaning in terms of the creation,
establishment, operation, and modification of sign-relations. The broad field of
contemporary semiotics, as said before, emerged through a theoretical expansion
of the study of sign systems over meaning, experience, and life. This expansion
was brought about, on the one hand, by a generalization of linguistics so as to
include the study of non-linguistic sign systems. Saussure conceived semiology,
today considered a branch of semiotics, as a general science “which studies the role
of signs as part of social life.”’*" On the other, it was brought about by a
generalization of philosophical logic so as to include non-linguistic or pre-linguistic
forms of reference and inference. For Peirce semiotics, or semeiotic, was not
exhausted by the investigation of external features of communication but
comprised internal processes of meaning-making, thus the most generic
properties of signification per se. Hence, he preferred to categorize it as the “formal
doctrine of signs.”162 This formal doctrine proved to be vastly fruitful for
investigating non-linguistic sign-processes as well as the so called natural signs.
The sub-field of biosemiotics, setting off from the insights of von Jakob von
Uexkiill and Peirce, extended the field of semiotics to comprise non-human sign-
processes and non-human lifeworlds, and thereby proposed to conceive all life as
the seat of meaning creation. In Lotman’s words, the biosphere is regarded as part
of an overarching semiosphere, the universe of meaning and signification. In this
generalized and holistic sense, semiosis appears as a process of meaning creation
that acquires various forms and constitutes various kinds of experiential worlds.
Kalevi Kull offers such a generalized and holistic description of semiosis in terms

of interpretation:

161Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics, ed. Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye, 3rd
ed. (McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1959).

162CP 2.227.
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Semiosis, in other terms, is interpretation - including all its forms: perception as

interpretation, action as interpretation, translation as interpretation, signification

as interpretation, and meaningful communication as interpretation. '*’

From the Peircean perspective, all varieties of knowledge are mediated
through signs. In other words, there is no immediate or non-semiotic form of
perception, understanding or reflection. The world we primarily live in is not one
of things or facts but a world of unities of meaning: similarities, relations and
patterns of relations. Since all possible objects of knowledge are mediated by the
kinds of sign interpretation an organism can realize, experience is necessarily
perspectival; a point which was independently suggested in von Uexkiill's
Umweltlehre as well as further developed within the pragmatist project by Herbert
Mead into a basis for a full-fledged philosophy of action.

The fourth chapter aims at explicating key notions and classifications of
Peirce's sign theory that will figure frequently in the succeeding discussions. His
conception of thought as an internal dialogue, the general concept of a sign and
elements of signification as applicable equally to material signs (such as words) and
to thoughts, varieties of meaning and interpretation as well as the pragmatist
integration of thought and action in the notion of habit are central to the semiotic
dimension of our investigation into the origins of personhood. The chapter also
discusses the immediate implications of Peirce's semiotics for the question of
continuities and discontinuities between varieties of semiosis throughout nature,
which provides the framework for the discussion I undertake in the following, fifth
chapter.

The fifth chapter provides a broader perspective on semiosis with a view to
situating the function, scope and emergence of reflexivity along the axes of
phylogeny-ontogeny and intersubjectivity-sociality. Reflexivity is explicated in
semiotic terms, as a metasemiotic process. The chapter focuses firstly on varieties
of signs and interpretation across communicational phenomena in nature and
subsequently outlines the transformative role of socio-cultural processes of
meaning construction and negotiation. Finally, it explicates the notion of meaning
structures on the basis of a communicative interpretation of the biosemiotic notion
of semiotic scaffolding, and describes the operation of transformative
communication in ontogeny in terms of intersubjective scaffolding of nascent
metasemiotic processes.

163K alevi Kull, “On the Logic of Animal Umwelten: The Animal Subjective Present and Zoosemiotics
of Choice and Learning,” in Semiotics of Animals in Culture: Zoosemiotics 2.0, ed. Dario Marrone
Gianfranco and Mangano (Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2018), 135—48.
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IV~ PEIRCF’S THEORY OF THE SIGN

Considering the scope of the present chapter and its function in the broader
argument, a short dedicated introduction is in order. Although the chief aim of
this chapter is to lay down the basic elements and varieties of semiosis, it has a
historical outlook. This discrepancy is due, on the one hand, to the fact that any
presentation of Peirce's theory of the sign needs to be to some extent historically
informed in order to ensure the consistency of concepts and terms through his
immense body of works as well as within the broader context of secondary
literature, even in the case where, as here, the goal is pure conceptual exposition.
On the other, a historical organization of the sections provides in the particular
case of Peirce's theory of the sign an opportunity to structure the intended
conceptual explication in the form of an inner dialogue. It can be argued that the
development of Peirce's semiotics follows an internal rationale; that is, all major
shifts and transformations are explainable as solutions to certain shortcomings or
impasses generated by certain elements of the previous phase of the theory.
Certain key terms of Peirce's later semiotics such as the ultimate logical
interpretant and the dynamic object, for instance, can be adequately understood
and appreciated only in reference to some problematic implications of a thesis
central to his earlier semiotics, namely that of infinite semiosis or semiosis without
beginning or end. The central concern of the chapter, hence, is ultimately not
historical but theoretical. Moreover, as it is also implied by the word
"development," of chief importance for the present work are the terms and
propositions presented in the context of Peirce's later semiotics.

Peirce’s prolific intellectual endeavor presents for most scholars the dynamic
continuity of an evolving philosophical project,'® inaugurated with his anti-
Cartesian as well as anti-positivist critique of epistemological foundations like pure
intuitions or sense data, and culminated in a pragmatist theory of meaning.
Although this evidently is not the only possible interpretation of Peirce's
semiotics, it is beyond dispute that Peirce continually developed his theory of the
sign and proposed ever more complex and broader accounts, which are roughly
grouped into three: his Early Account of the 1860s, his Interim Account of the
1880s through 1903, and his Final Account or mature semiotics developed from
1906-7 on. Alongside its increasing complexity and scope, Peirce's semiotics
showed also significant revisions and shifts. On the one hand, Peirce's subsequent
revisions served to promote the integration of his pragmatist theory of truth and
inquiry, phenomenology and ontology with his semiotics. On the other, he
abandoned or considerably modified some of his early assumptions regarding the

164For a renowned account of the development of Peirce's philosophy, as driven by his discoveries in
logic, see Murray G. Murphey, The Development of Peirce’s Philosophy (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1961). Cf. William L Rosensohn, The Phenomenology of Charles S. Peirce: From
the Doctrine of Categories to Phaneroscopy (John Benjamins Publishing, 1974).
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nature of knowledge and meaning generation. These developments are also
marked by Peirce's increasing interest in speculative rhetoric, which is the third
branch of his tripartite "semeiotic" or "general logic" alongside speculative
grammar and speculative critic, and deals with the efficacy of signs. While his
carlier thought is predominantly occupied with speculative grammar, or the
formal and abstract science of signs as such, his later thought deals with the nature
of interpretation; on what signs do and how they operate in concreto. Several
contemporary scholars consequently see the developments Peirce's later account
undertakes over his earlier work on speculative grammar as the result of a
rhetorical turn in his thought.'®

The overarching narrative of the following exposition, following the key
philosophical theses and their modifications, can be loosely summarized in the
form of several premises: (i) All thinking is in signs and all ideas are signs mediating
between preceding and succeeding ideas, hence there are no immediate or pure
ideas, (ii) while all thoughts are signs, not all signs are thoughts; some signs can
refer to individuals or aspects of individuals instead of general terms, (iii) the
necessary condition of signification is not actual interpretation but interpretability,
hence there is an interpreter-independent element of signification (iv) it is not the
case that all signs are interpreted in thoughts, some can merely and others more
properly be interpreted in feelings or actions, (v) thought-signs (i.e. concepts,
propositions, arguments) acquire their full intellectual purport, hence ultimate
meaning, not from their mediating position within an endless series of translation
of signs into other signs, but from the general kind of future conduct that would
issue from their endorsement and use; hence, there is no ultimate difference in
the nature of their normativity between the spheres of theoretical and practical
reason.

This narrative intimately ties to our premises that semiosis is not a self-
sufficient and closed system of interpretation peculiar to the linguistic community
of human beings, and that signs, in terms of their function of mediating the
relations of sign users with the world and with one another, are the medium for
cultivating habits of action. As such, they are ultimately in the service of collective
organization of action, including the pursuit of knowledge, and proximately in
that of critical development of attitudes and dispositions and achievement of
higher degrees of self-control.'*

165See e.g., Vincent Colapietro, “C. S. Peirce’s Rhetorical Turn,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce
Society: A Quarterly Journal in American Philosophy 43, no. 1 (2007): 16-52; Mats Bergman, Peirce’s
Philosophy of Communication: The Rhetorical Underpinnings of the Theory of Signs (Continuum,
2009); James Jakob Liszka, “Peirce’s New Rhetoric,” Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society 36,
no. 4 (2000): 439-76; Lucia Santaclla-Braga, “Methodeutics, the Liveliest Branch of Semiotics,”
Semiotica 124, no. 3—4 (1999): 377-95; Thomas Lloyd Short, Peirce’s Theory of Signs (Cambridge
University Press, 2007).

166By the same token, transformative communication, which is geared towards the deliberate formation
and critical modification of habits of interpretation, is ultimately in the service of and derives its
meaning from coordinative communication.
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The chapter begins with a general presentation of the triadic structure of
signification in the first section. The second section focuses on the ideas of infinite
semiosis and thought-signs central to the Early Account and discusses their
philosophical context as well as some problematic implications that called for to a
broadening of the taxonomy of signs and to a generalization of the field of
semiotics. The third section presents the most widely referred 1903 taxonomy of
signs and discusses various kinds of signs in relation to the varieties of semiosis.
The fourth section places Peirce's later semiotics in the context of pragmatism and
explicates some epistemological and metaphysical concerns central to the Final
Account. The fifth section focuses on the rhetorical reformulation of the sign as
medium of communication and of semiosis in terms of the reciprocal processes of
utterance and interpretation. Lastly, the sixth section presents Peirce's famous
proof of pragmatism in terms of the notion of habit and outlines his conception of
habit in its relation to deliberation, self-control and temporality.

IV1 THE TRIADIC STRUCTURE OF SIGNIFICATION

Throughout the immense body of his works, Peirce proposed various definitions
of what signification consists in and classifications of kinds of signs, which showed
chronologically an ever increasing complexity. The basic triadic structure of
signification is, though, the most stable and consistent backbone supporting the
elaborate organism of Peirce’s general logic, or semeiotic. It is also the most
distinguishing aspect of Peirce's semiotics. In difference to more common dyadic
conceptions of the sign as that which represents something else—by standing for,
corresponding, or substituting—Peirce incorporates the semiotic, or interpretive
effect into the sign process. Signification, hence, is to be found neither in the
relation between a sign and what it represents, nor between a sign and how it is
interpreted, nor in the combination of these two. What is being ruled out from
the start in assuming an irreducible triadic relation is that the sphere of
signification, or meaning in general, is never a purely representational or
interpretational one. Thus, Peirce dismisses most determinately the exclusive
application of the adjectives objective and subjective, among all, to the phenomena
of signification.

A sign in the most general and broad sense is anything that stands for
something other than itself to someone in some respect or capacity.'®” It needs to
be further qualified, though, that a sign stands not exactly to someone, but to a
particular interpretation in someone, which is the effect of the sign. The sign and the
effect of signification are two distinct things, often of different orders. A sign can

be merely present to someone, while it is its comprehension as a sign that represents it

17CPp 2.228.
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as a sign of something else. Signification is a single, mediated relation with three
relata. In 1868, as one of the earliest definitions, Peirce designates these as such:

a sign has, as such, three references: first, it is a sign to some thought which
interprets it; second, it is a sign for some object to which in that thought it is
equivalent; third, it is a sign, in some respect or quality, which brings it into

connection with its object.'®®

This mediated relation can be conceived in two symmetrical ways: as that between
a sign and an object mediated by interpretation, and as that between an object and
interpretation mediated by a sign. The crucial feature is that no relatum of the
signification relation is a self-standing element; each are identified relationally.

Peirce has referred to the sign also as representation and representamen. The
effect of signification is most often referred to as the interpretant of the sign, which
is more precise as well as more generically applicable than interpreter or
interpretation. Lastly, signs signify their objects not as a whole but only in some
respect or capacity, which needs to be represented in the form of an appropriate
interpretant. It is precisely the reference to that particular respect or capacity that
which constitutes the sign as such, as well as designating its type. Peirce has
sometimes called the respect or capacity in which a sign signifies an object its
ground.169

Peirce describes the triadic relation of signification that obtains between
these three elements later as a process of mediate determination:

I define a sign as anything which is so determined by something else, called its

Object, and so determines an effect upon a person, which effect I call its
interpretant, that the latter is thereby mediately determined by the former.'”

Although emphasizing interpretation as the crucial factor in signification
points towards the active subjective process, designating the relation between the
sign and the interpretant as one of determination seems to relegate the
interpretant to a mere effect. However, if purely efficient causation in the sense
of linear processes that afford no degree of freedom were the case, we could not
talk about semiosis in the first place. The determination in question, thus, can be
better understood as placing constraints on semiosis. 171 The reference domain, the

168w 2.223.

169Some commentators tend to conceive the Peircean sign not as one of the terms of a triadic relation,
but as a composite with three parts. Accordingly, they qualify the signifying part of the sign in
distinction to the tripartite body that is the sign in the broad sense. An often used term for the sign in
the qualified sense is Charles Morris's sign-vehicle. The sign in the qualified sense is for some the
particular form of the sign, for others what Peirce calls its ground.

0P 2.478.

171peirce's selection of the term "determined" to describe the relation of an object