Eastern Washington University

EWU Digital Commons

EWU Masters Thesis Collection Student Research and Creative Works

Spring 2021

Harmonious disturbance: pushing the boundaries of
communicology in the classroom and beyond

Olivia Dugenet

Follow this and additional works at: https://dc.ewu.edu/theses

Cf Part of the Other Communication Commons


https://dc.ewu.edu/
https://dc.ewu.edu/theses
https://dc.ewu.edu/student_research
https://dc.ewu.edu/theses?utm_source=dc.ewu.edu%2Ftheses%2F680&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/339?utm_source=dc.ewu.edu%2Ftheses%2F680&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

HARMONIOUS DISTURBANCE:

PUSHING THE BOUNDARIES OF COMMUNICOLOGY IN THE CLASSROOMAND BEYOND

AThesis
Presentedto Eastern Washington University

Cheney, Washington

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree

Master of Science in Communication

By

Olivia Dugenet

Winter, 2021



THESIS OF OLIVIA DUGENET APPROVED BY

DATE
NAME OF CHAIR, GRADUATE STUDY COMMITTEE

DATE
NAME OF MEMBER, GRADUATE STUDY COMMITTEE

DATE

NAME OF MEMBER, GRADUATE STUDY COMMITTEE



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction
Part 1: Explication
1 Communicology ratherthan communication?
2 The Science of Communication
3 Human Science
4  Communicology and Logic
4.1 Data, Capta, Acta
4.2 Four Logics
4.3 Deductive and Inductive Logics
4.4 Abductive Logic
4.5 Adductive Logic
4.6 Beyond Computational Logic: Abduction and Metaphor
4.7 Understanding v. Knowledge
5 The Fusion of Semiotics and Phenomenology
5.1 Semiotics
5.2 Phenomenology
5.3 Semiotic Phenomenology

6 Consciousness
7 Embodiment

8 Discourse

9 Culture

10 Synthesis and Discussion
Partll: Methodology

11 The Three-Step Reduction Process of Semiotic Phenomenology

11.1 Description
11.2 Reduction
11.3 Interpretation
12 Method and Paradigm
13 Exploring an Expanded Methodology
13.1 Peirce’s Ontologies
13.2 AFourth Step
13.3 Grounding
13.4 Summary of Grounding Step
14 Applications and Further Research
Part lll: Course Syllabus
15 Syllabusfora General Introductory Communicology Course

16 Vita

[ I S

14
16
16
17
19
21
23
26
26
30
36
40
41
43
46
47
50
50
51
53
54
56
59
61
68
72
76
77
80
80

93



Figure

© 00 N o o b~ oW N

LIST OFTABLES

Lanigan’s Theory and Methodology of Semiotic Phenomenology
Lanigan’s Positivist’s Paradigm

Lanigan’s Phenomenologist’s Paradigm

Positivist's Paradigm and Computational Thinking

Peirce’s Sign System

Demonstration of a Fourth Concept

Zeroness and Voxa

Reversible Inter-Looping Cycle

Four-step Semiotic Phenomenological Reduction

Page
51

57
58
59
61
68
70
70
71



Introduction

Communicology is the science of communication. Itis a discipline which works with appreciation
forandinalignmentwithboth socialand natural science, withtwoimportantdifferences: (1)
communicology seeks understanding overknowledge, and (2) communicology seeks notto overcome
theunknown, butinstead toreconnectwith orre-enterthe uncertainty ofthatpreverbal, preconceptual
space in which a human being encounters the unmitigated other (the world), and communication
begins. Rather than moving always out and away from the semi-knowable toward more knowledge,
communicology moves bi-directionally, out from and also back into the semi-knowable source of bodily

experience.

As a relatively young discipline, communicology is not yet an established area of study within
most mainstream academic communication programs. [ argue that it should be. The discipline, drawing
heavily from philosophy, communication theory and logic, involves a level of complexity which may turn
uninitiated students and scholars away. However, within this complexity one finds a core of elegant
simplicity. Communicology is a useful discovery tool with capacity to do immense good. In an effort to
demonstrate this capacity and make a case for sharing the discipline more widely, | have formulated two

research questions which guide the direction of this thesis and the research therein. They are:

1. Can communicology be presented through university coursework in a way that is both accurate
and accessible, contrary to some scholarly views suggesting that concepts related to
communicology might be more effective if delivered indirectly and under other focus areas?

2. Whatcase canbe maderegarding the needforafourth stepinaddition to the three existing
steps that make up the structured discovery process put forward as the semiotic
phenomenological method? How would a fourth step develop in terms of name, function and

praxis?



I will structure Part 1 of this thesis around the leading definition of communicology, writtenand
developed bythediscipline’s founderand leading scholar, Richard L. Lanigan. The definition itself is
brilliantly condensed, and demands from a reader advanced understanding of multiple challenging
concepts. TheexplicationinPart1ismeanttoopenandexplorethedefinition, creatingmultiple points
of access and discussion for students. This exploration will serve as an instructor's companionto a

proposed course syllabus which appears as the final section of this work.

InPart2,| proposethatafourth stepmayalreadyexistwithincommunicology’striadic
methodological framework, and make a case for the identification and clarification of this step. My
motivation for such a proposal is rooted in two areas. First, Lanigan is currently exploring the possibility
ofafourth research steporafourthrealmofanalysis.|ladd myownresearchand perspective tothis
effort. Second, Lanigan’s triadic research methodology for communicology corresponds with Charles
Sanders Peirce’s triadic semiotic and ontological systems, which emerged from and are situated within a
Western scholarly viewpoint. My proposed fourth step examines materiality, or Peirce’s realm of
“secondness” in terms of its deeply nuanced subtlety. My goal is to legitimize non-dominant discovery
methods and non-Western communication-oriented ontologies, allowing other perspectives to shine
through more prominently. This for the purpose of addressing widespread and deep-seated cultural and
societal problems that persist despite (or perhaps because of) various human interventions over many
years. Climate change presents an existential threat to all life. Political divisiveness fractures
communities. People in the United States are dying from suicide and drug overdoses at alarming rates. A
global economic equality gap continues to widen, and social conditions are fragile worldwide in the
wake ofthe COVID-19 pandemic. In other words, so many people are disconnected, ill-at-ease, alienated
fromthe experienceoftheirownlives. Peoplewhoare confusedoralienated are likelytobuild
technologies, systems and societies that reproduce and amplify disconnection. This cycle is perpetuated

aslongascommunicationisviewedand understoodwith anaturalattitude. Inotherwords, we often



solve our problems with more problems; treat poison with more poison, etc. because communication—

that thing which generates discourse and culture—is poorly understood.

Communicology is a critical-interpretive tool that, when understood and skillfully employed, has
the capacity forwhat C.S. Peirce called “harmonious disturbance.” It disrupts and suspends the natural
attitude, opening into new vistas of possibility regarding (a) the communicative roots or sources of
socio-cultural problems; and (b) innovative communication-oriented paths forward. Those paths which
may have been previously obscured are revealed through the methodological process of semiotic

phenomenology, the research tool associated with the discipline of communicology.

The following explication allows for exploration and understanding regarding what
communicology is. It begins with the following definition, featured on the International Communicology

Institute web page at communicology.org:

Communicology is the science of human communication. One of the Human Science

disciplines, it uses the logic-based research methods of semiotics and phenomenology to

explicate human_consciousness and behavioral embodiment as discourse within global

culture... (emphasis added).

Inpartl,eachterm/conceptmarkedinboldface withinthe definition willbeaddressed under
the corresponding subhead, and in the order in which Lanigan presents them, in a comprehensive
exploration of the theory behind communicology. All nine topic areas interconnect with one another,
and all contribute to a coherent understanding of the theoretical concepts of semiotic phenomenology

ingeneral. Topics are covered in the following sections:

1. Communicologyand communication
2. Thescience of human communication

3. Human Science



4. Communicology and logic
5. Semiotic phenomenology
6. Human consciousness

7. Embodiment

8. Discourse
9. Culture
Partl. Explication

1.Communicologyratherthancommunication?

The discipline of communicology studies the full range of human communication, similar to the
way biology studies living organisms or anthropology studies human culture. The word communicology
stems from the Latin prefix communis (that which is held in common and created/constructed in
common), and the suffix ology (specifying logic) (Catt, Smith & Klyukanov, 2018). Communicology
examines communication as the creative generation and outpouring of meanings that humans throw

ontotheworldstheyinhabit,and thewaysinwhichtheyreinforce thoseworlds sociallyandculturally.

The word communication is often defined in simplified terms as an expressive skill. People said
to have “good communication skills” are considered competent speakers, writers, negotiators, listeners,
etc. Expressive skills are usually afocus of academic “communication studies” programs, which train
students in organizational communication, journalism, social media, public relations, etc.--specific
industry orjob-related subsetswhich areusefuland valuableintheirownright, butfailtoaddressthe
vastness of the inter-looping (Borden, 2017) systems of communication that drive human experience,

meaning, and relationship to the otherin general.



Dominantculturalandacademicattitudestendtoview communicationinterms ofinformation
theory, orthe transmission of messages as objects betweena senderand areceiver. Communicology, by
contrast, does not objectify the message, suggesting instead that the meaning of any message is co-
created by both senderand receiverinadynamic, generative process (Lanigan, 2019). Putsimply
communication is not justa way to convey meaning. Communication creates meaning (Fiske, 1990). This

is true whetherone refersto creating the meaning ofa word ora world.

2.The science of communication.

Communication at its minimum is an ecosystem, according to Lanigan (1988), in the sense that
“‘communication is the name for the reversible relationship between an organism (person) and its
environment (lived-world), both of which exist in a mutual context or Environment (p. 11). The organism
in this sense can also be conceived as a group or society. This relationship between organism and world
isreversibleinthe sensethateachflowsintotheother. Theideathatbothorganismandenvironment
exist within a “mutual context” or capital-E “Environment” suggests that communication unfolds
between an organism and its personal, subjective “lived world”. Each of these “lived worlds” exists
within a larger ecosystem or Environment that (a) contains the interconnected lived worlds of many
individuals, and (b) serves as the context or environment or stage where organisms and their lived

worldscomeintobeingandplayout.

Such a view extends the concept of communication beyond a “verbal, explicit and intentional
transmission of messages alone...” toinclude "...allthose processes by which people influence one
another” (Ruesch, 1968, p. 5-6). Human communicationalsoincludes processes and practices by which

people (individuals and groups) influence and are influenced by the world and other beings as well.

A communicative relationship between an organism and its environment unfolds via multiple

levels or types of practice ranging from internal experience and dialogue within one’s own mind/body to



the relationship between environment and large group/culture. Lanigan (1988) suggests that the most
advanced level of this reversible relationship connecting person and world through creative generation
of meaningislanguage. Languageisasimmersive and commonplace as air—itsustains ourengagement
withand understanding ofthe world. Aspiderquite naturallyand apparently withoutmuch
contemplation weaves a complex, patterned web as a way of relating to its environment—a necessity

for survival. We humans weave complex patterns of meanings with language.

Language, perception, thinking, action: all these give shape or body to the elusive experience of
meaning. All of these bring meaning into being through concepts, practices and material artifacts, and

allare communication.

In their major work titled “Communication: The Social Matrix of Psychiatry,” Ruesch (a
psychiatrist) and Bateson (an anthropologist, social scientist and semiotician) proposed a theory
regarding a science of human communication. The authors recognized that human experience tends to
bedissectedandbrokenintocategoriesbasedonpartandwholewithinthe contextofrelationships:“a
cellandthe surroundingtissue”forexample, or“one organwithinanorganism; anindividual withinthe
family group; afamily withinthe community; and ultimately, perhaps, the community withinthe
frameworkofthe nation;andthe nation withinthe (world)’ (Ruesch &Bateson, 1968, p.4). Socialand
physical scientists view and examine each of these interconnected part-whole systems in isolation from
the others. Forexample, biology studies human physiological perception by perhaps examining optic or
olfactory systems in the body; psychology studies the way humans behave and function in interpersonal
relationships; and anthropology studies the development and structure of human culture. Such
differentiation can be necessary and beneficial in early stages of study, but the same separations
eventually become obstructions to understanding the way communication functions on a larger scale
(Ruesch &Bateson, 1968). Fromthe authors’ perspective, these multiple categories of analysis are all

living parts of the same whole. Ruesch and Bateson, therefore, proposed a unified theory with the



capacity to encompass both partand whole. The proposed discipline—perhaps the only one capable of
addressing and analyzing all the varied, interconnected realms of human life and experience atall levels

—iscommunication.

Ruesch and Bateson’s Theory of Human Communication proposes four distinct yet
interconnected and interdependent network communication levels on which human communication
occurs: intrapersonal, interpersonal, group and culturallevels. Each ofthese network levels contains
insightorinformationregardingthe others, giventhattheyareallinter-loopingandinterdependent.
From within this network-level view of communication, a researcher might magnify and focus on any
oneoftheselevelsinagivenanalysis, withoutevercominguntethered fromthe otherthree, orfrom

the dynamic living processes that move them.

The intrapersonallevelinvolves individuals’ internal experience—encounters with the physical
worldandwiththeirownmindsandbodiesaspartoftheworld. Thislevelinvolves senseorgans, bodily
perceptions, thought expressions, internal dialogue, etc. “Atthe intrapersonal level, the focus of the
observerislimitedby the self,and the various functions of communication are found within the self”

(Ruesch &Bateson, 1968, p.274).

The interpersonal level involves interaction between two people and focuses on an individual’s
encounter with an other. At this network level, shared reality unfolds. Researchers are “interested to
inquireintothewaysanobserverperceivesthe worldratherthanhowthisworldreallyis,becausethe
onlymethodwe possesstoinferthe existence ofthe realworldistocompare oneobserver’sviewswith

the views of other observers” (Ruesch & Bateson, 1968, p. 273).

The group level involves multiple individuals, and includes communication either from one
individual or small group of individuals speaking to the many, or the many speaking to the one (perhaps

through a designated representative). The group network level may involve any group, including a



family, business or organization, political group, a theater company, a classroom including students and

teacher, etc. (Ruesch & Bateson, 1968).

Finally, the cultural level involves large-scale inter-group communication. Unlike the previous
three levels, which are explicitly perceived and recognized by individual participants, people do not
generally recognize the influence of culture in their lives, as culture operates pre-consciously, and

appears ascommon sense ornatural.

When participating in a cultural network, people are in many cases unaware of being the
receivers orsenders of messages. Ratherthe message seemsto be an unstated description of
theirway ofliving. They attribute ittonohuman origin, butthey themselves transmitthe
message to others by living in accordance with its content, which they may regard as ‘human

nature” (Ruesch & Bateson, 1968, p. 282).

Messages sentand received atthe cultural level may include “messages aboutlanguage and linguistic

systems”, “ethical premises”, and theories about how human beings relate to the universe and other

people (Ruesch &Bateson, 1968, p. 282).

Communication at the intrapersonal network level is quite malleable and can be changed
relatively easily. We have the capacity to change our minds according to what we experience around us.
As communication moves up through the levels, however, it becomes increasingly rigid or sedimented—
atermMerleau-Ponty coinedtodescribe the processbywhich “we countuponthethingsthatarethere
andthatare givenasawhole, withoutourhavingtorepeattheirsynthesisateachmoment” (Landes &
Merleau-Ponty, 2014, p. 131). In other words, through sedimentation, we acquire and store “worlds of
thought” regarding our bodily position and habitual movement in various environments which allow us
to act semi-automatically without high levels of focus or concentration (Landes & Merleau-Ponty, 2014

&Webber,2018).Bythetime messagesreachtheculturallevel, theyhavereifiedintothenatural



attitude—a set of ideologies and beliefs about the way things are (Lanigan, 2016). Though these levels
are positioned asahierarchy, with the intrapersonallevel on the bottomand cultural levelon the top, it
isimportanttonote thatthe culturallevel feeds prominently into the intrapersonallevel, determining to
some degree what and how an individual perceives and thinks about the world. Likewise, each individual
who reinforces cultural messaging, through thought and behavior, feeds back into the cultural network

level. Therefore, this hierarchy can also be conceived as aloop oracycle.

3.Humanscience

Simply put,humanscience studies peopleortheiractions,incontrastwiththe naturalor
physical sciences, which study objects. Lanigan offers a more nuanced description, callinghuman
science “the scientific methodology and subject matter of those states of consciousness and behaviors
that we call human, as opposed to the objects studied by the physical sciences whose rubricis human
sensation of those objects” (Lanigan, 2010, p. 102). This rubric of human sensation, which mediates all
contact between humans and the objects they study, presents an often-overlooked problem within the
physical sciences: humans can only study or know an objectaccording to their subjective sensed
experience of that object (seeing, touching, hearing, attitudes, beliefs, etc). Physical science tends to
overlook ordisregard the veil of human sensory processing that lies between a researcherand an
object,whilehuman sciencefullyembracesitasone ofthe primarycreative elementsofthe

communicative process.

Foucault(1970) suggests the human sciences did notdevelop according to the same
epistemological process that produced philosophy, quantitative natural science, and quantitative social
sciences, but rather emerged because of them, in the space that exists between them. In other words,
the more data, knowledge and collective wisdom humans acquired, the more starkly they saw

themselves against the backdrop of the world, experiencing themselves as observers of the world.
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Imagine thateach of the three disciplines—natural science, social science and philosophy—
occupies one pointorangle of a triangle, and thatthe human sciences exist because an empty space
appearsbetweenthosethreepoints, withinthelinesofthe triangle. Existing there inbetween, the
humansciencesflowintoallthree points ofthetriangle. Inthisway, theyareinterdisciplinary
(coordinating coherent links between multiple different disciplines) or transdisciplinary (uniting multiple
different disciplines in a new context which transcends traditional boundaries). The quality of occupying
the interstices allows the human sciences access to the territory of each specific point on the triangle,

while the points themselves remain separated from one another.

Foucault’'sarchaeology of human knowledge (1970) suggests even more specifically thatthe
sciences emerged from within a tension between genesis and mathesis. Genesis refers to “the marks
progressively imprinted in the mind by the resemblances between things and the retrospective action of
theimagination,” while mathesisreferstothe “utilization ofthe symbolsof possible operationsupon
identities and differences” (p. 73). In simplified terms, on the genesis end of the knowledge spectrum,
humans perceived resemblances between things they could sense, and used imagination to establish
connections between those things (abductive logic—see Section 4.4). On the mathesis end of the
knowledge spectrum, humans developed operations to calculate and measure differences between
sensed objects, and to putthose things in some sort of order (computation—see Section 4.3). Between
thesetwopoleslies taxinomia, which “resides within (mathesis)andisdistinguished fromit; forittoois
ascience of order—a qualitative mathesis.” Here Foucault reveals that the origins of science—
mathesis—included a key qualitative element necessary for the pursuit of knowledge and

understanding, or “the science oftruth”(p.74).

Mathematicsisonesetorstyle ofoperationswhichemergedfromtheinclusiveandunitary
body of knowing that is mathesis (Foucault, 1970). Foucault suggests that modern quantitative scientific

methods did not become dominant according to new advances in the capacity of mathematics to
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discover truth, but rather in response to a retreat of mathesis as a unitary field. (Foucault, 1970). Slowly,
as methods of human thought and analysis changed shape and course, the unity between qualitative

and quantitative thinking that was mathesis began to disappear. Foucault (1970) suggests that

By disappearing, (mathesis) left nature and the entire field of empiricities free for an application,
limited and controlled momentby moment, of mathematics; fordonotthefirstgreatadvances
of mathematical physics, the first massive utilizations of the calculation of probabilities, date
fromthetime whenthe attemptatanimmediate constitution of ageneral science of non-

quantifiable orders was abandoned (p. 350).

Thereislittle doubtthatatrophy ofthe qualitative domain allowed formajoradvancesin
knowledge in physical sciences like physicsand astronomy. Such dramatic success affirmed to scientific
practitioners that quantitative methods for analysis were superior for arriving at knowledge. However,
in areas like biology or psychology, quantitative measurements alone proved incomplete. After all,
seminal works of thinkers like Darwin and Freud would have been impossible without qualitative
research and insight. Foucault claims that the disappearance of mathesis and subsequent flourishing of
quantitativemathematicsactually created spaceforthe uniquefieldofbiology, in partby
demonstrating what mathematics could not do (Foucault, 1970). The human sciences emerged in the
sameway: “‘itwasthe retreatofthe mathesis,and notthe advance of mathematics, thatmade it
possible for man to constitute himself as an object of knowledge” (Foucault, 1970, p. 350). As qualitative
scientific explorations of human connection to and experience of the physical world dwindled and
disappeared, humans were extracted from that world and placed into an interstice where they became
observers of objects and objective reality, disconnected from the living systems of the world. That state
of disconnection is bereft of meaning. Thus, the human sciences are those which study meaning or put

meaning backinto human experience.
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4. Communicology and Logic

Communicology, with its methodology of semiotic phenomenology (see Section 5.3), studies
territories of understanding which, due to their non-quantifiable, non-binary qualities, are often
neglectedinthe physicaland social sciences. Communicology approaches these territories through
qualitative analysis. This is no indication, however, that communicology neglects reason. On the
contrary, the human science discipline of communicology is conducted according to specificand
rigorous standards of logic—that ancient and time-tested system underlying “the nature of reasoning
and the rules for correct or right thinking” (Lanigan, 1988, p. 21). Logic composes the foundations of

philosophy, human science and natural/physical science.

Inorderto see how types oflogic operate within differentforms of scientificinquiry, one must
briefly examine the history of metatheory and methodology in the philosophy of science (Lanigan,
1988). In other words, one must consider how human theories and methods for understanding the
world developed over time. Modern science is not something that has always existed. Both the physical

and human sciences were developed by humans according to logic as ways of knowing the world.

Examination of this logic begins with a differentiation between two ancient concepts, preserved
andexpressedtodayinthe formofLatinphrases, bothofwhicharetranslatedfromtheoriginal Greek.
These concepts reveal the roots of two necessary and equally relevanthuman pursuits: understanding v.

knowledge (Lanigan, 1987).

Quod eratdemonstrandum (Q.E.D.) translates to “which was to be demonstrated” (Lanigan,
1988). The acronym Q.E.D. was historically written following the completion of mathematical proofs,
indicating that a student or mathematician had demonstrated (or proven) that which was already the

case (Fawcett, 1956). To demonstrate what is involves the reinforcement of established rules within a
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field of limited possibility. Q.E.D. relates to the process of ending, sealing or closing a unit of knowledge

which, having been proven, becomes subject to reification.

Quod erat inveniendum (Q.E.l.) translates to “which was to be found out” (Lanigan, 1988, 1994).
The idea that something can potentially be found out indicates both possibility and uncertainty, and
suggests exploring a field where anything could happen—a field of unpredictability and possibility.
Q.E.l.isnotmeanttofollowastatementofimmutable knowledge like amathematical proof, but

instead relates to the process of opening, connecting and always beginning. Smith (2018) writes that

Such anend (as Q.E.l.) does not establish identity once and for all, or knowing with certainty...
but remains subject to refinement and elaboration...that involves conversation, argumentation
and dialogical engagement—reasoning, feeling, valuing, learning communicatively...and
remaining open to the unexpected no matterhow muchitmaydisplace, throwone out of

context, or disruptan otherwise elegant design (Smith, 2018, p. 28).

Very different worlds will be constructed depending upon which meta-theoretical framework domnates.
Q.E.Dis always closing and delimiting along a linear path toward a final end—the edge of the world, so
to speak. Q.E.D. isfinal, and nothing lies beyond it. By contrast, Q.E.l. isalways opening along anever-
forking path which has no conceivable end. Q.E.I. is always beginning, and something always lies beyond
thenextbend. Itisimportanttounderstand and differentiate between these two frameworks, as what
can existand be known in one cannot necessarily exist and be known in another. In a framework where
Western Eurocentric Q.E.D-based views dominate, emergent cultures are in many ways unable to know
orconnectwithaview ofthe world thatis oriented toward opening, beginningorturningalonga
cyclical route. Communicology is a tool which navigates both frameworks by looking not just at data, as

isthe commonpracticeinthe physicalsciences,butattwootherareasaswell: captaand acta.
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4.1 Data, Capta, Acta

The Q.E.l. model is equipped to explore both quantifiable and non-quantifiable areas of study,
whereas the Q.E.D. model relies upon measurable data to generate “proof.” Data is a word often
assumed to be synonymous with information or facts, however, its actual meaning is more nuanced. The
Latinword datameans“whataregiven,”referringtoobjectivefactswhichcanbe observedand

measured.

Consider, by contrast, the Latinword capta, whichmeans “whataretaken.” Inthe context of
Q.E.l., captarepresent that which a researcher (or any human being, for that matter) chooses to take up
from a field of innumerable possibilities. Discourse and action are not comprised of data, according to
Smith(2018),orpre-fabricatedfacts “sittingreadyforpluckingfromthe world” (p.28).Rather, Smith
describes discourse and action as “taken and constructed, worked through and lived, presented

situationally...and fallibly as capta” (p. 28).

That which researchers often presume to be objective factual data are actually sense
experiences filtered through and translated by the human body and mind, and shaped according to
culturalpresuppositions. The researcherchoosesand constructs data preconsciously, using signsto
create whatappears to be the beginning or ground-level of awareness (see Section 5.1). Data-focused

study requires that a researcher take for granted that the perceived data is as it appears.

Consider, forexample, the typical social science survey. Participantanswersto survey questions
mayormaynotbetrue,buttheyarethe answers giventotheresearcher. Theseanswers,orthatwhich
is given, become the data that the researcher uses to calculate truths and predictions. All truths
emerging from the study presuppose that the data is true, even though respondents had the

opportunity towithhold the truth,and may have done so formyriad reasons.
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Suchinsightisnotintendedtoargue againstthe value ofdataorthe Q.E.D. model, buttoreveal
the existence of a deeper level of human experience and analysis—the level of unmitigated human

experience from which data emerges. It opens itself to study through communicology.

Lanigan (1988) describes a third Latin term, acta, which serves as a “unifying force” between
data and capta, and also addresses the historical bifurcation of the two. This bifurcation, or forced
separation, results in the type of crisis in the sciences which compelled Edmund Husserl to develop
phenomenology (see Section 5.2), and which Thomas Kuhn explored in terms of scientific revolution.
Actaisunderstood as Q.E.F. (quod erat faciendum; which was to be done). Lanigan (1988) writes that
‘ourmodernviewofactais ‘science” (p. 7). In otherwords, science iswhatwe do (orthatwhichis
done) to gain knowledge and/or understanding through Q.E.D. or Q.E.I. Lanigan (1988) writes that “the
human sciences are incorrectly seen to be or are treated as methodologically different from the physical
sciences, ratherthan essentially different’ (p. 7). This essential difference, or difference in essence, does
notpitthe twosciencesagainstoneanother, butratherunitesthemastwodifferentplanesorstages of

inquiry, beginning with (1) capta, followed by (2)data,andfinally (3)acta.

Here Lanigan offers an outline of a fourth stage (see Section 13.2): “(4) the progressive
repetition of the process in the accumulation and communication of research findings and applications”
(Lanigan, 1988, p. 7), suggesting that as it discovers meaning, research must repeatedly return that
meaning backinto the ground level of awareness (capta), re-emerge with truerdata, and pass again
through the acta or interpretation stage toward ever more comprehensive understanding/meaning. As
one of the human sciences, communicology and its methodology is based on an overarching scientific

rigor that results from the conceptual unity of all logical parts of a scientific process (Lanigan, 1988).
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4.2 FourLogics

These three metatheory categories—the knowledge or data-collection model (Q.E.D.), the
understanding or capta-seeking model(Q.E.l.)and the action orpraxis phase (Q.E.F.)—allfunction
according to four interconnected types of logic: deductive, inductive, abductive and adductive. All of
these logics are involved in all sciences; the type of reasoning that dominates a particular analysis is
generally a matter of emphasis. Generally speaking, deductive and inductive logics receive heavy
emphasisin Q.E.D. metatheory. While the human sciences also rely on deductive and inductive logics,
they also open more to abductive and adductive logics. To engage in abductive logic is to resist the

notion of inexplicability (Lanigan, 2020).

4.3DeductiveandInductiveLogics

Deductivelogicmovesfromthe generaltowardthe particular,orfromabroadrule or
statementtowardthetruth ofaparticularcase. Thistype of reasoning followsthe pattern: rule + case =

result(Lanigan,1992,p.219;Lanigan, 1994). Examplesinclude:

1. Allmenare mortal. 1.Allbeansfromthebagare white.
2. Socratesisaman. 2.These beans are fromthe bag.
3. Socratesis mortal. 3. Thesebeans are white.

Inductivelogicbeginswiththe particularand workstoward thegeneral, following the pattern: case +

result=rule (Lanigan, 1992,p.219;Lanigan, 1994). Examplesinclude:

1. Socratesisaman. 1. These beans are from the bag.
2. Socratesismortal. 2.These beansare white

3. Allmenaremortal. 3.Allbeansfromthe bagarewhite.
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These two logical methods are opposites in the sense that they are contraries (Klyukanov, 2018).
Theydonotrepresentonetypeofthinkingmovinginoppositedirectionsalongthe sameline, but
represent separate types or lines of thinking. Induction can be used to test new hypotheses, starting
with a particular case and working outward toward general laws or rules, and deduction demonstrates
knowledge through the application and reinforcement of established laws and rules of reality. Together,
they contribute to the type of reasoning James Bridle (2018) calls computational thinking, which holds
that the world can be reduced into isolated parts and pieces—bits of measurable data—and that the
more datawe collect, the more we willhave masteryand controloverthe world. Computational
thinking,accordingtoBridle,isaformofsolutionismthatpromotesthe conceptthatanyproblemcan
be solved by theapplicationof computation (p.4). ltdependsuponthe theme ofdivision. Bridle writes
that such thinking is only capable of computing solutions based on other computed solutions and
previously collected data. In this case, any piece of computational knowledge is only as true or good as
the piece(s) which came before it, which suggests that such thinking is more fallible than it readily

admitsto.

4.4 Abductive Logic

Deductive and inductive reasoning address the testing and affirming of hypotheses (new ideas)
andtheconfirmationofknowledge. However, theydonotaccountforthe source orappearanceofnew
ideas and new hypotheses. Before a hypothesis can be tested, it must come into existence. Philosopher
and mathematician Charles Sanders Peirce explored the type of logic that accounts for the emergence of
anew idea or hypothesis. Peirce called this type of logic abduction (Peirce, 1903). Abduction follows the
patternrule +result=case (Lanigan, 1988). The examples used above organized in terms of Abductive

and adductive logic are as follows:

1. All men die. 1.Allbeansfromthe bagare white.
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2. Socratesdies. 2.Thesebeansare white.

3. Socratesisaman. 3. These beans (mustbe) from that bag.

This basic pattern does several things: it moves toward the particularity of a single case, it links two
separate or seemingly unrelated perceptions together, and it jumps to a highly fallible yet possible
hypothesis. IfIwanttodetermine, forexample, where the white beanshave comefromand why they
are all white, but have no hypothesis, my investigation is stalled. The source of the beans remains a
mystery. Atsome point,aconversationorexperiencelaminvolvedwithtriggersamemoryoran
awareness about a certain bag of white beans that exists somewhere, and | am struck with a new idea:
whatifthesebeanscamefromthatbag?Ihavenotdiscoveredtheanswer,butlhavedevelopeda
hypothesis which | can now test and explore using all four types of logic. Peirce (1903) describes

adduction asfollows:

The abductive suggestion comes to us like a flash. Itis an act of insight, although of extremely
fallible insight. Itis true that the differentelements of the hypothesis were inour minds before;
butitis the idea of putting together what we had never before dreamed of putting together

which flashes the new suggestion before our contemplation (p. 227).

Abductivelogicoperatesinmultipleways, butisespeciallylikely toinitiate whenwe face asituationthat
doesn’t make sense. Abduction “is a way of understanding relations between disparate phenomena,
such as in paradox, in light of which the phenomena would no longer appear surprising” (Klyukanov,
2018, p. 135). In other words, abductive logic comes into play in any situation that needs explaining. For
example,iflamaccustomedonlytobrownbeans,andthenoneday|find white beans, the paradoxwill
trigger an abductive process to determine the relationship between the white beans and my kitchen, a
place where white beans are presumed nonexistent. Without the paradox, we are unlikely to wonder. If

white beans belongin mykitchen, lwill notfeel curious abouttheirsource.
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4.5 Adductive Logic

Adduction occurs on a larger, more universal scale. Involving not just paradox, but moving closer
to anomaly, adduction involves any situation where one seems to reach the limit (Klyukanov, 2018).
Paradox can occur as a curiosity within a working system, whereas a limitis something seemingly

inexplicable—something that breaks or stops a working system orappears insurmountable.

Like abduction, adduction is a means by which a human being, immersed in the chaos of the
unfoldingworld, makesaleaptointuitiveinsightorahunchaboutthe waythings maybe (Klyukanov,
2018). The difference between the two logics, according to Lanigan, is that “abduction is a particular and
a posteriori claim whereas adduction is a universal and a priori claim” (Lanigan, 1995). Abduction
involves a posterioriinsight, which is based on observed experience, within a single context. Adduction

involves a prioriinsight, and operates on a more universal level across multiple contexts.

Anomalyinthe sciences willbe ignored orworked aroundifpossible. Ifitis too significantto be
ignored, itwillincite a scientificrevolutiononthe orderthatKuhn explored (Kuhn, 1996). Itwillopen
doorsintoanewreality ornew truthorway ofbeing, whichnecessarily involves destruction of the old
reality and the old truth (Kuhn, 1996). The logic involved with conceiving a new cosmology (Kofman,
2018) or a new reality is adduction. Scientists and the cultures within which they are embedded are
usually resistant to such revolution, and as a protective measure, will often avoid or denounce forms of
logicorwaysofthinking thatrevealanomalyinaneffortto protectexisting theories, methods, cultural
habits, etc. Bridle explores how computational thinking creates technology and science that make life
better for large portions of humanity, while in many regards, the same science and technologies are
destructivetoothergroupsofpeople,otherbeingsandtothenaturalworld. Consider,forinstance,
ongoing political debates about fracking, or drilling for oil in wildlife preserves. Consider also that the

science which creates livelihood for commercial farmers and allows the production of large monocrops
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to feed people and livestock also destroys soil and threatens farmers’ livelihoods. These are examples of
anomaly with no cure within science-based industries that require adductive re-vision on a universal or

cross-contextual scaletoachieve balanceorwellness.

Peirce (1903) writes that “perceptual judgements contain general elements, so that universal
propositions are deducible fromthem...” (p. 227). The suggestion, here, is that any specific perceptual
judgement (or anything humanly experienced) contains elements of (or passage into) a universallevel of
insight. Itfollows, then, thatthe reverse would be true: anygeneralrule, laworinsightcontains
elements of (or passage into) the detailed or particular. Peirce’s work regarding perceptual judgments is
based on logical analysis of the construction of the semiotic process. In other words, Peirce’s work
examines how a human body comes into contact with and perceives/expresses the world through signs,
and what those perceptions/expressions are made of. If every human experience is made up, in some
part,ofthe world’s mostgeneral elements, thenitfollows thatevery experience, nomatterhow
particular, nuanced or seemingly isolated, has the capacity to follow those same general elements

toward a universal or cross-contextual understanding.

Abduction and adduction are logical, then, in that all phenomena are connected to one another
(abduction) through interconnected systems, and all phenomena, by virtue of their existence, are
connected to auniversal system which contains the interconnected subsystems (adduction). The
process of juxtaposing paradoxical oranomalous perceptions, and allowing for those perceptions to
access one anotherthrough their universal elements, activates abductive and adductive logics. Unlike
computationallogic, which is based on a theme of division, abductive and adductive thinking is based on

atheme of unity.
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4.6 Beyond Computational Logic: Abduction and Metaphor

While Bridle’s work with computational logic is specifically directed at technology-related
science, the concept applies to other forms of mainstream positivist logics in the social and physical
sciencesaswell. Bridle addresses the limitations ofapproaching knowledge seeking exclusivelyin
computational terms, issuing a call to “remake” the metaphors of science and technology in order to
find new, more expansive ways of thinking (Bridle, 2018). Bridle does not attempt to argue against
science and technology in general, as “to do so would be to argue against ourselves (Bridle, 2018, p. 12).
Rather, Bridle addresses the generally underestimated capacity of tropic or rhetorical logic by exploring
the idea that metaphor and paradox—a combination involved in abduction/adduction—possess the

weightand powerto carve new vistas of reality or possibility into our relationship with the world.

Gregory Bateson (see Section2)developed what he called “syllogisms ofgrass” (Borden, 2017)
asawaytoexplorebeyondtheboundaryofthelogicaltrap of computationalthinking. Despite years of
mainstream scientific training, Bateson viewed the positivist sciences with skepticism, asking whethera
purely computationalsystemforexplaining the nature oflife could possiblyaccountforaworld that
presented itself as a vastly complex interconnection of relationships and patterns. Bateson, following
Peirce and others, saw that different types of logic are capable of producing different types of meaning,

asin the difference between denotative and connotative meaning processes (Borden, 2017).

Bateson explored Peirce’s conception of abductive logic as a way out of the Cartesian thought
cyclesthat, in Bateson’s view, obscured deeper experiential understanding. In the following quote,
presented in Kaag (2014), Peirce writes about abduction by relating a strange and particular feeling or

sensation thataccompanies this spark of novelty, or hypothetical inference.

In hypothetical inference this complicated feeling so produced is replaced by a single feeling of

greaterintensity, thatbelongstothe thinking ofthe hypothetical conclusion. Now,whenour
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nervous system is excited in a complicated way, there being a relation between the elements of
theexcitation, the resultisa single harmoniousdisturbance which | callanemotion. . . this
emotion is essentially the same thing as an hypothetical inference and every hypothetic

inference involves the formation of such an emotion (72-73).

Abduction is a spontaneous, emotional, imaginative structure involving creative analogy and metaphor
(Kaag,2014). It'sthelogicalprocessbehindhunchandintuition. ltdoesnotbeginandendwith
observable data. Recall that, according to Bridle, computational logic is only capable of computing
solutions based on other computed solutions and previously collected data, and data necessarily
represents humanly-conceived divisions and categorizations. This means thatthe range of possible
solutions is limited by the ideas and constructs created by a fallible human process. By contrast,
abductionleapsoverthe boundarywallofthe datasetandintonewinsight. Abductionismeantasa
complement to, rather than a substitute for, inductive and deductive logical processes, inviting new
ideas to intermix with existing logics, thus enlivening and expanding logical developments and informing

novel solutions.

To explicate the purpose and value of different ways of thinking, Bateson compared two types
of syllogism—both presented as equally correct. The firstis based on the classical example of deduction

asnoted above (Borden,2017):

Humansdie;
Socrates is human;
Socrates will die.

To overcome this standard form of habitual thinking, Bateson adopted Peirce’s abductive logic to create

anewformofsyllogism:

Grassdies;

Humansdie;
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Humans aregrass.

The abductive syllogism results in a “yes-but-no" paradox (a metaphor) which reads more like poetry

than traditional science, and that was exactly what Bateson wanted people to see (Borden, 2017).

Metaphor,dream, parable, allegory, the whole of art, the whole of science, the whole of
religion, the whole of poetry, totemism ... the organization of facts in comparative anatomy—all

these are instances oraggregates of instances of abduction (Bateson, 1979, p. 142).

Suchametaphoras“humansaregrass”isnotintendedtobe takenliterally, butrathertoupendthe
limitations of computational thinkingand invite amore creative dialog with the world: the human life
cycleisnotsodifferentfromthatofplants, humanbodiesemerge fromthe same earthlyelementsthat
compose the grass, orindividualhumans are common as blades of grass, etc. Justas Edward Lorenz
suggestedthatthetinydisturbance causedbyabutterfly’swingstroke canleadtoapowerful storm, the
illuminating spark ofasingle peculiarmetaphororparadoxcanopenaroadinto newterritories of

understanding.

4.7 Understanding v. Knowledge

Inductive logic tests and demonstrates hypotheses, while deductive logic demonstrates and
confirmsrulesbasedonthose hypotheses. Asdemonstrated above, hypothesesemerge viaabductive
and adductive logic, and all hypotheses are considered fallible. Therefore, when positivist physical and
social sciences present “hypotheses” based on data, they are actually hypostasizing, or treating an

abstractionasthoughitisaconcretereality. “Data,” afterall,is abstracted from “capta.”

Communicology (1) recognizesthe difference between hypothesizing and hypostasizing; (2)
recognizesinterdependence among deductive, inductive, abductive and adductive logics; and (3) enters

the territory of paradox and anomaly geared with sound logical and analytical tools for discovery.
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Where mainstream physical and social sciences focus on building knowledge based on
observation and data, the human science of communicology focuses on the understanding how things
are based on lived experience ofthe world. Understanding describes and discovers, while knowledge
explainsandinvents. The “understanding” model, because itis equipped to accept and address paradox,
has the capacity to answer questions with yes and no, and neither yes nor no, whereas the “knowledge”
modelforcesabinary“yesorno”answer,alteringoreliminatingany elementsofaninquiry whichdo
not adhere to the binary structure. Lanigan (1987) describes four key points of differentiation between

understandingand knowledge. They are:

(1) possibility versus probability, (2) particular versus universal [or, singular versus general], (3)
praxis versus practice, and (4) conscious experience versus the experience of conscious [or,
perception/expression as theoretical versus sensation/observation as atheoretical—recalling,
however, thatobservation isa modality of expression because expression is reflexive to

perception!] (p.32).

While thefirsttwo points ofdifferentiation are self-explanatory, the latter two require discussion.

Theterm“practice”inascientificcontextindicatestheapplicationofanexistingideaortheory.

By contrast, “praxis’ means the movement of human existence as creative of meaning, the creation of
meaninginthedialogwiththe world” (Kwant, 1963, p.76). Praxisinvolvesthe actionofeverydaylifeor
that which is lived. This concept of praxis helps to illuminate Lanigan’s fourth and final characteristic.
Within the understanding model, “conscious experience” involves an engagement with the world that

produces meaning through praxis. By contrast, the knowledge model’s “experience of conscious” takes
the “conscious” for granted as an objective reality which is observable, but not negotiable, and without
consideration for the living process from which consciousness emerges. Lanigan calls attention to the

flawinthisviewbypointingoutthattheactofobservationinvolvesbothperceptive andexpressive
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qualities:inordertocarryoutanyscientificobservation,one mustactivelyinterpretwhatisobserved
anddecidehowtorecordit,choose whichobservationsareimportantenoughtobeincludedinastudy,
engage in strategic and critical thinking during and regarding observation, etc. All these are forms of
expression, and no such expression is possible without an initial perceptive/expressive interface with the
worldor“praxis.” Inotherwords, the logicofphysical science and its methods depend uponthe prior
logic of the human sciences, as no thing or phenomenon can be observed without the active
participation of a human being to sensually perceive the world and then interpretively express the world

through a unique filter of personal presupposition.

Ina social science study, forexample, before | can observe a group of middle school students, |
must decide on a context for observation: classroom, social time, detention, etc. | then must employ
bodily senseorganstoseeand/orlistentothe students, bringing stimuliintomybodyandemploying
consciousnessto interpretand express thoughts and ideas about my observations. My personal
presuppositions will influence how | interpret the data (participants’ speech, body language, tones of
voice). Myattitudesandbehaviorsalsoinfluence the study. Iflamkindandfriendly, the students will
actoneway. Iflamcoldandintimidating, they willactanotherway. IfIpersonally enjoy middle school
children, | willview the dataone way, and if | dislike them, | will view the data anotherway. All this
contingency is swept under the rug, so to speak, in the process of gathering and presenting “data.”
When the “data” is presented in a mainstream social science context, it stands for empirical fact and is

taken fortruth.

To seekunderstanding about others’ experience isto view participants as co-researchers (Smith,
2012,2018)in a system of meaning which we all experience and influence together. “Understanding, in
short, not only requires, but is a human participation in the phenomenon. Understanding is science in
situand properly called ‘human science™ (Lanigan, 1987, p. 33) (see Section 3). The understanding

model employs a theory and research methodology that differs from theories and processes of the
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social and physical sciences. It is semiotic phenomenology—an expedition into the particularities of
human experience. It is a path toward understanding which depends upon unity between two distinct

fields of study: semiotics and phenomenology. Itis discussed in the following section.

5.TheFusionofSemioticsand Phenomenology

5.1 Semiotics is the study of signs and how they work, and of how signs operate within semiosis—a
process of meaning-making. A sign is anything that can stand for anything else: words, sounds,
photographs, bodily gestures, a painting, a melody, etc. Catt (2017) summarizes semiotics as the study
of “what we have in common as cultural sign systems for expression” (p. 2), suggesting that anything we
can experience of the other—people, things and other beings—is shared in common or in
communication through signs. Fiske (1990), presents semiotics in terms of three main areas of study: (1)
the sign itself (as human constructs, signs can be understood in terms of how people use them); (2) the
codesorsystemsintowhich signs are organized (this mightinvolve spokenlanguage, signlanguage, a
system of polite manners, traffic lights, etc.); and (3) the culture within which these codes and signs

operate (see Section9formoreonculture)(p.40).

Semiotic examination of the interaction between signs, codes and culture reveals how language
and meaning create cultural sedimentations that dominate the thinking of the day (Martinez, 2011).
Suchsedimentationscreateastoryofhowoneissituatedinaparticulartimeandplace,and howthat
situatedness constrains an individual within structures of meaning and possibility that limit thought
horizons, behavioral choices and other life options. Such a story mightinvolve overarching discourses
like class, race, geography, gender, etc., as wellas more particular discourses like fashion norms, music
trends, literature preferences—allthe semioticbuildingblocks ofalifeandidentity. Intermsoffreedom
orfree will, itis possible foran individual to create a different story onanintrapersonallevel, butnot

always possible to operationalize a different story on a group or cultural level. For example,
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sedimentations around gender and sexual identity in the 1950’s placed different limitations on life for
LGBTQpeople comparedtothe 215t century. Today, being LGBTQ inthe United States means something
differentthan in Saudi Arabia, forexample. An LGBTQ person can practice opennessonan
intrapersonal level, however the culture of time and place may exert forceful and oppressive limitations
on thatindividual regardless of intrapersonal attitudes. It can be difficult to recognize such taken-for-
granted cultural conditions as sedimented sign systems, as they exist and play out pre-consciously in our

lives. The establishment of a formal study of signs was key for developing insight in this area.

Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-1913) and American logician and philosopher Charles
Sanders Peirce (1839-1914), were two of the first thinkers to carefully examine signs in terms of human
language and meaning. Both are generally credited as founders of the modern field of semiotics, though
theyapproachedthe studyofsignsintwo verydifferentways. Saussure putdown thefoundationfor
structuralism, taking adualistic, binary approach to the study of signs. Each sign, according to Saussure,
is comprised of a signifier (the form a sign takes—a word, drawing, odor, etc.) and signified (the
meaning or the concept that a signifier stands for). Saussure’s dyadic model focused mainly on
relationships between concepts andthe signs representingthose concepts. Asalinguist, Saussure’s
primary interestinvolved how words operate within a language. Saussure saw words as units of
meaning within a larger linguistic structure, where each word derives meaning in terms of its distinction
ordifferentiationfromotherwords. ForSaussure,aword has meaningonly interms ofwhatitisnot

(Fiske, 1990, Hall,1997).

To aid in this process of differentiation, Saussure engaged the concept of binary opposition to
demonstrate the differences which give signs meaning. Forexample, dayis day only because itis not
nightand vice versa. Saussure’s critics recognized gaps in this reasoning, noting that differentiation

through binary opposition is only one rather simplistic way of marking difference—a way which does not
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accountfor,inthisexample,dawn, dusk, half-light, twilight,oranyothersignindicatingthe slow

transitional grades that exist between day and night (Hall, 1997).

This gap in reasoning stems from Saussure’s singular focus on words in relation to one
another—a worthwhile exploration of signs in language, but lacking insight regarding the source and
generation of words and other signs. Saussure’s modelinvolved only a mental world of concepts, where
the meaning of one conceptual sign is discovered in relation to another conceptual sign. Peirce
overcame this problemby diverting focus from a study ofwordsinrelation to otherwords withina
closed language structure to words in relation to their objects (Fiske, 1990). Thus, Peirce’s model
located a sign in the physical, non-mental world of material objects (Kjaerhjolm, 2014). It recognized a
lived, tangible, grounded essence inarepresentamen. Peirce’s semioticsinvolved a more complex
examination of semiosis (or sign process) as a way of exploring lived human experience of the world (see
section 5.3 formore on semiosis). In a departure from Saussure’s dyadic structure, Peirce’s semiotic
theory involved a triadic model that introduced a third element into sign analysis: the object. According
to Peirce, every sign is a dynamic set of living relationships; not a structure in Saussure’s sense, but

structure as process involving three elements: the representamen, the object and the interpretant.

Assign, or representamen, is something which stands to somebody for something in some
respect or capacity. Itaddresses somebody, that is, creates in the mind of that person an
equivalent sign, or perhaps a more developed sign. That sign which it creates | call the
interpretantofthefirstsign. The sign standsforsomething, its object. Itstandsforthatobject,
notinallrespects, butinreferencetoasortofidea, which Ihave sometimes called the ground

ofthe representamen (Peirce, 1897).

InPeirce’striad, the signis active. It addresses us; it creates. The sign (representamen)occurs when an

object (not necessarily a material object) combines with the human interpretive impulse



(interpretant)—the experience of the object triggers the interpretive impulse in the experiencer. The
sign, in this view, is adaptive and contingent, transfiguring in real time according to the changeable
natures of each of its three interacting elements. A single object can inspire diverse interpretants in
various experiencers, and may therefore be the source for more than one sign. Signs, in their
contingency and variability, may influence perceptions of an object. There can be no final true
understanding of any sign, but only an infinite range of understandings that emerge according to the
different interpretive conditions of countless different minds (Kjaerhjolm, 2014). Meaning, therefore, is
not fixed or guaranteed. In communicology, Peirce’s model shows that communication is dependent
upon and unfolds according to semiosis (or sign process), and that semiosis occurs notaccording to
positivist quantification, prediction and control methods, but as a phenomenon which cannot be
directed orisolated, like rainfall, or the sprouting of a seed. Peirce’s model further suggests that a linear
information transmission model of communication cannot account for the true scope of communicative
meaning,asthe“sign”sentbyasendermaybedifferentfromthe “sign”receivedbyareceiver. (See

Roman Jakobson’s communication model for more detail).

Peirce’smodeldoesnoteliminate the structuralelementofsemiotics,buttransformsitfrom
the rigid constraints of the dyadic Saussurean structure into the living creative process of the Peircean

model.

Whenwetalkaboutstructuresinthis sense, we should notthink of columns thatdefine the
shape and dimensions of a building. Rather, we should understand structures more like the
structure ofanocean current, orthe rhythmic structure oftherisingand falling tide (Martinez,

2011,p.57).

To view signs and structures in this way, according to their living vitality, Peirce developed a type of

study which he called phaneroscopy, or “the general survey of the building-materials, the elements out

29
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of which concepts are to be built” (Peirce, C.S.,1865-1909). Here, Peirce found that in order to deeply
examine signs through the study of semiotics, it was also necessary to reduce the contents ofa
consciousness—allthatis perceived and expressed—downinto their “indecomposable” elements
(Peirce, 1998). These indecomposable orirreducible elements, in other words, are the things themselves.

In his study of semiotics, Peirce entered the existential realm of phenomenology.

5.2 Phenomenology

Phenomenology “conceptualizes communication as dialogue or the experience of otherness”
(Craig,2007,p.217).Inexaminingthe essence ofthe other,whetherthatotherisaperson,beingorthe
worlditself, phenomenology breaks outofandawayfromstructure to pursue asortofraw, unmitigated
experienceasitexists pre-conceptually. PhilosopherEdmund Husserl(1859-1938),developed
phenomenology, or a return to the things themselves. With use of the word things, Husserl was referring
to phenomena, or sensed objects, entities and experiences. After growing frustrated with mainstream
objective science for failing to acknowledge its own dependence upon and immersion in human
experience of the world. Husserl viewed such a failure as a crisis within the European sciences (Husserl,
1970).Husserlsawthat,inorderto claimtotalobjectivity, science mustessentially pretend thatitisnot

adiscourse thatemerges from and is sustained by an already-existing world.

Asaresponsetothis crisis, Husserldeveloped a rigorous approach for investigating 'things as
theyappear'inpeople'sconsciousnessthatwouldenabletheinquirerto'comefacetofacewiththe
ultimate structures of consciousness'or the 'essence’ of a particular experience.” (Matua & Van Der
Wal,2015,p.23.) Inotherwords, Husserlwanted todiscoverthatwhichunderliesand givesriseto
human conscious experience. As part of this investigation, Husserl developed the conceptof Lebenswelt,

orthe life-world.
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The life-worldis the world of ourimmediately lived experience, aswelive it, priortoall our
thoughtsaboutit. Itisthatwhichispresenttousinoureverydaytasksandenjoyments—reality
asitengagesusbefore being analyzed by ourtheories and ourscience...Itwas Husserl’s genius
torealize thatthe assumption of objectivity had let to an almosttotal eclipse of the life-world in
the modern era, to a nearly complete forgetting of thisliving dimension in which all of our
endeavors are rooted...The consequentimpoverishment of language, the loss ofa common
discourse tuned to the qualitative nuances of living experience, was leading, Husserl felt, to a

clear crisisin European civilization (Abram, 1996, p. 40-41).

The life-world is the fertile domain of all interconnection with world. It comes before science. Science
and scientists necessarily emerge from within the life-world. It is not conceivable that a researcher or
observer could somehow become separate from or stand outside Lebenswelt—not so long as that
person is breathing and living and experiencing anything at all. Abram (1996) points out that Husserl
understoodthelife-worldasagrounding source ofnormativeinfluence. Inotherwords, toturnone’s
back on the life-world, allowing it to be eclipsed by some conceptual mathematical human-centered
realm, is to abandon the guiding source for health and balance, opening a gateway toward pathology

and confusion, orin Husserl'sterms, a crisis.

Husserldid notintendtoexplainthe function Lebenswelt, orthe humanrelationship withthe
world, as did the mathematically-based sciences. Instead, Husserl’saim was to describe this relationship
in terms of the subjective, experiential realm which the sciences had taken for granted (Abram, 1996).
Tothis end, Husserl developed the phenomenological reduction, a method by which an investigator
engages in description, without explanation, of the world as it is experienced. This reduction involved
the process called epoché—the act of bracketing or setting aside explanations and presuppositions
abouthowthe worldis.Husserl’'smethodrelied heavilyupontargetedattentionand meditationthat

aimed ultimately to access a sort of pure or transcendental consciousness—a sort of pure essence, free
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from materiality. Husserl’s work never specifically addressed the semiotic element of human conscious

experience.

French existential philosopherand phenomenologist Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1908-1961),
approached phenomenologyfromaradical perspective, rejecting Husserl’'s ideal of a transcendental ego
and looking, instead, to the physicality of the human body as the source of essential experience. Abram

(1996) explores Merleau-Ponty's perspective on the body, writing that

Ifthis body is my very presence in the world, ifitis the body thatalone enables me to enter into
relationswithotherpresences, ifwithouttheseeyes, thisvoice,orthesehands |would be
unable to see, to taste, and totouch things, orto be touched by them, if without this body, in
otherwords, there would be no possibility ofexperience—then the bodyitselfisthe true

subjectofexperience. (P.45).

Thisviewsuggeststhateverylivingbodyisaworldinitselfwhich offersitselftoandreceivestheworld
ofthe other. The body does notunite mind and matteras two separate entities, but rather is both mind

and matter at once and together (Kwant, 1963).

Thisbody subjectexists inthe world with intentionality—but notaccordingtothe traditional
definitioninwhichto intendis to work some particularwillin asituation. Merleau-Ponty's intentionality
suggestthatto be conscious, one mustbe conscious of something (see Section 6). The body’s
consciousness moves like a wave out beyond itselfto assess, to measure, to apply and receive meaning,
andlike anywaveitrecedes, foldingallthisbackintoitself. Italways moves outward with intentionality
or,inotherwords, inanever-questioning, ever “thinking”way. Think ofthe Martinezquote above, in
which semiotic structures are conceived of in fluid or dynamic terms, like waves in an ocean. Merleau-
Pontyassertsthatthisintentionality placesthe body subjectin constant dialogue with the worldinthe

sense that the body-subject is always perceiving and expressing with and in response to the world.
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This dialogue relates not only to pre-conscious experience, butalso explicitly to everyday speech
and discourse. Merleau-Ponty examines how the body subject engages with and through language by
presenting two separate purposes and uses oflanguage: language as an existing logical structure/code
that can be used to form messages (parole parlée) and language as a living, generative, poetic

phenomenon (parole parlante).

Parole parlée, or speech spoken, refers to an existing structure in which words already
correspond with meaningful definitions. From this perspective, speech exists independently of thought;
word meaning has already been assigned within the parole parlée system, while thoughts exist
separately inside the minds of individual people. To communicate thoughts, one must simply select from
the already-formed language system the linguistic components that most directly match the ideas to be

expressed.

Merleau-Ponty,however, pointsoutthatthe “spokenword”orparole parlée systemis
comprised of words and expressions that have been passed from one generation to another. They have
become common and shared in terms of meaning with repeated use, though they “must once have
been spokenforthefirsttime. Therefore the ‘spokenword’ refersto the ‘speakingword’ asitsorigin”
(Kwant, p. 53). Every word, at some point, comes into being through a creative process of meaning-
making. Thisis whatlanguage does—it creates meaning. It's capacity for novelty and discovery depends

on how that language is used.

To differentiate between parole parlée and parole parlante is to acknowledge that immaterial
thoughtis notindependentofphysicalspeech, butthat“onthe contrary, thoughtbecomesthoughtin
speaking” (Kwant, 54). This involves the physical act of speaking, the conversational relationship with
other person/people/world, the constantly unfolding phenomenological experience of the world, and

the semioticinterpretation ofthatexperience. Turkle (2015)points outthat, atthe beginning ofa
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conversation, one does not know precisely what one will say—thoughts are born as words being spoken,

and a person often comes to realize personal feelings or attitudes by speaking them.

Consider further that the body itself “thinks” through a sort of physical, preconscious
communication with the world. This preconscious, preverbal thought exists through what Merleau-
Ponty calls “practognosis,”orathoughtinaction. “Inwalking, forexample, we takeintoaccountthe
condition ofthe ground, forwe do not walk in the same way through a forestand overa smooth road”
(Kwant,54).Andyet,apersondoesnotneedtomeasure thegroundorcalculate astrategyfordifferent
styles of walking according to varying terrain. The human body, in order to move, balance, etc., assesses
physical circumstances, considers options forappropriate action, processesinnumerable micro-
adjustmentsormicro-decisionsinrelationtothe surroundingworld. ltknowsanddoesallthis pre-
consciously throughout every bodily action. Just as preverbal knowing comes into existence through

physical action, unarticulated thought comes into existence through the action of human speech.

...Thoughtcomestoexistinanewwayand, inthisnewway ofexisting, thoughtdependsonthe
word. Toknowsomethinghere meanstobeabletoindicateitinacoherentsuccessionof

words. Knowledge cannot be divorced here from the words (Kwant, 55).

This connection between pre-verbal (phenomenological) and verbal (semiotic) knowing reveals how the
human body-subject relates to and interfaces with the preconscious world, a dimension Merleau-Ponty
referred to as existence.” According to Kwant (1963), Merleau-Ponty worked to demonstrate that “our
existence is the soil in which meaning, light, germinate.” This line of thinking creates a chiaroscuro of
light and shadow, where speech throws light (meaning) on the shadow/soil of the mysterious dimension
of existence (Kwant, 1963). Such insightreveals “a mode of being that hitherto had largely escaped
man’s attention...his greatest achievement is that he did not only discover the hidden dialog between

bodyandworldbutalsomanagedtopenetrateintoit”’(Kwant, 1963, p.34-35).
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Abram (1996) addresses the body-world dialog, writing that Merleau-Ponty disclosed “a more
eloquent way of speaking, a style of language which, by virtue of its fluidity, its carnal resonance, and its
carefulavoidance of abstractterms, mightitselfdrawusintothe sensuousdepthsofthelife-world" (p.
44). Through analysis of the nature and role of language and speech in meaning generation, combined
with the phenomenology of a body-subject in dialogue with the world, Merleau-Ponty suggests that
human beings emerge from the ground or soil of existence through physical language, and that life
stories and desires and beliefs, that cities and symphonies and epic poems are all creations of language.
Within this suggestion lie two shining clues: (1) if humans find themselves in a place of darkness or
pathology, theymustreturntothe soilandrebuild; (2)the waybackisdiscoverablethrough semiotic
analysis of language. This involves an unraveling of the computational thinking model discussed above,
inwhicheachnewideaorsteporsolutionis stackedatop ateetering scaffoldingmade upofthe
countless otherideas, steps or solutions that people have previously added. This also relates to

Lanigan’sfourth stage discussedin Section4.1.

Merleau-Ponty employed a methodology based on Husserl’s original descriptive methodology; a
reduction process that consists of three steps: (1) Sensation, (2) Interpretation, and (3) Perception
(Lanigan, 2010). However, though Merleau-Ponty used this method, he did not offer a systematic
description of how it works (Kwant, 1963). According to Lanigan, however, Merleau-Ponty found a

missing piece inHusserl'smethodology.

Merleau-Ponty offers a major correction to the method of Husserl’s phenomenology by
stressing the importance of semiotics in the description of phenomena, the importance of
structural analysis in defining (reducing) phenomena, and the importance of hermeneutic

principles for the interpretation of phenomena” (Lanigan, 2010, p. 108).
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Merleau-Ponty's philosophical correction clarified communication as a process involving a body subject
in a state of active and intentional dialogue with the other, or with the world, where the action is
experience orphenomenology, and the dialogue through speech is semiotic. Peirce also specifically
examined the interplay between experience and semiotics and developed a phenomenological method
which he called semiotic. Lanigan recognized consistency betweenthese two views to successfully

identify and further develop Semiotic Phenomenology as both a theory and a method (Lanigan, 1988).
5.3 Semiotic Phenomenology

Semiotics and phenomenology combined to form semiotic phenomenology—the theory and

research methodology usedin communicology.

Although semiotics and phenomenology are commonly understood as belonging to intellectual
traditionsthatareatodds, forcommunicology, the vocabularies ofboth traditionsallowfor
descriptions and interpretations of lifeworld features that neither can accomplish on its own:
namely, the logic of signs and theirembodied experience in the process of semiosis (Butchart,

2018).

Semioticsexamineshow humanbeingsuse signsto create reality and meaning. Phenomenology focuses
on temporarily setting aside those same signs and meanings to examine the lived experience of things as

theyactuallyare, withoutthefilterof semiotic presupposition.

Upon close examination, however, it becomes clear that everything a human being perceives,
knows, thinks, says and does is encoded through signs or, in other words, understood and experienced
by way of a code. Even “the perception of reality itself is an encoding process” (Fiske, 1990, p. 66). The
experience of human perception, including vision, hearing, taste, etc., is the result of sensory stimuli
entering a body through the sense organs, undergoing translation through neurological systems, and

finally entering human consciousness as a set of signs related to that thing which was originally sensed.
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Forexample, what we perceive as music is made up of audible musical notes—signs which stand for the
actual sound waves that enter our ears. One could propose then, through semiotic phenomenology,
thathumanexperienceoftheworldis semiotic, andthatsigns attheirmostfundamentallevelare

phenomenological.

Lanigan has demonstrated that what appears as an apparent conflict between semiotics and
phenomenologyactually unitesthe twoinexaminingtwodifferentbutintertwiningfunctionsofhuman

experience. Accordingto Smith (2018),

Richard Lanigan's development of "semiotic phenomenology" has paved the way fora
broadening of both phenomenology and semiotics, expanding in complementary fashion the
epistemological horizons of each, linking onto existential, hermeneutic, ethnographic, rhetorical,

critical-cultural and postcolonial theories and methods (p. 23).

A subtle butimportant change occurs when a researcher brings semiotics and phenomenology into
relation with one another—something like a chemical reaction: as discussed above in the description of
Peirce’s work, the focus moves “from the study of signs and sign systems to the study of semiosis, or the
ongoing action of signs” (Martinez, 2011, p. 98). To study semiosis is to study how experience and signs
weave intoone another, atallnetworklevels of communication, to formthe living fabric thatis culture
and meaning. This applies to anything from the meaning of a simple sentence to the meaning of a

complex cultural phenomenon like institutional racism.

Semioticphenomenology studies allaspects of human conscious experience, and it does so
primarily through analysis of language. However, “the only way humans can know or study language as
asign-systemisbyusingit,bytakingitupasbothanobjectandmeansofstudy—thusthebringing
together of semiotics and phenomenology” (Martinez, 2011, p. 99). When Lanigan (1988) wrote that

communication is a relationship between an organism and its environment (or a person and the
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person’slife-world) he alsowrote that “atits most sophisticated levelthisrelationshipis one of

language” (p. 11).

Semioticphenomenology islanguage studying language, notas a structural system frozenin
time, but in terms of semiosis. Language presents the most reliable and compelling access into the
obscure origins of human life experience. To examine the meaning of any human situation—historical,
political, religious, personal—one seeks language about that situation. If someone asks, “what do you
mean?”a person usually responds via language. Poetry, journalism, tax law, and medicine are all
recorded and managed vialanguage. Itis inescapable. Itis the very atmosphere in which live and

function, and holds cluesto howhumans cometoknowandunderstandthisworldwelivein.

When considering analysis of language, it is important to recall the difference between Merleau-
Ponty's parole parlée and parole parlante, or the difference between reified linguistic structure and
dynamic living interface with the world. The latter involves the spontaneous and simultaneous
intertwiningofperceptionandexpressionintoasortofbeingor bodymade of signs,ormeaning
embodied. The communicator, in other words, uses signs to recreate or reproduce the shape and

“contours of experience” (Merleau-Ponty, 1970, p. 25, Lanigan, 1988, p. 173).

This intertwining of perception/experience and expression/semiotics suggests that human
bodily perception is always more than a biological function involving sense organs. Rather, perception
occurs in conjunction with expression. One does not perceive without also experiencing some
simultaneous form of expression, whether it is a thought, a bodily reaction, a feeling, a recognition,
verbal language, a preverbal choice, etc. Not only are perception and expression co-occurring, butthey
are also reversible, reflexive and reflective. “This means that what we come to perceive in our embodied
relationtoothersandtheworldis alwaysalreadyanexpressionofourinterconnectionwithothersand

theworld”(Martinez,2011,p.101).
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Perceptioninfluences expression, and expressioninfluences perception. The bi-directional
movement between the two is what we call reversibility. Reversibility is “the process of converting
consciousness into experience and vice versa” (Lanigan, 1988, p. 14, Dillon, 1983). The idea that
perception and expression shape and influence one another is what we call reflexivity. Reflexivity works
as a kind of feedback loop, where the outputs of a system circle back as inputs, continuously re-creating
and re-directing the whole. Reversibility allows bi-directional movement between the sensory
experience of perception and the co-emergent semiotic expressionthatis consciousness (i.e. thinking,
speaking, acting). One ignites the other and vice versa. Reflexivity creates potential for growth and

change. The idea that perception and expression mirror one another is reflectivity.

Forexample, perhaps|perceive homelessnessasanuisance and blame homeless peoplefor
their condition. Here, | am perceiving some sedimented cultural attitude (expression) that already exists.
This perception mirrors my own expressive thoughts and words about homelessness. This situation is
reflexive: my perception influences what I think and say about homelessness while likewise, my
thoughts and words about homelessness influence how | perceive homeless people. In this example, |
embody cultural attitudes that are harmful and oppressive to vulnerable people. My participation as a
body-subject in the culture would serve to reinforce and prolong the crisis of homelessness. To
understand a cultural problem like homelessness, one must understand the interdependent perceptive
and expressive elements of the communicative process that create the reality of homelessness—give it
body, makeitmanifest, bringitintoactualbeingbyignoringthe sufferinghumanbodiesstrugglingto
survive onthe street (see section 7: Embodiment). Semiotic phenomenology and communicology can

help address cultural problems.

One pervasive problem which touches almost every part of human lived experience is our
tendency to approach communication with a natural attitude. This thesis presents a critical theory and

research method with capacity to create “harmonious disturbance” (Kaag, 2014 )in everyday
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communicative presuppositions. In other words, it aims to address and challenge the automatic way in
which we communicate and view communication, with a goal to initiate deep change and
reorganization. To such an end, the practical tool of a syllabus (See part 1) is designed to (a) attract
students to the study of communicology; and (b) effectively transfer understanding regarding

communicology.

Semioticphenomenologyand communicology can help address cultural problems. Reflexivity
allows for new types of thinking and speaking (expression) to influence more clarity in perception, and
reversibly, for clearer more truthful perception to inspire beneficial changes in collective thinking and
speaking. Catt (2010) writes that “only with reflexivity can scholars make a real difference in human

affairs”(p.15).

The section on methodology (Part Il) outlines how semiotic phenomenology is applied in

research.

6. Consciousness

Consciousnessis “wonder before the world” (Landes, 2014, p. Ixxvii; Lanigan, 2005 p. 17). Itis aliving
interface between a person and the world. French philosopher Maurice Merleau-Ponty (2014) writes
that consciousness is the perspective “by which a world first arranges itself around me and begins to
existforme” (p. Ixxii). As explored in the previous section, consciousness involves semiosis, or the
process of meaning asitunfolds through the experience of signs (sign process). The body perceives
stimuli (lightand shadow; sound waves) through sense organs—this is experience. The body
simultaneously expresses awareness or behaviorin response to symbolic representations of that stimuli
(seeingimages; hearing sounds)—thisis consciousness. If unmitigated experience occurs at the world-

body intersection, then consciousness occurs where bodily perception intersects with bodily expression.
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Perception and expression—body and sign—arise together and influence one another, forming human

conscious experience.

Asdiscussedin Section 5.2, consciousness involves intentionality. In this context, intentionality
referstotheideathat,inordertobe consciousatall,one mustalwaysbe conscious ofsomething

(Kwant). Intentionality is a binding thread that connects us to the world (Merleau-Ponty, 2014).

Grounded in this living matrix of world-body-consciousness, we see that no knowledge can
encompass or explain the true nature of the world, because all knowledge is built symbolically in

response to the world. According to Merleau-Ponty (2014),

Toreturntothe things themselvesis to return to thisworld prior to knowledge, this world of
which knowledge always speaks, and this world with regard to which every scientific
determination is abstract, signitive, and dependent, just like geography with regard to the

landscapewherewefirstlearnedwhataforest,ameadow,orariveris(Page#).

Therefore, when communicology seeks to “explicate human consciousness,” itisaddressing the process
by which we humans spin communication like a web out of conscious experience. “Communication
inheresintheintentionality of consciousness”(Catt,2017 p. 14).Inotherwords, ifoneislookingforthe
sourceorlocation of communication, onefindsitwithin the intentional threads thatbind us to the

world.

7. Embodiment

If consciousnessis culturaland semiotic, then behavioral embodimentis personaland

phenomenological (Catt, 2017).

In describing the concept of embodiment in the context of communicology, Martinez (2011)

writes that semiotic phenomenology “stakes out...a logic of embodiment that establishes the fact and
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presence of human consciousness as it is situated within the concrete reality of other human
consciousnessesandaphysicalenvironment” (p.97). Embodimentgives consciousnessawayofbeingin
the world—aliving shape and formthatcaninteractwith other beings—starting with the unrefined
experience of body-in-the-world and expanding into the more abstract semiotic phenomena of culture.
Martinez describes how culture relates to individual people in the sense that it arises through human

communication with and about the world (Martinez, 2011).

When we talk aboutembodimentwe are referring to the human condition of living within
culture whereby humans unconsciously and preconsciously take up and re-create the norms of
culture in experience. These last two words, “in experience,” are crucial. What we experience
doesnotemergeinavacuum.ltisprecisely“‘inexperience”thatweembodythe practicesand

norms of our culture and community (Martinez, 2011, p. 100).

Inadditionto characterizingtheindividualrelationship with culture,embodimentcanreferto
the more abstract conceptof embodied discourse. The following section explores how human discourse
takesmaterialform. ltisthisform—inartifactand action—thatgivesdiscourse opportunitytotake
shape in and become involved with the world, just as our physical bodies give our own consciousness an

opportunity to exist in the world.

Lanigan writes that “embodiment is a matter of perception that discovers expression;
embodimentisapreconscious beingofthe personthatisthe lived-comportmentpriortoa
consciousnessthathas experiences” (Lanigan, 1995, p. 354). Embodiment, then, refersto the human
state of being thatoccurs prior to conscious awareness, explication or critical analysis. This preconscious
lived-comportment can be explored and examined in a search for understanding regarding the nature

and source of human communication.
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Likewise, and in terms of embodied discourse, embodiment refers to the dynamic living system
of human discourse before it becomes aware of its own existence and looks critically at itself. Discourse,
as it emerges from human communication, becomes a living fabric or living body that is kept alive
through the constant and ongoing experiential embodiment that builds and reinforces it.
Communicology researchers—just like all people—are tethered to and woven into this fabric. Therefore,
to saythatresearchersanalyze discourse is also to say thatdiscourse analyzesitself. Acommunicology
researcher jumps into the stream of discourse, experiencing and becoming a part of it even while

observing and studyingit.

Embodiment occurs at a level of awareness where the natural attitude holds sway; in other
words, wherethingsand conditions are takenforgranted, orviewed as “justthe waythingsare.” When
communicology examines embodied discourse, it examines how humans gave body or contourto a
particular discourse through communication, where and how the discourse lives, and how it exerts
influence on people, other living beings and the world. In studying discourse, communicology identifies
thetangled knot ofits embodiment, and then works toloosen the tangle so thatitmightbe understood

and potentially reconfigured.

8. Discourse

The word ‘discourse’ is most prominently known as alinguistic term meaning “passages of
connected speech” (Hall, 1997, p.44), or “a verbal interchange of ideas, especially conversation”
(Merriam-Webster dictionary). However, in his work exploring the history of human knowledge,

Foucault expanded the word’s meaning to indicate

a group of statements which provide a language for talking about—a way of representing the
knowledge about—a particular topic at a particular historical moment...Discourse is about the

production of knowledge through language. But...since all social practices entail meaning, and
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meanings shape and influence what we do—our conduct—all practices have adiscursive aspect

(Hall, 1992, p.291).

This conceptualization of discourse unites language (consciousness; what we say and think), with human
actionorpractice (whatwedo)intoone totalsystemoroperationofdiscourse. (Bothlanguage and
practice involve the perceptive-expressive reversibility explored above.) Discourse constitutes
everything that human beings know and do and create. Just as a bricklayer might use verbal language to
askafellowworkerto “pass me anotherbrick,” the bricklayeralso performsthe actionofadding the
bricktothewall. Itisnotthe words alone orthe physical bricks orthe isolated actions which build the
wall. Instead, language (consciousness), materiality and action (experience) intertwine to create the
materialstructure ofthe wall, aswellasitsmeaninginterms ofthewall’s physicaland symbolicpurpose

(Laclau & Mouffe, 1990; Hall, 1997). As a spider spins webs, the human spins discourses.

Think ofany individual person’s life as a system oflanguage-experience interfaces—or stories—
that contain everything this person has learned and experienced, thought, discussed and believed.
Consider how this fluctuating totality of beliefs and experiences influences the person’s actions—what
this person did, created, etc., and how this person influenced and interacted with others. These
interfaces which make up a human life can be examined through human science in terms of the

“meaning of the discourse as a life-event" (Lanigan, 1988, p. 147).

Ifanindividualhumanlifeisadiscourse, thensoarethecollectivelivesthatmake up afamily;
thepoliciesand practicesofanorganization; the culture and traditionofaparticulartownorvillage;
cultural institutions like education, criminal justice and health care; and global institutions of inequality,

violence, immigration, climate degradation, etc.

The perceptual-expressive force of discursive meaning generation moves outward from stories

and events, growing into discursive formations. These formations involve the existence of adiscourse, in
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a particular style with specific themes and tones and particular to a specific time period, which is shared
widely across multiple institutional sites and outlets (e.g. schools and universities, divisions of
government, media, faith institutions, etc.). These formations shape the conceptual frameworks that
influence how people acquire knowledge, build identities and view reality, and may include sweeping
conceptslike ‘madness’, ‘punishment’ or ‘sexuality’ (Hall, 1997). The discussion regarding semiotic
sedimentation in Section 5.1, which examines how cultural constraints linked to one’s situatedness in
time and space may impacta person’s actions and thought horizons. The example considered how being
gayinthe U.S.inthe 1950s involved different constraints than being gay in the U.S. in 2021. Such

constraints are discursive formations that solidify in religious thinking, law, film and entertainment, etc.

Two points must be emphasized: (1) Discourse is not simply conversation about things and
knowledge. Rather, discourse createsand produces things and knowledge. (2) According to Foucault,
“nothing which is meaningful exists outside discourse” (Hall, 1997, p. 44). This is not to say that material
objectsdonotexist. We senseandexperienceandinteractwithmaterialobjectsintheworldevery
day—brick walls, tree roots, food, water, dry socks, etc. Consider what any of these objects can
potentially mean in the context of various discourses and cultures. “Foucault does not deny that things
can have a real, material existence in the world. What he does argue is that nothing has any meaning

outside of discourse” (Hall, 1997, p. 45).

Discourse is the means by which our lived human experience takes narrative shape in the world.
This is how the story of human life emerges both conceptually and materially, and takes on meaning.
Discourse builds Husserl’s lifeworldfor each individual person--what Catt (2010) describes as “a matrix
where cultureand conductcontinuallyand perpetuallymeet”(p.2). Tofindand masteralogicallyand
philosophically sound study ofdiscourse istofind away into this matrix, which is often hidden from

viewand/ortakenforgranted.
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Klyukanov (2010)writesthat“culture, like communication, iseasytodefine butdifficultto
understand” (p. 183). Culture might be defined as “shared meanings” (Hall, 1997, p. 1), “patterns of
practice, understanding, and preference that are shared and transmitted from generation to
generation” (Martinez, 2011, p. 100), “shared patterns of behavior” (Klyukanov, 2010, p. 183), and
“‘generalizations about people and groups of people...what people do and say and what they have done
and said” (Ruesch & Bateson, 1968, p. 40). Such variety suggests that the true nature of human culture
cannotbe soeasily pinneddown. Martinez(2011)clarifiesthatin ordertounderstand culture within

the context of communicology and semiotic phenomenology, it must be emphasized that

culture is re-created through communicative practice...It is very important that we see [culture]
asanorientation toward preference thatiswithineach ofusand whichwe actively takeupand

re-create both preconsciously and unconsciously as a choice of context (p. 100.)

Cultureisinextricably linked with language and dialogue. “Language...sustain(s) the dialogue between
participantswhichenablesthemtobuildupacultureofsharedunderstandingsandsointerpretthe
world in roughly the same ways” (Hall, 1997, p. 1). Culture is a form of conversation, and “conversation
implies somethingkinetic. Itis derived from words that mean “to tend to each other, to lean toward
each other,” words about the activity of relationship” (Turkle, 2015, p. 44). Such a perspective indicates
thatconversation/dialogueis thatwhichtethersustoeachotheraswellastoourindividualand
collective realities—our own experience of the world. According to Fiske (1990), “communication is
central to the life of our culture: without it culture of any kind must die. Consequently the study of
communicationinvolvesthe studyofthe culturewithwhichitisintegrated” (p.2). Martinez(2011)

describes the purpose of communicology as relates to culture:

46
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Inordertobe able toexaminethe presuppositionsthatinform ourmostfundamental
modalities of seeing and understanding, we must be able to examine those very sedimentations
and intersubjective conditions. This is precisely the point and purpose of communicology and its

methodological expressionas semiotic phenomenology (p. 55).

Dominantforms of scientific analysis used in the physical and social sciences generally seek to delimit
the potential meaning(s)ofatopicsuchas cultureinordertoisolate and study it. Whatis studied, then,
is not culture, but a frozen fragment of culture captured within imposed boundaries. So captured,
culture becomes a simplified or “bounded essence” subject to “reification--i.e. turning dynamic flowing

patterns into static, fixed ‘cultures™ (Klyukanov, 2010, p. 183).

Itiscertainlymore manageableto conductscientificstudywhen cultureisforcedintoastatic,
reified state, justasitis easiertodissectand study ahumanbody afterthe life hasbeentaken fromit.
Under such control-based circumstances, researchers may build a catalogue of data and knowledge, but
willaccesslittletonounderstandingaboutthe living functionsand patterns ofthe culture (orcreature)

so cut, pinned and segmented.

Communicology lifts boundaries of definition and control from the subject of culture, and
studies it as a living system growing out of a dialogue (discourse) between the human and The Other.
Communicological inquiry into culture involves the study of dynamic flowing patterns (Klyukanov, 2010)

and activity of relationship (Turkle, 2015) of lived human meaning and reality.

10. Synthesis and Discussion

Having moved through all the concepts outlined at the beginning of this paper, the discussion now
circles back into Lanigan’s definition of communicology as presented in the introduction. The explication
in sections 1-9 provides a working understanding of the philosophical and logical concepts

operationalized in the definition, repeated here:
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Communicology isthe science ofhuman communication. One ofthe Human Science disciplines,
itusesthe logic-based research methods of semiotics and phenomenology to explicate human

consciousnessand behavioralembodimentas discourse withinglobal culture...

This condensed summary leads into a more robust description:

Communicology is the study of human discourse inall ofits semiotic and phenomenological
manifestations of embodied consciousness and practice in the world of other people and their
environment. Asayoungdisciplinein Human Scienceresearch, Communicologyisthe critical
study of discourse and practice, especially the expressive body as mediated by the perception of
cultural signs and codes. Communicology uses the logic based research method of semiotic
phenomenologyin which the expressive body discloses cultural codes, and cultural codes shape
the perceptive body—an ongoing, dialectical, complex helix of twists and turns constituting the
reflectivity, reversibility, and reflexivity of consciousness and experience (Lanigan,

Communicology.org).

Culture generally moves toward a totality of sameness, where a universalizing system of thinking or way
of life shuts out the Other and all its strangeness or exteriority (Saldukaityté, 2016). Such totality
suppresses potential ruptures through the enforcement of sameness or continuity. Communicology,
throughitsmethodofsemioticphenomenology,intentionally rupturesthatwhichistakenforgranted
through a sort of deconstruction of—or a stepping back from—the dominant epistemic center (Anderson
& Baym, 2004 ), seeking understanding through lived experience rather than re-analysis of sedimented
objective norms. Communicology opens to both the dominant center as well as the alternative ways of
discovery. Anderson and Baym (2004) argue that “the truths found in the epistemological margins...may
ultimately be richer, perhaps more complete, than the understandings generated within the epistemic

center’(p.605).



49

This paper has proposed that communication is a creative force that builds cultures and
realities,andthatdiscursive sedimentation within culture leadsto constraintsthatlimitwhatwe are
capable of thinking, knowing and doing. Such constraints can generate harmful problems, and as those
constraints are re-created and reinforced through communication and culture, people come to mass
unconscious agreement that this is just the way things are (the natural attitude). Even when problems
(i.e.homelessness, wealth gap, technology-related social problems, climate change) are identified, these

same constraints prevent us from seeing solutions and/or alternative possibilities.

This paper has also argued that the threads of intentionality can indeed be loosened through
semiotic phenomenological praxis, allowing for opening in terms of view and discovery. What we must
explore now is how these concepts come together to form a research methodology that can be used as
adiscoverytool and applied to relevantissues and problems. According to Merleau-Ponty, this begins
with akind of rupture. “We must—preciselyinordertosee the worldand tograspitasaparadox—
rupture ourfamiliarity withit, and this rupture can teach us nothing exceptthe unmotivated springing

forth of the world (Landes, 2014, P. Ixxvii).

The three-step method of semiotic phenomenologyisbased on Husserl’s process of
phenomenological reduction and epoché. Husserl originally developed the technique to provide detailed
accurate descriptions of the true essence of “things themselves.” As mentioned above, Merleau-Ponty
madeacorrectionto Husserl’s method of reductionby adding asemioticelementto the description of
phenomena (Lanigan, 2010). This correction made way for the development of a more contemporary
model of interpretive phenomenological research, which shifts the purpose of the research toward the
pursuit of an in-depth understanding of the experience itself, as well as the embodied experience of any
research participants, with efforts concentrated on revealing the dormant or hidden meanings within
the contextualized experiences of the individual, as well as the explicit meaning which the individual

consciously attaches to the experience (Matua & Van Der Wal, 2015). Peirce’s triadic model of semiosis
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contributes to thisinterpretive modelin two vitallyimportant ways: it (a) links the sign to the material
world throughthe object,and (2)itallowsforany signtolink withan infinite range of possible meanings

(interpretant) (see Section5.1).

The method of semiotic phenomenology does not attempt to extract a set of generalized facts,
but to reveal particular meaning as it moves within and through discourse(s). Interpretive
phenomenological research neverreaches a determinate end, as it willalways reveal new questions
(Smith, 2012). This is why Merleau-Ponty said “the mostimportant lesson of the reduction is the

impossibility of a complete reduction” (Landes & Merleau-Ponty, 2014, P. Ixxvii).

Part 2: Methodology

11. The Three-Step Reduction Process of Semiotic Phenomenology

The three-step reduction process of semiotic phenomenology is the method by which
researchers use and operationalize theory to reveal new understanding and, in the case of
communicology, to(a)seek truthand understandingaboutthe worlditself, notjustthe world mediated
by culture; and (b) identify and respond critically to social problems and constraints that cause harm to
humanbeingsandthe worldtheyinhabit. Indescribing this method, | willdraw mostheavily from
RichardLanigan’s 1988 book “Phenomenology of Communication: Merleau-Ponty's Thematicsin
Communicologyand Semiology,” and Jacqueline Martinez’s2011 book “Communicative Sexualities: A
Communicology of Sexual Experience,” in which Martinez draws from and beautifully interprets

Lanigan’s work.

Whatfollows is a three-step method which is both recursive and synergistic (Lanigan, 1988;
Martinez, 2011). This means that each single step in the process involves the integrated movement of all

three steps (seefigure x). Each basic orgeneral step contains multiple complex sub-steps. Consider, for



example, the description step: to describe any phenomena, the human conscious mustfirst perceive
and process the phenomena. In other words, “the moment we try to describe an experience, we have

alreadyinterpretedit’(Martinez,2011,p.102).

Itis important to understand, before analyzing the following process as it is broken into pieces
and categories, that neither communication nor understanding naturally occur in consecutive
categorized steps or segments. Meaning in communication occurs all atonce, like a full symphony. We
capture and segment it into different parts only as a means for analysis and understanding (Martinez,

2011;Smith,2012).
Figure1.

Lanigan’s Theory and Methodology of Semiotic Phenomenology

Description 1. DESCRIPTION Examine and then bracket
2. Interpretation presuppositions and modalities that
3. Reduction influence description. (Do not explain.
4. Description Only describe.)

Reduction 5. REDUCTION Pullfromthe descriptionthe pertinent
6. Interpretation or “shining” pieces and engage
7. Reduction imaginative free variation.

8. Description

Interpretation 9. INTERPRETATION Interpret linkages or themes toward a
10. Interpretation thematic whole.
11. Reduction
12. Description

Source: Adaptedfrom “Human Communication,” from Richard L. Lanigan, Phenomenology of Communication
(1988), p. 9.

11.1 Description

Before one can describe experience, one must go back to the moment when one selected that
particular experience as worth describing, or saw in that particular experience some relevant theme or
framework to explore (thematizing). Before description begins, one interprets the thematic purpose of

the selected experience (why do | choose to describe this experience and not another?). One then
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reducesthatmaterialto “seek outthe ‘modality’ ofthematization thatled us to experience that
experience as we did” (Martinez, 2011, p. 103). In other words, one seeks the mode(s)—the type of
behavior,wayoflife, way of expression—thatmade thatexperience unfoldinaparticularwayforthe
particular participants. This going back process engages the researcherin the invocation ofepoché or
the bracketing processdiscussedin Section 5.2, where we realize and setaside ourassumptionsand
presuppositionsinorderto move closertothe thing orexperienceitself. Followingboththe
interpretationandreductionsteps,oneisnowabletoofferadescription ofthe actualexperienceasitis
lived (rather than unconsciously providing a description of one’s cultural assumptions about an
experience). Thisprocess applies whetheraresearcheris looking atone’s own experience, looking at
written text, or working with narratives from interviewees or research participants (in phenomenology,
research participants are thought of as co-researchers). A description serves the purpose of data capture
(capta, or what has been taken). In this stage, the researcher captures all that may be meaningful or

relevant.

Summary of Description Phase

Selectanexperiencetodescribe.

Step2: Whythatexperience? Whattheme orframework did you see/interpretinthatparticular
experience that made you (or the co-researcher) choose it?
Step 3: Within thattheme orframework, what modality (or way of life or type of behavior) led
you to experience the experience as you did?

o Engagingthesetwostagesinvokestheepoché
Step 4: Now that you have bracketed your assumptions about the experience, you are ready to

describe the experience as it is lived. Resist the temptation to explain or explicate at this stage.
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11.2Reduction

Thedescription,ifdonewell, willinclude muchmoredetailthancanbe used. Some parts willshow
essential meaning, while others will fade to a uniform background. During the reduction step "the task
oftheresearcher/analystnowturnstodeterminingwhatis graveltobewashedaway,andwhat
remains as gold--that is, the most pertinent signs of the phenomenon to be analyzed further” (Smith,
2012, p. 53). Another way to say this is that reduction involves a process of abstraction whereby the
researcherpulls fromthe descriptionelementsthatstand outorshineout. “We selectpartsfrom
withinthedescription,ordescriptions,andshiftthemaround hereandthere seekingtomake
differentiations through our varying combinations. In phenomenological terms, we call this imaginative

free variation (Martinez, 2011, p. 103).

Through reduction, a researcher abstracts these pertinent descriptive points from the
description and allows them to influence or interact with one another. Recall Merleau-Ponty's assertion
that thought and/or meaning occurs or comes into being through language. In this stage, the researcher
mayfind “thoughts”thathadn’toccurred oremergeduntilthe description processhasbeenspokenor
written. Recall also Peirce’s work with abductive logic, where the juxtaposition of two seemingly
unrelated ideas, or the bringing together of paradoxical ideas, can illuminate new hypotheses and
original thinking. These philosophical concepts find action within this stage. Aresearcher moves
through the interpretation, reduction and description phases of this step by noting and maintaining
“thataswe movethrougheach step, wearestillrelyingon ouralreadythematized (interpreted)
understanding of our experience and the phenomenon” (Martinez, 2011, p. 103). Even after the
bracketing process, aresearcher cannot separate entirely from the particularity of one’s own experience

and view.
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For more technical detail on the imaginative free variation procedure, see Smith (2012, p. 54-

55).

Summaryof Reduction Step

Abstractorpullaway fromthedescriptionthose elementswhichstandoutorshine out,andengageina
process of imaginative free variation, allowing abductive reasoning to set the stage for skilled

interpretation.

7 Instep6, notetheinfluence of yourowninterpretation, bothonhowthe descriptive elements
wereformedand onhowyou chooseelementstoabstractfromthe description.
Instep7,furtherbracketfoundassumptionsandpresuppositionsthatfoundtheirwayintoyour
description.

Instep 8, youarereadyto putdownordescribe the insightgenerated through yourreduction.

11.3 Interpretation

The interpretation step involves the analysis and explication of the key elements of the phenomenon as
discovered through the previous two steps. The general purpose of this step is to clarify the essential
meaning of those key elements which emerged from the description and reduction stages—a process
which can be called semiotic orhermeneutic analysis or phenomenological interpretation (Lanigan, 1988,
p. 10). The researcher, at this stage, must engage a radical hermeneuticto link all those observations,
interviews and/or other data which have been selected and worked through the reduction step (Smith,
2012).Martinez(2011)pointsoutthatanysuchinterpretationwillinevitablybe influencedtosome
degree by the researcher’s own “thematizations and interpretive schemes” (p. 103). Smith (2012)

describesthe processasfollows:
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One pulls together what participants know forthemselves; what they say that suggests nuance
of meaning thatmay not be fully known, but that the researcher caninferfromhis orher
"privileged"position;andreflective interpretations ofthe findingsthatgobeyond whatwas

learnedintheinterviewitself(p.62).

Summary of Interpretation Step

You have collected a great deal of detail in the description. You have washed away the gravel, so to

speak, and revealed the pertinent or shining pieces. Now you have something to work with.

Step 10: Interpret linkages between the shining pieces revealed during the reduction step.

Step 11: Identify personal or subjective “interpretive schemes” or biases and intentionally
bracket, focusing interpretive work on revealing, and not imposing.

Step 12: Describe the interpretation as it has emerged from the three basic steps of description,
reduction and interpretation. Here the work exposes a signified, according to Lanigan’s chart, or

in other words—a meaning.

Toillustratethe process, itmaybe helpfultoimagineaboxfullofanauthor'spapers—mixedreceipts,
shopping lists, bill stubs, and some sheets of original poetry or journal notes. Rather than attempting to
interpret the entire heap of unorganized stuff—seeking creative connections between a beautiful stanza
fragment, for instance, and an old owner’s manual for a toaster—you focus on those pieces that you
have deemed most relevant to an analysis of the author’s literary work. The description phase would be
the taking of all papers that are available and potentially relevant. The reduction phase involves
carefully pulling out from the heap the manuscript pages, author’s notes and literary fragments. Finally,
the interpretation stage involves looking at all these selected pages, juxtaposing and re-sorting them,
allowing a hermeneutic theme to arise that illustrates the lived experience behind the writings. This

process as a whole is not comprised of quantifiable or mechanical steps, but requires practice and skill—
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not unlike playing an instrument. Anyone can drag a bow across the cello strings, but only a skilled

musician creates music.

12. Method and Paradigm

The three-step process as outlined above is not a clearly delineated, rigidly structured or easy-to-
implement system. According to Martinez (2011), “if the previous discussion leaves you with the feeling
thatthese ‘three basic steps’ in phenomenological research are very complex, deeply interconnected,
and not entirely distinct, then you are understanding correctly” (p. 103). This is no indication, however,
thatthe method is confused. On the contrary, Lanigan’s method encompasses and mimics the true
natural process of communicative meaning-making. Only when a method can work synergistically with

real processes of human communication can it approach truth in its discoveries.

When conducting research using the methodology of semiotic phenomenology, one must
maintain awareness regarding the paradigm (or research framework) in which the work develops.
Lanigan (1994) differentiates between the phenomenologist’s paradigm (postmodern) and the
positivist’s paradigm (modern) by pointing out differences between order of analysis (OA) and order of

experience (OE). Lanigan (1994)clarifies the difference by comparing

the encounter with evidence (OE) as itappears to consciousness versus the method (OA) of
experiencingtheevidence.Inbothordersofjudgment, itisamatterofcombiningtheexperiencer
(researcher) with the activity of experiencing (researching) the phenomenon being experienced

(whatisresearched)(p. 112).
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The idea of combining the researcher, the activity of experiencing and the phenomenon itself
into a dynamic system of investigation is consistent with Peirce’s triadic combination of representamen
(researcher), interpretant (activity of experiencing) and object (the phenomenon itself) when all three

elementsareabletoworkreflexivelyina

Figure2
process of meaning-making (semiosis).
Positivist’s Paradigm
Thisisnotthe wayofmainstreamnatural
andsocialscience investigation, which OE >

Experiencer>  Experiencing> Experienced
generally holds that there is an objective

OA >
Experiencer>  Experiencing> Experienced

reality with itsown meaning thatcanbe
known and studied independently of

Source: “Comparative Research Procedure Involving the Order
human experience. Therefore, positivist of Experience (OE) and the Order of Analysis (OA),” from

Richard L. Lanigan, The Human Science of Communicology
researchersusethe OE model(Figure2),  (1992) p. 20.
taking the experience of a phenomenon for granted as “the way things are,” unconsciously assigning

theirown experiencer view, including any presuppositions, as a starting point for knowledge seeking,

and then repeating the same order in the scientific analysis.

In this model, a researcher studying family communication, for example, might collect data that

places research subjects into categories of “single mother,” “poverty” and “divorced,” and then proceed
outward, away from the family’s lived experience, according to generalized and assumed meanings of
those categories. The positivist’s paradigm positions the researcher’s experience and related
assumptions as ground or beginning of the knowledge-seeking process, and bases allotherknowledge
on it. This framework implicitly suggests that nothing exists prior. This model works for analyses that are
designed to collect and measure data according to natural scientific methodologies. However, itdoes

not allow access to or insight regarding capta—that level where a person encounters the dynamic and

real lived experience of conditions and phenomena.
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Aphenomenologist researcher, by contrast, recognizes that anything we choose to focus onand
come to see in our work is connected to our own original experience of perception and expression
(Martinez,2011). Asdiscussed in Section4.1, human beings cannot possibly be aware of allthe sensory
information we are exposed to and unconsciously processing atany given moment. We focuson, toa
degree, preconsciously, what will enter our awareness and how. This is capta, or what is taken. When a
researcherinvolves captain an analysis, the researcherreversesthe orderofexperience so thatthe

analysis returns toward the original experiencer interface with The Other.

A phenomenologist researcheris inclined to view research participants not as “subjects” to
observe and categorize, but co-researchers who work with the researcher. The arcing back or going

back movement presented in the
Figure3
Phenomenologist's Paradigm Phenomenologist’sparadigmallowsa

researcher and co-researcher(s) to

----------------------------------------------------------------------------- repeatedly examine and test layers of
Experiencer>  Experiencing> experienced
meaning as they unfold in experience. Ifa

. o . researcheris studying family
Experiencer <experiencing <experienced

. _ _ communication, forexample, every new
Source: “Comparative Research Procedure Involving the Order

of Experience (OE) and the Order of Analysis (OA),” from
Richard L. Lanigan, The Human Science of Communicology
(1992) p. 20.

concept, category or hypothesis would be
examinedintermsoftheexperienceofa

particular family (Eicher-Catt, 2005). Assumed categories like “single mother,” “poverty,” or “divorced”
wouldhave nomeaning oftheirown, butwould gain meaning through the lived experience of the

particular family members and family culture involved in the research.

By adding arcs to the top and bottom arrows in Figure 2, the Phenomenologist’s Paradigm can

bevisualizedasacircle. Thiswillnotworkforthe Positivist's paradigm,asbotharrows pointinthe same
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direction—away from the experiencer interface. In the Positivist's Paradigm, the top and bottom arrows

canbeplacednexttooneanother,spreadingouttoformalinearexpansion:

Figure4

Positivist’s Paradigm and Computational Thinking

Experiencer>Experiencing>Experienced  Experiencer>Experiencing>Experienced = Experiencer>

Adaptedfrom Lanigan’s“Positivist's Paradigm.” Source: “Comparative Research Procedure Involvingthe Order of
Experience(OE)andthe Orderof Analysis (OA),” fromRichard L. Lanigan, The Human Science of Communicology
(1992) p. 20.

This model shows how computational thinking operates, positioning the beginning of any analysis atop
previousdata-oriented solutions. Again, Bridle (2018)revealsthatsuch thinkingis only capable of

computing solutions based on other computed solutions and previously collected data. As it
progresses or expands, it moves farther and farther from the original Order of Experience—away
from original human interface with the actual world. The line in figure 4 shows that a new OE

involves interface not with the world, but with the previously computed cycle.

13.Exploringan Expanded Methodology

At this stage | will argue that the existing triadic theory, research methodology and paradigm
outlineareyetincomplete.largue thatthe addition ofafourthresearch step serves astheforce which
arcs orbends the lines of the phenomenologist’s paradigm into a circle. Though Lanigan formally
presents the semiotic phenomenology research method as athree-step process, Lanigan also directly
references afourth step in the research and discovery process (see Section 4.1): “(4) the progressive
repetition of the process in the accumulation and communication of research findings and applications”
(Lanigan, 1988, p. 7). A problem arises when attempting to operationalize Lanigan’s fourth step within a

three-step model.
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The key to Lanigan’s 4" step is the progressive repetition. To retrace the steps of the process
and gobackto aless-developed stage would be a regression, whereas a progressioninvolves movement
toward a more advanced stage. Lanigan’s description of a fourth step suggests thatas meaning is
abstracted through the three stages, a researcher must carry that meaning into capta-level
(experiencer) awareness without regressing. At this point the question must be asked: from what source
do the abstractions emerge? In other words, a fourth step suggests that capta (that which presents itself
to our consciousness) must arise from somewhere or something. Lanigan (1992) calls itthe concrete:
“thecoherenceofawholeorcategorybeforeanythingisabstractedfromit”(p.215). Merleau-Ponty
calledit“thesoil,”asin “ourexistenceisthe soilinwhichmeaning, light, germinate” (Kwant, 1963). The
suggestion here isthat progressive research cannotfind direct progressive accessto the capta state

without passing through that step which gives rise to capta.

Based on Lanigan’s work and descriptions, | argue that a fourth step already exists within the
semioticphenomenologyframework, andthatbyidentifyingandaddingitintotheformalmodel,a
researchergainsaccesstoastepthatRotman (1987)and Kjaerholm (2014)call zeroness. This zeroness
can be conceptualized as Merleau-Ponty's soil. Consistent with this metaphor, the process of entering
the soil of zeroness can be likened to a growth and harvest cycle involving (0) germination: hidden, soil,
shadow, decomposition, regeneration; (1) seedlings: appearance, light; (2) growth: fruits, taking form;
(3) harvest: gathering, combining, finishing. Lanigan’s fourth step is where discovered meaning turns
back into the ground level of awareness—the pre-capta level—but not by undoing the harvest and the
growth. Instead, the fourth step of zeroness completes a loop, moving research/understanding along a
circular path that leads into the soil of existence/the source of lived experience. Kjaerholm (2014)
approached this concept of zeroness through analysis of Peirce’s ontologies in comparison with non-

westernviewsregarding “secondness.”
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13.1 Peirce’s Ontologies

Peirce’s ontological categories of “firstness, secondness and thirdness sum up the forms and
conditionsunderwhichanything canexist, withinthe frameworkofthe ontologicaltraditionthatPeirce
belonged to” (Kjaerhjolm, 2014, p. 185). Firstness might be described as the intangible world of
preconscious existence, or the pure, unmitigated human interface with the world as it presents itself.
Peircedescribeditas “whatthe worldwastoAdamonthedayheopenedhiseyes, before he hadeven
drawn distinctions, orhad become conscious of his own existence’ (Kjaerholm, 2014, p. 185). Firstness is
therealmof capta, avastfieldofinnumerable sensible detailin pure form, fromwhichthe humantakes
up particular focus, and which the human filters through unconscious layers of sedimented
presuppositionsand livedexperiencestoformsecondness. Secondnessinvolvesthe world of sensed
tangibility where we interact, experience, touch, see and discover—where objects and qualities
manifest, differentiate and take form. Secondness involves the appearance of objectivity, and is the
realm in which data is collected and measured. Thirdnessinvolves an interpretant, ora mediating
thought that connects firstness with secondness. Thirdness has to do with symbolic systems of habitual
meaning-making (Kjaerholm, 2014) that determine how we view and interact with the world. To
illustrate, essential, pure hotness (firstness) manifests in the experience of smoke (secondness), and my
symbolic understanding of the connection between heat and smoke (fire) is the interpreting thought, or
interpretant, that completes the generation of meaning. These three ontologies correspond with

elements of Peirce’s sign system asfollows:

Figure5

Peirce’s SignSystem

Firstness Icon Representamen
Secondness Index Object

Thirdness Symbol Interpretant
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The iconis a visual representation, or athing as it appears. For example, a photograph is a direct
representation of the thing photographed, and an ancient cave painting can be understood by modern
viewers because of its iconic quality. When Adam opened his eyes on the first day, he experienced pure
icon. The index is attached to or indicative of the thing it represents. For example, smoke is an indexical
signthatindicatesfire;ahoofprintinthe snowisanindexical signthatindicatesdeer,andaroad sign
withanarrowpointinginaparticulardirectionisanindexicalsignthatindicatesboth placeand
direction. Finally, the symbolhas no direct relationship with the thing it represents. For example, the
letters in an alphabet, though technically only arbitrary shapes, represent different sounds in language,
and letters can be arranged into words that stand for various objects. Symbols have meaning only
according to commonly agreed-upon code. One must understand the code to understand the symbol.
Thus, ancientsymbolsaccompanying cave paintingsin the caves of Fontde Gaume, forinstance, cannot
be understood by modern viewers, because we do not understand the code of the ancient artists.

Section 5.1 explores the relationship between representamen, objectand interpretant.

When this triadic system of ontologies from Peirce comes into contact with non-western
ontology, the model does not break down, per se, but rather becomes incomplete. For example,

Kjaerholm (2014)addresses the concept of “double-substance thinking’ which assumes precisely what
Peirce’s ontology precludes: that something can exist prior to firstness, and accordingly we stand in

need of applying a new concept, zeroness, in an understanding of this ontology” (p. 186).

The key differentiation between the two ontological types (single-substance versus double-
substancethinking)residesin secondness—in nuanced understandings of indexicality and materiality.
Peirce claimed thaticons and indices alone assert nothing (Atkin, 2005). According to the philosophy of

SwamiNarayanananda, however, soils and muds of differenttextures and consistencies naturally
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organize themselvesin different areas and layers, and such segregationimmanentin nature is a sign of
how all separations must occur. This iconography and indexicality is a semiotic indication that to

separateintodifferentclasses, suchasacaste system,isunavoidable (Kjaerholm,2014).

Theconclusionisthatthere mustbeadifferenceinontology, whichmakesitpossiblefor
Narayanananda to read signs in a way that is radically different from Peirce’s...A clue as to the
ontological difference which makes such signs possible in the Indian context may be found in
Sankhya philosophy, which introduces the idea of a subtle substance, unreachable by the human
senses, butwhichisthe cause ofthe coarse substance thathumans can observe and experience.

(Kjaerholm,2014,p.195).

This conceptvisible in Sankhya philosophy appearsalsoin other—often indigenous—ontologies. Navajo
(or Diné) Native American ontology assigns causal or assertive properties to a type of fine or subtle
substance that directs orinfuses course material with a type of agency necessary to create signs. For
example, the “Holy People,” in the traditional Navajo worldview are living sources of a power (Vecsey,
2015)which gives rise to and emerges through course orrough secondness: Holy People are materially
embodied in the four great mountains (just as Aboriginal ancestors are embodied in particular land
forms). When a Navajo closes a fist, the mountains take shape in the four knuckles rising from the whole
hand, whichisthe Earth,and soafistshould notbeusedtohitanotherperson, because the Earthand
mountains are sacred (Vecsey, 2015). Here, coarse matter is the bulk and stone of the mountain and
thebone and blood ofthe hand; and subtle matteris thatwhich makes materiality come togetherintoa
holy mountain-body, orholdsthebloodand skinand bone togetherand causestheanimatedformofa
handtobeasignofthe mountainsandthe Earth. Specifictypesof powerlive withinparticularphysical
places (Johnson, 2019), and emerge through particular types of materials and not others. Forinstance,
in crafting a yucca-leaf drumstick for a healing Chantway ritual, a Navajo chanter or medicine man

passesbyahundred yuccas before finding a tree with appropriately assertive indexicality: leaves shaped



64

and situated in a particular way indicating suitability for containing or conducting the substance that
must enter the drumstick to complete the healing ritual (Johnson, 2019). After a drumstick is sung and
prayedoverandusedinaritual,itmustbepulled aparttorelease and sacrificethatwhichhasbeen
transferred into it through the voice of the chanter and the sounds of the songs and prayers (Johnson,

2019).

Kjaerholm (2014) points out that in Malaysian cultural ontology, there exists a subtle substance
calledurwhichconnectsa Tamilpersonwiththeirhome orplaceoforigin. ltcanonlybe accessedby
spendingtimeintheplaceandallowingurtobe absorbed. Ifa Tamilpersonisbornawayfromthe
family’s village of origin, that person musttravel to the village and stay there fora period oftimein
order to fully access their own potential and personal capacity by connecting with the subtle substance

ofthatparticularplace.

Aboriginal people across Australia also describe materiality in terms that suggest both a course
and a subtle substance. The Dreaming, or Dreamtime, is the non-linear place-based creation time that
exists and is accessible simultaneously as the present moment, as the past and as the future. Itis a sort
of“everywhen,” or“time outoftime” (Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 2003)--a powerful temporality which
ishiddenbehindand withinthe objective materialland thatwe experience andinteractwith (Abram,

1996).

Beforetheland hadtakenform, Ancestorsfromthe dreamtime “emerged fromtheirslumber
beneath the ground and began to sing their way across the land, seeking food, shelter and
companionship” (Abram, p. 164). In this way, they sang the world into being. Their paths are marked
physicallyonthelandtoday. Theevidenceisallaround.Asandhillismorethanapile ofsand—itis
where the Ancestor Little Wallaby left his buda (skin waterbag). An Aboriginal person may understand a

body of water as a freshwater lake and simultaneously understand it as the place where Little Wallaby
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urinatedduring hisjourneyatthedawnofcreation (Abram, 1996). Here, landand waterformationsare

signs of a hidden element in the land—the Dreaming.

Signs like these come from, sustain and re-create songlines—auditory maps made of detailed
songsthattellthe storiesandfollowthe pathsofthe Ancestors’journeysandtheland’screation. The
songs move toward and call attention to different places of power and energy. They guide travelers
along criss-crossing paths through harsh and arid landscapes. Afterthe Ancestors completed their
journeys, they “went back in,” re-entering the ground at a specific place and going back to sleep and
into the dreaming. Their power and life metamorphosed back into the earth and became that place.
Theyaretherestill, possibly in the formofahillorarock,and dreaming. No materiality is lifeless or
purely mechanical; land is dreaming. “The Dreaming nurtures the landscape as a nourishing terrain”
called Country. Country*“in Aboriginal English encompasses people (countrymen), place (homeland)and

past, here-and-now and horizon” (Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 2003, p. 6).

Within this ontological framework, the Dreaming and Country cannot be conceived of as
separatefromoneanother. Theyintertwinetobecome the materialworld. Aunty Shaa(2019)ofthe
Gumbaynggirr People, differentiates between the subtle substance of country and the course substance

of landscape or land in terms of communication:

Country is everywhere. Itis everything. Country nourishes us, holds us, communicates with us
and teaches us. Country is our history, our family and our future. Country is our relationships,
our food, our memories and our emotional connections; it is energies and winds, waters and
songs, spirits, dreams and stories. Country is a rich landscape — rich with connections. While
landscape orland is seen in dominant frames as something to be bought and sold, and

something that sits in the background, Country is active and knowledgeable. Itis never
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background and its beauty is in its teachings, patterns and relationships, and in the traditional

Aboriginallore/lawthatitholdsandthathelpsustolive (Smith,A.S.,&Yandaarra,2019,p.2).

In both Navajo and Aboriginal ontologies, physical landforms possess two types of materiality: a
sandhillis a sandhill, yes, and itis also Little Wallaby’s water bag; a mountain is a mountain, obviously,

anditisalsothe bodyofaHolyPerson.

This concept of subtle substance doesn’t exist only in indigenous ontologies, but can be found
preconsciously within dominant Western thinking. For example, Kjaerholm (2014) explores the idea that
aphysical object can be considered “irreplaceable’—forexample, an objectonce owned by a deceased
relative. A replacement or copy of the object, regardless of the copy’s monetary value or precision, is
not considered equal in meaning to the original. Westerners find meaning within the material substance
asatypeoflivingconnectiontoarelative (ortoaplace ortime, etc.). This conceptofobject
irreplaceability suggests a subconscious recognition of a subtle substance which infuses the realm of
secondness (Kjaerholm, 2014). There is a sense that the object itself—its material situation in the world-
-absorbed some vestige of the lost relative’s subtle materiality. For instance, your late great-
grandfather'swatchisawatch, of course,andyetitisalso somepartofthe manwhotouchedandused
and valued itforsomany years—the particularwatch has something ofthatlifeinit, while areplica

does not.

Florence Williams (2017) explores another subtle communication phenomenon titled the “3-day
effect.” Studies show that three days spent in a wild natural environment made measurable impacts on
research participants’ overall creativity, mood and cognitive performance. Williams also calls this the
phenomenonthe “naturefix.” Western scienceis not, atthis point, able to fullyexplainreasonsthe
phenomenon, buttests administeredin thefield show with little doubtthat the effectisreal. This

“naturefix”is consistentwith practiceslike forestbathinginKorea, orecotherapyusedin Scotlandto
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address mentalillness. It is the idea that some subtle communicative substance within the materiality of
the natural world connects dynamically and with a degree of agency in ways that are observable and

measurable via controlled experiments. To “connect dynamically” is another way to say “communicate.”

These examples demonstrate how a sort of other secondness is recognized, either explicitly (as
in many indigenous frameworks) or preconsciously (in the Western framework), across multiple

different cultural ontologies, and is unaccounted for in Peirce’s structure.

Ina certain sense one could describe [zeroness] as a constant state of ‘possession’, where
coarse substance is possessed by subtle substance, and this would make itlogical to pay such
attentiontoiconicsigns, sincetheypointtothe, somehowmorereal,world of subtle substance.
Thisis anontology which also makes the Indian [Sankhya] attitude understandable asa
communication with a subtle kind of secondness, through the medium of another coarse kind of
secondness. Thus, whatis termed secondnessin Peirce’s semiotictheoryin the Indian [Sankhya]
context hides anotherand more real secondness, sothatthe coarse secondnessis, soto speak,
secondness by proxy. The question is whether new semiotic terms should be coined in order to
take this into account, or whether itis enough to point out that the interpretant in the Indian

contextis based on an ontology notaccepted in the Peircean system (Kjaerholm, 2014, p. 196).

| would like to highlight Kjaerholm’s concept of communication with a subtle kind of secondness through
the medium of another coarse kind of secondness as an important description of how and why one
might engage with zeroness through research. In other words, this key phrase addresses the questions:

“‘why is the idea of subtle substance relevant,” and “how does zeroness influence research?”
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13.2 AFourth Step

This paper explores the idea of adding new terms and a fourth step to Lanigan’s semiotic
phenomenology research model in an effort to account for Lanigan’s “progressive repetition” through
the “concrete.” Itis difficult, however,to conceptualize ororganize arealmofexistence thatis, fromthe
dominant Western ontological perspective, difficult to reach or perhaps even non-existent. Merleau-
Ponty himself navigated this realm—the soil of existence—uvia intuition without ever finding a consistent
way to systematize the navigation process (Kwant, 1963). | believe this other secondness is, in many
ways, incommensurable with Eurocentric research methods, and therefore is difficult to access using
dominant Western methodologies. Communicology, however, is intentionally open to engagement with
abductive and adductive logics, and therefore has greater capacity than many Western models. Its
structure has capacity to carry research beyond the positivist boundary line that so often delegitimizes
otherordifferenttypesofknowledgeswithindominantscientificframeworks. Inotherwords, | propose
that communicology has the capacity to unite Western-style academia with non-Western
communication ontologies. To illustrate, | begin with Lanigan’s existing three-step methodology for

semioticphenomenology as abase, and expand as follows:

Figure6

Demonstration of a Fourth Concept

Description Firstness Icon Representamen Preconscious; self-awareness Capta

Reduction Secondness Index Object Conscious; awareness of Data
awareness

Interpretation  Thirdness  Symbol Interpretant Unconscious/subconscious; Acta

representation of the
awareness of awareness
Grounding Zeroness  Soill Concrete Germination Voxa
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The first three rows of the table contain a compilation of Lanigan’s analyses of the semiotic
phenomenologicalmodel(Lanigan, 1992,Lanigan, 1994, Lanigan2010,Lanigan,2010),andarebasedin
large degree on Peirce’s semiotic. The fourth row represents my own experimental effort to incorporate
a fourth concept into the existing framework based on Kjaerholm’s (2014) concept of “zeroness”. The
term“voxa”isaworkingtermbased onthe Latin word vox, meaning voice, sound orword. Voxainthis
context refers to voice as the material embodiment of experience. In this case, voxa (or voice) indicates
(1)agency, asin “having a voice” (Weidman, 2014), (2) efficacy, as in using the “voice” to produce

meaning and change through signs, and (3) as the material, muscular sound and/or gesture of language.

Inthe description of the Aboriginal concept of Country above, Aunty Shaa & Yandaarra (2019)
write that “Country communicates with us and teaches us...Country is active and knowledgeable.” In
otherwords, Country possesses voice. It sings and inscribes signs and Ancestors’ pathsinto the Earth. In
Sankhya philosophy, the material world demonstrates agency, inscribing signs into the soils and muds.
In the Navajo chantway ritual, the muscular, audible songs and prayers take form in the world through
the chanter’'s embodied sounds and movements, and then interact with some specific piece of course
materiality to cause change. From the modern Western Eurocentric perspective, specific material
objects—nota copy or replacement—contain akind of sacredness or vividness related to a person,
placeortimethatisnotpresent. Experimentsaroundthe 3-dayeffectin nature suggestthatalevel of
subtle secondness in the world, unaccounted forin Peirce, acts as some communicative voice or gesture

which causes changes in the course “everyday” materiality and function of a human being.

Inthewake of suchanassertion, questionsarisearoundhow voxaistobeincorporatedintothe
research process, and how it makes a difference in the discovery process. First, recall once again
Kjaerholm’s statement suggesting “communication with a subtle kind of secondness through the medium
of another coarse kind of secondness” as a way to understand the way these two types of secondness

interact with one another. This interaction can be organized as follows:



Figure7

Zeroness and Voxa

Zeroness Subtle matter, the soil, Voxa (voice; agency; material source of capta;
existence chiasmic interchange between materiality
[body/world] and the symbolic [conceptual mind])
Firstness Preconscious interface; Capta (in which we focus on and take up particulars
experience among the many)
Secondness Coarse matter Data (what is given; “objective”)
Thirdness Interpretation; meaning Acta (the act of research, inquiry and

interpretation; praxis)

The information in this table is perhaps more effectively visualized as four inter-looping circles

forming a loop that allows for progressive and reversible movement (Figure 8).

Figure8

Reversible Inter-Looping Cycle
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The logo for the International Communicology Institute is a knot-like image of four interconnected

circles made from an infinitely-looping thread:

Notethatthe shadedareasinFigure 8 wherethecircles overlap,alongwiththe spaceinthe center,

createaknot-likeorfloweringshape similartothatofthe logo. The symbolitselfsuggestsafour-part

approach to communicology methodology.

An adapted methodological process guide might function as follows:

Figure9

4-Step Semiotic Phenomenological Reduction

Description 1. DESCRIPTION
a. Interpretation
b. Reduction
c. Description
d. Grounding

Reduction 2. REDUCTION
a. Interpretation
b. Reduction
c. Description
d. Grounding

Interpretation 3. INTERPRETATION
a. Interpretation
b. Reduction
c. Description
d. Grounding

Grounding 4. GROUND
a. Interpretation
b. Reduction
c. Description
d. Grounding

Examine and then bracket
presuppositions and modalities that
influence description. (Do not explain.
Only describe.)

Pullfromthe descriptionthe pertinent
or “shining” pieces and engage
imaginative free variation.

Interpret linkages or themes toward a
thematic whole.

Connect the research with the voice,
agency or physicality (course
materiality) of the subject or
phenomenon; open the research
processtoallowaccesstoasubtle
materiality through the course
materiality.
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Source: Adaptedfrom “Human Communication,” from Richard L. Lanigan, Phenomenology of Communication
(1988), p. 9.

13.3 Grounding

Grounding is a step thatresists solutionism. It is a step that addresses the limits of any discovery, and
therefore is the step which creates space for adductive logic (see Section 4.5). By the time aresearcher
has completed the interpretation step, an answer or a solution may begin to take shape. Grounding is a
step thatinvolves the decomposition and regeneration of answers and solutions. Bridle (2018) puts it
like this: “Computational thinking supposes—often at an unconscious level—that the world really is like
the solutionistspropose. Itinternalises solutionismtothe degreethatitisimpossible tothink or
articulate the world in terms that are not computable.” To enter the fourth step is to “think the
problem”outside ofcomputableterms,and withinthe contextofbothrealms of materiality--zeroness

and secondness.

All stages of any research process inevitably involve elements of all four types of logic discussed
in Section 4. However, the reduction and interpretation steps within Semiotic Phenomenology engage a
researcher ratherexplicitly in abductive processes that focus on addressing paradoxand making
connectionswithinthecontextofparticulars. Thesestepsinvolveanimpliedlimit,astheyarelimitedto

the particulars of the specific research topic or questions being addressed.

The grounding step is that which carries the research beyond its implied limit, moving from
withinthe boundaries of one particular contexttothe more universallevel of adduction. ltis thatlevel
whereawhole-systemsviewcomestoinformtheresearch. Itisthelinkthatconnectsthe subjectof
investigation to its material existence and origin. Bridle calls this process “re-earthing.” As an example of
re-earthing, Bridleexploresand “grounds”the centralmetaphoroftheinternet:thecloud. The

metaphorofthe cloud implies weightlessness, lightness, shapelessness and invisibility, howeverthe
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cloud, which serves adigitalinformation storage function, is notamorphous ormade ofthinair.“Itisa
physicalinfrastructure consisting of phone lines, fibre optics, satellites, cables on the ocean floor, and
vast warehouses filled with computers, which consume huge amounts of waterand energy and reside
within national and legal jurisdictions (p. 7).” Bridle points out that to think “the cloud” in terms of its
grounded materiality makes it possible to understand it as an energy-consuming technology implanted
byhumansintoandontothebodyoftheearth,anddirectingcommunicationinvery specificways.
AnotherwayBridle groundstechnologyand “the cloud”is by pointing outthattechnology, justlike
human life, depends upon nonhuman things. Humans don't live without molecules, bacteria, food,
water, air, and “the cloud” doesn’texist withoutraw natural materials transformedinto cable or
satellite. Bridle (2018) demonstrates how even a complex, formless system like the high-frequency

trading infrastructure and the economic system it drives, is grounded in materiality:

insiliconandsteel, inthe speedoflightthrough glass, withfogandbirdsandsquirrels.
Technology can be an excellentlesson in the agency of nonhuman actors, fromrocks to bugs,
whenevertheyobstructorpermit,chewthroughorshortout, ourlines of communicationand

power(p.14).

This concept of re-earthing applies not just to technology, but to anything than can be problematized
and studied. Tounderstand howBridle approachesthis “grounding’ work, itisimportantto note thatin
addition to re-earthing, Bridle talks about re-enchanting our tools. The term “re-enchant” suggests that
grounded phenomena are always already imbued with some level of enchantment—even if
“enchantment’refers simplytothefullnessoftheirinterconnection withallthings—andthat
computational thinking severs that connection in order to dismantle complex systems into parts and
pieces that can be measured and manipulated in isolation. If this is the case, then enchantment may,
very simply, be a byproduct of the undoing of solutionism. To suggest re-enchantment is not to suggest

that humans engage in some fantastical realm of human imagination. If anything, that’s what natural
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sciences, technology and computational thinking do for us—create imagined realms. Rather, to re-

enchantistoreturntothethingitself—the place, the person, the voice.

AccordingtoBridle, thekeytore-enchantingourtoolsisthe constructionofnewmetaphors.
Here | return to Gregory Bateson’s Syllogisms of Grass (section 4.6) as an exploration of the logic of
enchantment. We have already explored abduction as a fundamental and necessary form of logic—no
newidea couldeveroccurwithoutit. Batesonurgesthereinvigorationofabductive logicasawayfor
humanstoseebeyondthelimitations oftheirowncomputedsolutions. Inotherwords,Bateson
suggests intentionally activating and operationalizing abductive logic (steps 2 and 3 in the Semiotic
Phenomenological process) as a path toward adductive insight (step 4). Bateson’sexample led us to the
statement that “humans are grass.” Above, in examining the concept of subtle substance, we saw that
mud inscribes, mountains are living bodies, an antique watch is a grandfather, and the cloud is a mass of

hardware dugintoand mounted uponthe earth.

Groundingorre-earthing, then, isareturnto and/orrecognition of the material source ofany
phenomenon under examination. In all cases, a phenomenon will have origins in the form of a physical
body,whetherthatisahumanbody (body-subject)orthe materialbodyofthe earth. Communicologyis
a process that moves toward opening, and the proposed grounding step should provide space for the
culmination of such opening. Therefore, the fourth step offers no precise solution or fixed answer

regarding the problem or phenomenon under analysis. In fact, Bridle (2018) writes that

Alongthe way, whatmaybe presented as ‘revelations’ aboutthe ‘truth’ of the world should
always be held at arm’s length, as mere...rethinkings of that world. Indeed, arm’s length should
be the resonant, representative gesture of the work, as holding something at arm’s length has
the effect, from another perspective, of pointing at something else in the distance, something

beyond the immediate realisation, and promising more (p. 14).



To engage the grounding or re-earthing step is to include in the research process an exploration of
Merleau-Ponty's “soil of existence”—that hidden, non-computable realm where phenomena cannot be
knownthroughseparationandisolation,butcanbeunderstoodintermsoftheircomplex
communicative interrelation. Within this soil, everything with material origins (and that means
everything) can potentially decompose and regenerate. This is the realm of subtle substance, where the
force of a fine and mysterious (a.k.a. non-computable) materiality rises in and through course
materiality to form discourses, and then falls back in again, in a wave-like motion that mimics the waves
of intentionality explored in section 5.2 (Landes & Merleau-Ponty, 2014, Kwant, 1963). Grounding and
re-enchantmentinvolve “metaphor, allegory, the whole of science...art...religion...poetry... these are
instances oraggregates of instances of abduction” (Bateson, 1979, p. 142), and present the only clear
passages to the realm of adduction. It is fantasy (as opposed to enchantment) to imagine thathumans

could exist in the world without abductive and adductive engagement.

Itis no stretch—even within the positivistic realm of the natural sciences—to suggest that some
type of subtle materiality, or agency, exists within non-human living organisms. After all, natural science
cannot produce materiality, but collects, observes and manipulatesiit. No scientist can make something
out of nothing, and material energy is indestructible (Bateson & Ruesch, 1968). There is debate in
Western philosophy and science around the question of whether non-human things have agency.
According to Latour (2005), intentional, causal agency is not the only type of agency to consider. The
question when considering agency in non-human and/or non-living entities, claims Latour, is “[d]oes it
make adifferenceinthe course ofsome otheragent'sactionornot? Isthere sometrialthatallows
someonetodetectthisdifference?” (Latour,2005,p. 71).Iftheanswertoboth ofthose questionsis
yes,thenanactor—nonhumanorotherwise—is exercisingagency (Sayes, 2014). Accordingto Latour
(2004), “there might exist many metaphysical shades between full causality and sheer in-existence:

things might authorize, allow, afford, encourage, permit, suggest, influence, block, render possible,

75



76

forbid, and so on” (p. 226). To consider agency from this perspective during the grounding step is a way

foraresearcher to consider “subtle substance.”

13.4 Summary of Grounding Step (see figure 9):

1 Step4a:Link entities or phenomena under analysis (along with any associated insights) to their
material origins.

o Thisstep mayappeardeceptively easy. Keep in mind thatlanguage and culture can be
conceptualized as material living fabrics, and thatany embodied experience has its own
particular physicality. Likewise, embodied discourse is a living, adapting entity that takes
material form. The process of linking with material origins involves viewing phenomena
through a lens of embodiment.

o Thisstepalsomayrevealinterconnectedness between large grounded systems. A
researcher may find that, in grounding a particular problem or phenomenon, the
analysis will take on elements of universality as well. This represents the emergence of
adductive logic, and is an important part of the process.

Step 4b: The explicitlink with materiality along with interpretive work from step 3 may initiate
solutions or revelations about the problem or phenomenon. Such insights are valuable and
usefulto a degree. At this stage, however, the researcher holds those interpretive insights at
“arm’slength,”lettinggoofanyattachmenttotheseideaswhichmightcause aresearcherto
clingtothemassolutions, holdingthemtooclosein.Whenheldatarm'slength,aresearcher
can see these insights in relation to other systems and ideas, and can see what the insights point
to,orwhatliesbeyond—the coming stretchalongapathwhichcannotlogicallyarriveatany

final end.



77

[ Step4c: The researcheropens to adductive logic to experiment with the construction of new
metaphors, which can be approached via Lanigan’s work, as well asthrough Bateson’s
perspective on syllogismsofgrass. Such universal, cross-contextualdescriptionsare not
designed to be calculated or measured. Rather, they come togetherto explore voice or agency
(subtle substance) within the physical origins of the problem (course materiality—people,
objects, places, etc.)underanalysis.

o Adductive logics will be fallible. The grounding step, which involves both decomposition
andregeneration, fullyopenstothisleveloffallibility, asinsightsatthis stage are meant
tobeheld atarm’slength and allowed to form, fallapart, and re-form.

o This step need not be forced, but rather presents an opening.

o Aswiththeoriginalreductionstep,focusshouldlieindescribingthephenomenaasitis
lived while resisting any urge to explain.

Step 4d: Here, all previous steps converge toward the wonder of the phenomena, now
grounded in some form of materiality, and within a living system. The phenomenon becomes
understandable in terms of interconnection with other living systems. At this stage,
communicology is the tool which becomes re-enchanted, and so fortified, can break through the

hard shell of computational or Q.E.D. logic that encases many modern views and knowledges.

14. ApplicationsandFurtherResearch

Modern solutionism and computational thinking have contributed to declining wellness and productivity
inmultiple wide-ranging areas, including massive environmentaldegradation, declining successesin
pharmacology, personal privacy and autonomy, opacity and confusion regarding technology and Al,
human social functioning, empathy, family relationships, and mental health (Bridle, 2018, Turkle, 2015,

Zuboff, 2019). Atthe same time, modern science and technology—products of Q.E.D logic and
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computational thinking—have profoundly improved human life in many ways. To argue against them
entirely would be to abandon ourselves (Bridle, 2018). The challenge is opening science into a larger
visionthatstartsfromthe phenomenologicalsoil oflived experience ofalivingworld,andfinding
balance between differentlogics and methods of knowing. Today, as part of dominant discourses
around race, environment, community divisiveness and mental health, many scholars and other thinkers
are calling for renewed consideration of otherknowledges, especially non-Western knowledges, in
building a path toward a healthier, happier global society—toward Latour’s “new cosmology” (Kofman,
2018). Forexample, the Australian government has collaborated with Aboriginal people to employ
indigenous fire prevention methods and other land management projects, while Aboriginal
Gumbaynggirr storyteller Aunty Shaa (Smith, 2019) seeks a way thatindigenous and modern thinking
cancometogethertoinformanewway ofknowledge seekingandlivingtogetherinthe world. Ahigh
degree of incommensurability makes such collaboration difficult to put into practice. Communicology, as
both atheory and method, has capacity to explore alllived experience from a logic-based perspective,
offering a framework that can bring modern Q.E.D.-based logics and methods into alignment with
alternative or non-western logics and methods. This capacity comes from semiotic phenomenology,
where the wonder of lived experience interfaces with the symbolic (and potentially computational)

realmofconceptualthinkingto create thediscoursesthatwelive by.

Communicology is the study of embodied human discourse. The word embodied demonstrates
that the discipline itself is already grounded in physical materiality. Any human endeavor is an embodied
discourse, evenif some (e.g. physical sciences) choose the fantasy of objectivity. To study embodied
discourse is to study culture. To study culture is to study embodied humans. To study embodied humans
is to study human-other interface. To study human-other interface is to study human
interconnectedness with larger systems of “nature.” Communicology research is not limited to any

singledomain.
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Inotherwords, communicologyin generalandthe proposedfourth stepareinnowaylimited to
analysesthatinvestigate explicitly body- or nature-related phenomena. Culture, language and discourse
allhave embodied origins, and can themselves be viewed as living fabrics that exist with and through
unique forms of materiality. However, more communication-oriented research needs to be done
regarding how subtle substance or double substance thinking operates and emerges in non-western
cultures as well as covertly or subconsciously in Eurocentric ontology. Further, communicological
analyses specifically related to human conceptions of and interaction with “nature” potentially build
paths toward a new discourse with capacity to influence related discourses. A broader, logic-based
understanding of the hidden realm of materiality—this fourth step called grounding—could reveal a
surprisingly practical entry into domain that has long been dismissed as non-quantifiable and therefore
irrelevant by positivist natural and social science methods. | take care with terms like “re-enchantment,”
or“soilofexistence”whendescribingthisrealm,asthetermsare markedtosomedegreeasnon-

scientific. Forthisreason, Abram (1996)referstosucharealmwiththeterm“ambiguity:”

The living world—this ambiguous realm that we experience in anger and joy, in grief and in
love—isboththe soilinwhichalloursciences are rooted and the richhumusintowhich their
results ultimately return, whether as nutrients or as poisons. Our spontaneous experience of the
world, charged with subjective, emotional, and intuitive content, remains the vital and dark

groundofallourobijectivity (p. 34).
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Part lll. Course Syllabus

15.Syllabusfora GeneralIntroductory Communicology Course

Communicology is notgenerally offered as part of university Communication Studies curricula.
Many leading scholars acknowledge that Communicology, with its research method of semiotic
phenomenology, is difficult to learn as well as to teach. Communicology is still a young discipline,
skirting the edges of the academic mainstream. It also involves a number of rather complex
philosophical concepts. Issues like these tend to turn away students and scholars alike. This thesis serves

as my argument for including Communicology in mainstream academics as well as in the public.

The theoretical section of this thesis approaches Lanigan’s condensed summary/definitionasa
starting point to explore the question: “what is communicology?” Throughout my theoretical analysis, |
have attempted to open up the definitionin suchaway thataninstructor mightfind multipleaccess
pointstohelp students connectandengage withthe materialinawaythatbothinspiresand makes

logical sense.

The following course syllabus offers an example of how Lanigan’s definition can be expanded
andexploredoverthe courseofanentire universityterm. Thedefinition servesasananchorfor
students, preventing the philosophical boundaries of the discipline from blurring into infinity. The course
schedule aligns with subheads explored throughout the theoretical analysis, culminatingin an
opportunity to discuss and explore a fourth realm for theory and research. Any instructor should remain
current with Lanigan’s work, incorporating new concepts and ideas into the syllabus as necessary—

especially the section addressing afourth research concept.

The theoretical analysis within this thesis explores the power and potentiality of communicology

to address serious socio-cultural problems, while the syllabus offers readings with examples of how
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scholars are using the discipline of communicology in the field today. Readings should be reviewed and

updated regularly.

As a student myself, | struggled to understand the boundaries and purpose of communicology.
Much brilliant work exists in and about the discipline, though | found no straightforward or accessible
paths for the newcomer. | hope the following syllabus provides a useful tool for organizing and
presenting the discipline of communicology in a sensible format, for balancing theoretical learning with
practical application, and for transferring a sense of fascination regarding the possibilities associated

with semiotic phenomenology as both theory and praxis.

SYLLABUS

Time & Place:
Instructor:
Office Location:
Phone Number:
E-mail Address:
Office hours:

Why study Communicology?

The study of Communicology examineshowmeaninginourlivesemergesthrough communicative
practicesinvolvingourselves,otherpeople,andtheworld aroundus. Itconsidershowallinquiry—all
science and research—emerges fromnotonly ourlived experience of the world, butalso the way
language and communicationinterconnectwith thatexperience. Communicology offers a critical-
interpretive approach to addressing serious social and cultural problems, helping students interrupt the
“natural attitude”toward communication,and developing skills forinitiating deep reorganizationand

change.

Course Objectives

Students who complete this class will:



82

o differentiate between Communicology and Communication Studies.

e understand a general history of the development of the field of Communicology.

e analyze the ways that culture is constructed through communication and vice versa.
e explain how Communicology can be applied to understand and address problems.

e provide an informed and thought-provoking answer to the question: “Why study
communication?”

Text Books
Readings as assigned.
Approach

Given that communicology is the study of embodied human discourse and communication, this class will
be conducted primarily through large- and small-group discussion. Each student will be part of a working
group. Working groups will be responsible for answering questions and leading fellow classmates
through discussions about assigned readings. Students will complete written exercises to help them
understand and apply concepts. Students will take several exams to assess understanding and concept
mastery.

Assignments and Grading

Concept Summary 10 @ 10 each 100 points
Prepared Questions 10 @ 10 each 100 points
Learning Group Panels 5 @ 15 each 75 points
Tests 2 @ 75 each 150 points
Group Project Report 40 points
Final Project Paper 55 points
Final Examination 80 points

Total Points Available 575 points

Assignments

Prepared Questions: Each student must prepare three questions regarding each assigned reading.
Students will bring questions to class, use questions as a guide during learning group and other class
discussion. Students must turn in questions before leaving class in order to receive credit.

Concept Summary: At the end of every class, you will write down the key concepts and ideas that we
will have identified together. Each summary will be collected and graded as a demonstration of your
attendance and participation in class. The summary sheets will be used as a basis for the tests. You will
turn this in at the end of class and will receive it back at the beginning of next class.

Learning Groups: A learning group is composed of 3-5 students who meet during (and optionally outside
of) class to promote mutual understanding of reading topics and share this understanding during
presentation regarding assigned topics in class.
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e During class time, student groups will (a) meet to discuss material; (b) present an overview of
the selected material to the class; and (c) lead a class discussion to elaborate, explain and
expand upon the material presented in the readings, fielding questions prepared by classmates
as well as the instructor.

e Every group member must read all of the assigned material and should be prepared to answer
questions regarding all readings. Do not divide the reading up among your group’s members.
Students and instructor may direct questions to specific group members.

e Questions should be of three kinds: 1. Recall of information from the reading, 2. Questions that
provoke discussion of concepts, and 3. Questions that link the present reading to other or
previous course readings.

e Students in groups will be graded on the basis of their informed, accurate, well-articulated
responses to questions. It is the group’s responsibility to make sure that all members are given
an equal opportunity to respond to questions, and to avoid situations where a single member or
two of your group dominates the discussion.

e Students in the audience will also be graded on participation as well as quality of prepared
typed questions.

Applied Semiotic Phenomenology exercise: Life Story Interviews

Students will work together to select a broad discourse topic for experience-based life-stories. Each
group will narrow that down to a focused sub-topic. Each student will select and share a life story that
relates to the topic in some direct way. Individual groups will function as small research teams. Each
student will provide a written description of their own selected life story to each group member (max 2
pages, double spaced), making an effort to resist explanation. The student will also tell (impromptu,
without reading what they have written) their selected life story to the small group. Each group member
will treat this as an interview opportunity, asking questions, taking notes and sharing written summaries
of those notes with all group members.

For example, “lived experience of being a university student” might be a general topic, and narrow
topics might include:

e Pressure

e Boredom

e Fascination

e Alienation

e The Classroom
e The Future

Employing the research framework learned in class, each student will prepare a Group Project Report
identifying (1) clearly defined research steps (description, reduction, interpretation); (2) capta, data and
acta; (3) phenomenology, semiotic and an instance of semiosis. Goals include: (a) reveal specific
meaning or understanding that was initially hidden within the discourse; (b) demonstrate limits of the
natural attitude.

Note: if this structure causes any IRB-related conflict, instructor will supply material for use with this
assignment.
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Final Project Paper: Students will prepare a final research paper using the communicology research
methodology to perform an analysis of a topic of their choice. This could include research material
generated in class, an individual life experience, an interview(s) or other topic.

Tests: Students will take 2 tests based on the readings, class discussions, and group presentations.
Concept summaries will serve as study guides.

Final examination: The final examination is comprehensive and will include mostly short and essay
guestions. Concept summaries will serve as study guides.

Class Schedule

Module 1. Introduction and Overview: Communicology & the Science of Human Communication

e Introductions & Syllabus

e Assign student working groups
o Working groups meet and assign group roles.

e Essential terms and concepts (philosophy; ontology; epistemology, rhetoric, Communicology)
o Groups receive terms to research and present to class

e Introduce Richard Lanigan and discuss Lanigan’s Communicology definition.

e Introduce Ruesch & Bateson’s four network levels of Communication.

e Class question/discussion: What is Communicology? Why study communication?

Reading 1: Communicology: What’s in a Name? (Catt, Klyukanov & Smith)
Reading 2: History, Time and Context (Martinez Ch. 3)
[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Concept Summary
e 3 typed questions for each individual assigned reading
e Group-led discussion of readings

Module 2: Discourse, Culture, Embodiment and Consciousness in Communication

e What is discourse, and how is it “embodied?”

o In-class exercises regarding communication and the generation of meaning
e Embodiment and Consciousness
e  Whatis culture?

o How are discourse and culture related to one another?

o How does culture influence communication and vice versa?
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Reading 3: On Homeworld and Community Models of the City: The Communicology of Egocentric and
Sociocentric Cultures in Urban Semiotics (2011) Richard L. Lanigan

Reading 4: Culture in the Context of Communicology, by Klyukanov, I., in Communicology: The New
Science of Embodied Discourse

Reading 5: The Wonder of Culture, in Communication Theory Through the Ages (2018). Klyukanov, | &
Sinekopova, G.

[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Concept Summary
e 3 typed questions for each reading
e Group-led discussion of readings

Module 3. Logic in Communicology and the Human Sciences

e Differentiating between Communicology and Communication Studies; Natural Sciences and
Human Sciences
e Shannon and Weaver Information Theory Model
e Jakobson Discourse/Communicology model
e Whatis logic?
e Exploring the four logics
e laniganon Q.E.Dv. Q.E.Il.
e Why does this matter?
e How do the four logics operate in natural sciences v. human sciences?
e Discuss science from the perspective of Bruno Latour and Thomas Kuhn.
e Two brief interviews with Latour regarding scientific inquiry
e General outline of Kuhn’s structure

Reading 6: The Monstrosity of Adduction (2018). Klyukanov, .

Reading 7: Applied communicology in organization PR and R&D: Peirce on synechism, Fuller on
synergetics, Gordon on synectics, and Alinsky on socialism (2020) Lanigan, R.L.

Reading 8: Human Communication, in Phenomenology of Communication (1988). Lanigan, R.L.
Reading 9: TBD current work in the field
[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Concept Summary
e 3 typed questions for each reading
e  Group-led discussion of readings
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Module 4. Semiotics and Semiology

e Semiotics: de Saussure and Peirce
o Structuralism & post-structuralism
o Peirce’s triadic framework

Reading 9: Semiotics in Communicology, in Communicative Sexualities. (2011). Martinez, J.
Reading 10: The Photographic Message (Barthes)
Reading 11: What is a sign? (C.S. Peirce)

Optional other: Signs of Sacred Play: Musings on the Semiotics of Rainbows (Eicher-Catt)

[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

o Testl

e Concept Summary

e 3 typed questions for each reading
e Group-led discussion of readings

Module 5. Phenomenology

e Continental Philosophy and Existential Phenomenology — what are they and what do they have
to do with Communicology?
e Phenomenology:
» Edmund Husserl
» Martin Heidegger’s Dasein
> Maurice Merleau-Ponty

Reading 12: Philosophy on the Way to Ecology: A Technical Introduction to the Inquiry (Abram)
Reading: Phenomenology in Communicology, in Communicative Sexualities. (2011). Martinez, J.

Reading 14: Preface to Phenomenology of Perception, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, translation: Landes
(2014)

[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Concept summary due
e 3 typed questions for each reading
e  Group-led discussion of readings
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Module 6. Semiotic-Phenomenology—Theory

e The interface between these two seemingly opposed communication theories.
o Peirce’s phaneroscopy (phenomenology) in conjunction with Peirce’s semiotic—an
interplay.
o Merleau-Ponty's phenomenology in conjunction with Merleau-Ponty's parole
parlante/parole parlée (semiotic)--an interplay.

Reading: Semiotic Phenomenology, in Communicative Sexualities. (2011). Martinez, J.

Reading: The Foundations of Semiotic Phenomenology, in Phenomenology of Communication (1988).
Lanigan, R.L.

Reading: TBD: Current work related to the discipline

[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Concept summary
e 3 typed questions for each reading
e Group-led discussion of readings

Module 7. Semiotic Phenomenology—Research Paradigm & Methodology

e Semiotic Phenomenology as a Research Methodology
o Lanigan’s research Steps and their functions
e Possibility of a fourth step.
o Discuss Lanigan’s allusions to fourth research step and explore ideas/possibilities
e Incorporating non-western knowledges.
e Select topics for Group Project
o Discuss problematizing an issue

Reading 15: Epistemology and ethics in human science research. (2012) Smith, Andrew R.
[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Concept Summary 6 due
e 3 typed questions for each reading
e Group-led discussion of readings

Module 8. Semiotic Phenomenology Applied

e Life Story Project begins

e Lecture on research praxis and review of readings

e Examples of contemporary applications of communicology in the field
e  Groups conduct research interviews.



Reading 16: Delegitimizing Violence: Resistance as Communicative Practice in Authoritarian Regimes
(Andrew R. Smith)

Reading 17: Advancing Family Communication Scholarship (Eicher-Catt)
[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Life story (max 2 typed pages double spaced)
e Concept Summary

e 3 typed questions for each reading

e Group-led discussion of readings

Module 9. Synthesis, Collaborations and Research Applications

e Interdisciplinary applications and manifestations
e The future of communicology: capacity and potential
e How does communicology augment or work alongside other methods?

Reading 19: TBD - Current work related to the discipline

Reading 20: TBD - Current work related to the discipline

[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Group Project Report

e Concept Summary

e 3 typed questions for each reading
e Group-led discussion of readings

Module 10. Final Week
[DATE] ASSIGNMENTS DUE:

e Final Project Paper due
e Final Exam
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