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Abstract

In light of the recent claims that =semiotics has tailed
because of the 1napplicability of scientitic methods to the
“human 3sci1ences.” the semiotic theory nf Umberto Fco 18
examined from the perspective of the "sophisticated method-
ological falsificationist” philosophy of science  of
Lakatos Eco's A Theory of Semiotics and Semiotics ind the
Philosophy of Language are found to sutter from a faulty
criterion for scientificity. misuse of symbolisms and catl-
culi1, and overall lack ot clarity Eco's central theoret -
ral construct. the Model QO of "i1nfinite semiosis.” 1s tound
to be erronecusly derived trom Eco's sources. to entail
several absurdities. and to be lacking i1n empirical con-
tent . Without detracting from Eco's essayistic and prag-
matic merits. 1t 1s concluded that the failure ot scien-
tific <semiotics 13 best ascribed to these faults. and that
this failure should not be taken to discredit the scien-
t1fic method 1n the human sciences

Résumé

A la lumiere des récentes assertions que la sémiotique a
échoué en raison de 1'inapplicabilité de la methode scien-
ti1fique 3aux "sciences humatnes.' A Theory orf Semiotics et
Semirotics and the Philosophy of Language d'Umberto Eco sont
axaminés selon la perspective de la philosophie de la
science de Lakatos. Il est demontré que ces oceuvres sout-
frent d'un criteére erroné de scientificité d'un  abus de
formalisme, et d'un manque général de clarte L'élément
central de la théorie d'Eco. le Modele Q, se révele étre
baseé sur une 1nterprétation fautive de ses sources. entrai-
ner des absurdités. et &tre déficient en contenu empirique

Sans ri1en enlever aux autres mérites d'Eco, 1] est conclu
que l'échec de la sémiotique scientifique est attribuable a
ces deéfaillances. et gqu'il ne devrait &tre percu comme
un discrédit & la methode scientifique dans les scien-
ces humaines.
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Introductaion

The <c1ent1f17 3train 1n semiotics.' after 1ts heyday 1n the
19605 and 70s. 12 now often held to be 1n a decline. to
have tailled to tulfil 1ts promise., to have been founded on
a tallacy, or even to have been revealed as the last gasp
of an  outdated. naive. and 1declogical rationalism (cf.,
for erample. Finlay 7 and 264. Polan 87. Derrida passim,
and Angenot ) While scientific semiotics 1s by no means
extinct. newer approaches to the range of problems formerly
widely aicknowledged as the domain of semiotics abound, each
~lamming t» have overcome the crippling deficiencies of the
semiot1c method

semiotics 1S taken by the majority of the practitioners
o»f the wvarious strains of deconstruction and of the many
post-modern neo-Freudianisms to have failled because of 1ts
attempt to adapt the supposedly reifying. ahistorical.
raticnalistic methods of the natural sciences to a domain
to which they were unsuited. In short. semiotics 1s held
to have failed because 1t attempted to be the science of a3
domain which would admit of no such thing.

I shall claim 1n what follows that this view of the
matter 18 mistaken. My argument will Dbe that the quite
real methodological failings of scientific semiotics are
not those just cited: that. on the contrary. the shortcom-
1ngs of scientific semiotics lie precisely 1n 1ts noncon-—

formity to the scientific ideal. More provocatively. my
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claim will be that the faillure of scientitic semiotics
ought > be put down to 1ts having failed to be a science.
rather than to 1ts having tried to be o~ne

Although my i1ntention 1s to make a peint about an en-
tire theoretical movement. I shall discuss the work of only
one writer: Umberto Eco Moreover. 1 shall not attempt an
exhaust1ve coverage of Eco s wraitings. but shall restrict
my attention to two books and a few articles The ration-
ale for this concentration 1s that Eco's position as a (af
not the) preeminent theorist of the scientific semiotic
movement. his reputation for rigour and exactitude (even
for excessive exactitude. 1n the minds of some (e g Polan
87))., the generally acknowledged position of hig A Theory
of Semiotics as the single central work and the major mod-
ern synthesis of semiotic thought., the wide diffusion of
his 1deas to such varied disciplines as legal studies,
economics, philosophy. sociology. and political science.’
and the high frequency of citation of his works 1n the
semiotic journals.’® combine to make Eco the obvious choice
of subject for this Kind of 1nquairy.

Eco's range of theoretical interests 1s, however., ex-
tremely broad, and for the purposes of this thesis some
narrowing was required. Rather than taking a chronological
section of Eco's work, 1t seemed a sounder strategy to
choose a major area of his theoretical concern. Eco's own
segmentation of A Theory of Semiotics indicates that the

major division 1n his theoretical output 13 between the
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“"theory of signification” (also "theory of codes"). and the
‘therrys of communication” (also "theory of sign product-
1en') Tt wi1ll be the former which receives the greatest

part of my attention 1n what follows. for fthree reasons.
Firor 1t 15 1n the theory of ~odes that Eco claims the
qreatest scientific rigour: "(t]lhe 1dea of the 1nterpretant
makes a theory of signification a rigorous science of cul-
tural phenomena" (TS5 70) Further. the '"specific" sem-
1nti1cs for which Eco again explicitiy claims the status of
a1 sci1ence 13 the semiotics of signification of a specific
code  "a specific semiotics 1s the 'grammar' of a particu-
lar sign system" (SPL 5). Second. 1t 1s here that Eco
deploys the greatest concentration of the accoutrements of
sci1ence: technical terminology. special notations. dia-
grams. and so on Finally. 1t 1s 1n the theory of codes
thatt Eco's work 1s most strongly tied to a number of re-
lated scientific disciplines. such ags linguistics. Artifi-
c1al Intelligence research. and cognitive psychology. The
first of these points permits me to take Eco at what he
would consider his scientific best; the second and third
help to make my task somewhat easier, in that the apparatus
of the philosophy of science can more easily be brought to
bear on a subject with close methodological and substantive
ti1es to better—-established sciences.

Accordingly. 1t 1s to those of Eco's works that are
most preoccupied with this aspect of semiotic theory (the-

ory Oof codes). as well as to those works that explicitly
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address questions of method that I shall attend 1n suc-
ceeding chapters These are first and foremost., A Theorv
of Semiocics tafterwards T5). Semiotics and the Philosophy
of Language t(afterwards SPL): the earlier "On Fish and
Buttons. Semiotics and the Philosophy ot Language' (atter
wards "FB"): "The 3i1gn Revisited" ("SR"): and finally "Sem-
1otics: A Discipline or a Method?" ("5DIM™) The most
notable omission here 15 the collectinn of essays The Role
of the Reader. examination of which will be omitted due to
the fact that 1t 1s almost exclusively concerned with the
theory of communication

It should be stressed that what follows 13 not an at-
tempt to bring Eco's work 1nto contact with the philosophy
of language' (which Eco has himself attempted 1n SPL). or to
criticize Eco on the basis of arguments from the philosophy
of language. Neither 1s 1t an attempt to assess the inter-
nal coherence or the general fruitfulness of the whole of
Eco's theoretical output It 1s rather an attempt to as-
sess Eco's methodology from the perspective of a modern.
realist, fallibilist philosophy of science. A large part
of the interest of this project derives from the fact that
little attention has thus far been paid to the validity of
Eco's ctaim to scientificity. Apart from some brief re-
marks on Eco by F. W Galan, W. 0. Hendricks., and Giulio
Lepschy. a short general commentary by Paul Garvin on the
relation of semiotics to the science of linguistics. a few

[

remarks on Saussurean methodology by Naomi 5. Baron, and a
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short chapter on the logical structure of semiotic theory
“in a longer work on concept formation 1n the social
sci12nces) by Tadeusz Pawlowski,” I am aware of no treatment
nf scientific semiotics 1n these terms.

Twe  questions arise about such an  enterprise. First.
sne may ask whether 1t 1s fair to demand of a semiotic
theory that 1t  adhere to the methodological strictures of
the philosophy of science. However, Eco leaves no doubt
that he considers himself (at least i1n part) to be elabor-
ating the prolect of a science of semiotics He writes
that "a specific semiotics can aspire to a scientific stat-—
us" (SPL 5). and that semiotics 1s "simply the science of
fthe layman's] culturally performed (1f unexpressed) com—
petence" (TS 72).° Obversely. as I have noted above. the
standard "post-modern" criticisms of semiotics claim that
scientific semiotics failed because 1t was a science. To
this several rejoinders are possible: one might clam.
against the evidence. that scientific semiotics has not
failed: one might construct a successful scientific sem—
1otic theory, thereby demons.rating that the failure of
previous theories was due to other causes. an enterprise
obviously beyond the scope of the present work: finally,
one might show that this supposedly scientific semiotics
was no science at all. as I propose to do here. If suc-
cessful. the present attempt could therefore vindicate at

least the possibility of a scaientific semiotics.
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Second. one may ask about the appropriateness of a
particular philosophy of science, i1n this case a "sophisti-
cated" fallibilist realism (Lakatos. Methodology 31ff). for
this task This view 1s the latest philosophical response
to the failure of justificationism {(also called foundation-
alism). the demand for a final "ground" for knowledge
Justificationism took many forms. i1ncluding both classical
intellectualism and classical empiricism, as well as scep-
ticism. which accepted the justificationist criterion of

?

knowledge. but held that 1t could not be met. Earlier
attempts to salvage the categories of knowledge and science
from the failure of the justificationist program 1ncluded
probabilism (the belief that no theory <can be known with
certainty to be correct. but that wvarious theories never-
theless have different degrees of probability of truth).
which was refuted by Popper (who demonstrated that all
scientific theories have zero probability. no matter what
the evidence)., and various forms of falsificationism.

Falsificationists hold that. although theories cannct
be known to be true., 1t 1s nevertheless rational to hold a
theory provided that 1t has not been falsified. The sev-
eral varieties of falsificationism differ on what consti-
tutes the criterion for rejecting a theory.

"Naturalistic" or "dogmatic" falsificationism held that
pre-theoretical facts are available 1n experience, and that
these may be called upon to disprove theories quite defi-

nitely. Early Popperian '"'naive methodological falsific-
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ationism' abandoned 1justificationism entirely by recogniz-
inag that disproof 1s no more available than proof: 1t ad-
mitted that "rconventionalist stratagems'" (Popper. Logic,
cer~t1ons 19 and  20) are always availlable to save a theory
in the face of any ewvidence whatscever Popper acknowl-
ecdged "the need for decisions to demarcate the theory under
test from unproblematic background knowledge"” (Lakatos,
Moethrdology 23) The results of attempted falsifications
are therefore not wholly reliable- a '"falsified" theory may
vet be true. Popper argued that. 1f the beliefs which
temporarily constitute the "background'" (that 1s, those
beli1efs which a decision of the kind just mentioned has
temporarily separated from the theory under test) are suf-
ticirently well confirmed. a theory which has failed appro-
priately severe tests should be definitively and permanent-
ly rejected. since no better criterion for the acceptabil-
ity of a theory can be had.

The latter Popper's and Lakatos' '"sophisticated method-
ological falsificationism" (Lakatos, Methodology 31). a
version of which I adopt here. attempts to reduce the risks
of the "dare-devil" and "arbitrary'" falsification rules of
naive methodological falsificationism (Methodology 28, 30)
by reducing 1ts conventionalist element This 1s done by
providing stricter conditions which must be met Dbefore a
falsification 1s accepted:

For the sophisticated falsificationist a theory T

15 falsified 1f and only 1f another theory T' has
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been proposed with the following characteristics
t1Y T' has excess empirical content over T that
1s. 1t predicts nove!l facts, that 1s. facts improb-
able 1n the 1light of., or even forbidden. by T. (2)
T' explains the previous success of T. that 1s all
the unrefuted content of T 13 included (within the
limits of observational error) in the content of
T': and 3) some of the excess content of T' 1s
corroborated. .. Sophisticated falsificationism
thus shifts the problem of how to appraise theories
to how to apprailse series of theories. .. (32)
And further:
Of course, there 1s ncthing wrong in saying that an
1solated. single theory 1s "scientific" .. as long
as one recognizes that in this formulation we ap-
praise the theory as the outcome of--and 1n the
context of——a certain historical deve lopment
(34-35)
Lakatos develops this into a theory of the rationalivy of
science based on the notion »f the 'research programme"
rather than the 1solated thecory. He does this 1n a con-
scious (and successful) effort to counter the psycholog-
1st1c objections of Kuhn to Popperian falsificationism fcf
Methodology 90-93).
I can offer only a rather local rationale for adopting
this view 1n the present work, since the variants of fall-

1bi1lism have been seriously debat=zd 1n the philosophy of
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s5cience. On the other hand. while the case for fallibilism
against th various forms of foundationalism or Justific-
at1~n1sm cannot be rehearsed here 1n any more detail., the
arquments are very well known. Philosophers of science are
no  longer divided on this 1ssue. and to some extent the
smaoke has cleared: Lakatos was able 1n 1970 to write a
reconstruction of "the situation as 1t was 1n philosophy of
sc1ence after the breakdown of justificationism" ‘Methodol-
ogy 10) A debate continues. however, about '"naive'" (early
Popperian) versus Lakatos' ‘'sophisticated" versions of
falsificationism. as does another about whether the sorts
of assurances that can be provided by fallibilism are
enough to warrant our continued use of notions like knowl-
edge and science. I cannot argue this point here. and
shall simply assume that they are.

As for scientific realism, this has. since Tarski's
vindication of the correspondence theory of truth. been an
integral component of the fallibilist views of both Popper
and Lakatos rather than a separate position, and I list it
separately only for clarity. since nonrealist positions are
common 1n the human and social sciences. Realism remains,
1in 1ts several modern wvariants. even though beleaguered by
postmodernisms and relativisms of all sorts. the majoraity
opinion 1n the philosophy of science.® A critical realism
appears. moreover., to be Eco's own view. Although there
are passages 1n Eco's work, especially in the Introduction

to SPL, where he seems to espouse a relativist epistemo-
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legy. his theoretical practice remains realist: he 15 able
to write without self-conscicusness of “facts” (TS 222) and
"the actual state of the aobiective world"” ("SDIM" To6). and
to state blandly that a certain state of mater:ial atfairs
“1s the c¢ase" (SPL 70). In discussing the "fallacy of

reference.” he writes that "one may easily admit that the
signs transmitted through the Watergate Model have a corre-
sponding 'object.’ that 1s. the state of the water at the
source"” (TS5 58). Again, 1n 1ntroducing Peirce's concept of
the 1nterpretant. he writes that "If one assumes that the
Bedeutung 1s an actual state of the world. whose verifica-
ti1on validates the sign. one must ask oneself how thig
state of the world 1s usually grasped or analyzed" (TS 6l1)
These examples should suffice to show that Eco 1s a real-
18t

In the places just cited and elsewhere (e.g. SPL chap-
ters 1 and 2 passim). Eco attacks the naive realist view
that the world i1s wholly knowable Clearly. therefore, he
holds that there are actual states of the world, some but
not all of which may be known:; this 1s critical realism 1n
a nutshell.

My methodological perspective specifies a few more
contours of my proJect. i1ncluding the following: I shall
devote special attention to Eco's contacts with semiotics’
neighbouring sciences, especilally linguistics and the work

in Artificial Intelligence, as a means of exploring Eco's

relations with the scientific mainstream. I =zhall he con-
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cerned with substantive 1ssues 1in Eco's theory only insofar
As they prove relevant to methodeclogical questions. or to
the relations of his theory with 1ts theoretical neigh-~
bours. or when Eco's handling of them can be criticized 1in
purely logical terms. Finally. I shall not be <concerned
with criticism of Ecce from perspectives other than that of
the philosophy of science: 1n particular. I shall take
notice of deconstructionist. '‘dialectical." relativist, or
psychoanalytically oriented attacks on Eco's theory or
method only 1insofar as they prove useful as diagnostic
indicators of faults of the sort I am interested 1in.

It should be obvious that I am assuming answers to a
number of questions which are to varying degrees contested.
Although these 1ssues are not expliacitly discussed in this
thesis, their influence can be felt throughout what fol-
lows, I shall try. therefore. quickly to point out a few
of the more 1important ones. I cannot defend these views
here., and. wunlike Eco. I am not willing blandly to assert
that my philosophical tradition 1s ‘"highly reliable" (TS
7). thus resting the credibility of my philosophical views
on an appeal to authority.® Each of the following positions
1s defensible on i1ts merits, and each has been extensively
defended.

Against the deconstructionists and certain relativists
and dialecticians, I am assuming a correspondence theory of
truth. and the adequacy of the cognitive safeguards built

into the practice of science to protect 1t from reduction
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to interests. desires. or economics.' I am assuming the
reality of what 1s often misleadingly called scientific

“"oblectaivity.'" as against those writers of the “"sociologi-
cal turn"” in the philosophy of science who claim that the
notion of science 1s exhausted by some combination of ex

trinsic sociological and psychological factors '

Against a
common psychoanalytic view. I am assuming the reducibility
of mental states to neurological. and ultimately to physai-
cal, ones. Against some writers 1n the Continental dialec-
fical traditaion. I am assuming the supersession of "dialec-
fical logic"” by the ordinary kind

In Chapter One I review the critical literature on TS
and SPL. paying special attention to matters of method In
the next two short chapters 1 examine some of the general
contours of Eco's work. Chapter Two examines Eco's view of
the defining characteristics of a science and compares this
to standard realist accounts. with special attention given
to the roles of definitions. ‘"posits," and theoretical
terms. In Chapter Three. I examine Eco's use of tormal
devices (including symbolisms, diagrams, and graphs of all
kinds) . In the longer fourth chapter, I study 1in detail
the complex of theoretical concepts surrounding the centre-
piece of Eco's semictics. his Model Q of semantic theory.
including '"i1nterpretant’” and ‘'code." as well as the sub-
sidiary concepts ‘cultural unit," ‘cultural world." ‘"con-
tent-unit." and ‘"expression—unit." After exploring the

usefulness and coherence of Model Q, I raise some questions
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about 1ts status as an empirical theorvy. Finally. 1n the
Dizcussion at  the end of the thesis, I review the work
rrezented 1n the earlier chapters and draw from 1t some
conclusions regarding the scientific status of Eco's work,
the prospect of a genuilnely scientific semiotics. and the
nsefulness of the philosophy of science to vyoung discip-

lines like semiotics
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1 Crataical Laterature on Eco

1.1 Goals of this chapter

In this chapter I shall try to accomplish two things My
first goal will be to give evidence for a number of «laims
made 1n the Introduction. the acceptance of which 13 requi-
s1te to my taking a small number of titles by Umberto Eco
as sole subject of what 1s meant as an argument about the
scientific strain i1in semiotics as a whole. This will be
done mainly by a survey of the internal critical literature
on A Theory of Semiotics and Semiotics and the Philosophy
of Language. By "anternal criticism" I mean <criticism
originating from within the discipline of semiotics (though
not c¢onfined to writers of the school [ more narrowly de-
fined as "scientific semioctics' above) as well as from
within several disciplines related and sometimes sympath-
et1c to the project of scientific semiotics. These 1nclude
anthropology. sociology. communications, linguaistics,
speech communication, philosophy, aesthetics and art crita-
cism, and consumer research.

The articles surveyed, 1t can be said with some confi-
dence, include nearly all of the reviews of thege books
published between January 1976 and January 1988 i1n English
or French.” As the number of these articles 13 gomewhat
large (24 reviews 1n all). I shall select representative
examples for detailed presentation., and merely 1ndicate the

affinities of most octhers.
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Since my goal here 1s to 1nvestigate the self-concep-
ti1on of <scientific semiotics. as well as Eco's rank within
1t, 1n reviewing this body of work I shall attempt to i1so-
late the points of critical near-consensus. Consensus. 1
shall try to show. obtains with respect to at least the
tollowing assertions: 1. that semiotics 1s a science. and
has clecse and wital connections with other sciences,
2. that Eco 1s an exemplary and central theoretical worker
of the =school of scientific semiotics: 3. that the two
works that will occupy most of my attention in the follow-
1ng chapters. TS and SPL., are basic texts of the school,
and are 1mportant and successful syntheses of the work of
Eco's most 1llustrious forebears, and that 75 and SPL 1n
particular do 1n fact constitute scientific research.
These points, taken together. constitute the minimal basis
needed to show that in the following chapters I shall not
be ti1lting at windmills--that I have not imposed terms of
Jdebate altogether foreign to my subject. and that the posi-
tiong I shall argue against are in fact held by many work-
ers 1n the field.

Since what 1s wanted here 1s to establish the appropri-
ateness of taking Eco as my subject 1n relation to my larg-
er goals 1n the thesis. rather than a comparative assess-
ment of Eco's 1ndividual works, I shall deal with criti-
cisms of TS together with those of SPL.

In this section I shall attempt to refrain from comment

on the views quoted. although. as will become clear later.
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I regard most of these as 1ll-founded and misleading For
reasons mentioned earlier. substantive 1ssues of semiotic
theory f(as opposed to methodological 1ssues about semiotic
theory) raised 1n the reviews will not often be discussed
The purpose of the first half of the present chapter 15
largely historical and pragmatic: I am concerned to estab-
lish some features of the subdiscipline I have been calling
scilentific semiotics As discussed 1n the Introduction. my
purpose 15 to review scientific semiotics from the external
perspective of the philosophy of science. and internal
theoretical disputes will be of 1nterest only 1insofar as
thev 1llustrate features of theory or theorizing 1n scien-
ti1fic semiotics which are relevant from this perspective
My second goal 1n this chapter will be to extract from
this corpus of criticism on Eco some 1ndications of poss-
1bly fruitful directions for a fuller methodological «cri-
tique from the perspective of the philoscphy of science,
which I shall develop 1n later chapters Since the number
of works incorporating such a perspective 1s extremely

small, I shall discuss each 1n some detail

1.2 Survey of the Craiticism of 75 and SPL

1.2.1 The majority view

This group of craitical writings on 7S and SPL 1includes 15
of the 24, or 63%., of the works surveyed. As will be sgeen,

their consensus 1s unmistakable,
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Arthur Asa Berger's short review of TS5 manages 1in 1ts
1000 words to give the flavour of the consensus i1n scien-
ti1fic <cemiotics abkout Eco and his work better than most
others Berger begins by 1nforming the reader that Eco
“has an 1nternational reputation. and has written brili-
1antly over the past decade on almost every subject con-
ce1vable.,"” and then goes on to enumerate Eco's academic and
professional accolades. A Theory of Semiotics. he asserts,
"will be of consuming i1nterest to a growing number of scho-
lars 1nterested 1n linguistics. structuralism., semiology,
and related enterprises.” and 1s a work of "awesome com-
plexity and astonishing erudition.” ‘'"highly technical and
phtlosophically sophisticated” (217). Later Berger stress-
2s the scientific character of the work., a quality which he
apparently Mholds to follow from the formal precision of
Eco's work. Berger argues that Eco carries forward the
project for a science advanced by de Saussure., and con-
cludes that 75 1s "the most significant text on the subject
published in the English language that I know of" (218).
Hope Hamilton-Faria's review of TS5 in the Modern Lan-
guage Journal carries on i1n much the same vein. 7S 1s "an
all-encompassing tour de force." Furthermore, the success
of  scientific semiotics gives hope to the literary scholar.
who. "after having been seduced by the facile promises of

formalism, structuralism, the New Criticism, and hermeneut-~

1¢S ... may raise his head once more and dare to hope that
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methods and paradigms are at last available through 'sem-
1oti1cs' 't 298y .

Richard L. Lanigan. i1n evaluating T7S. emphasizes 1ts
scientific precision and 1ts relevance for scholars i1n the
field of speech communication: Ero "makes the theoretical
connection hetween communicaticen theory and rhetorical
theory . . with a systematic set of axioms graunded 1n
empirical evidence"” (345). Eco's chapter on code theory (a
chapter about which I shall have much to say later) has,
Lanigan writes, the character of a ‘“painstaking proof"
(345)

Robert E Innis' ‘“"Feature Book Review” of TS 1n the
International Philosophical Quarterly pralses TS as a major
step 1n the ‘"gigantic effort to bring a full-fledged
sci1ence of signs 1nto existence” (221), saying that this
“marvellous" book., which 1s an attempt to ‘"construct a
comprehensive framework . . [for] semiotics." 15 "a gold-
mine of 1nformation. hints. clues. heuristic pointers,
theses, arguments, and sophisticated questiong bearing upon

the semiotic project” (222). Innis especially apprecirates

s

h

<D

Eco's work on the theory of codes: "Eco's discussion of
notion of a semantic system 1s brailliant and 1lluminat-
ing.. . Eco 1s extremely good on these 1ssues" (227). as
well as Eco's "attempts to generalize the Dbest <f contem-
porary linguistics i1nto a general model of codes" (227-28).
Ronald L. Bogue's review of SPL i1n Philosophy and Lit-

erature praises this book as a worthy sequel to the "semi-
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nal’" TS (245), writing that 1t embodies "a compelling dem—
anztration of the usefulness of semiotics as a framework
for linguistic analysis and for understanding the history
~f the philosophy of language" (245). Bogue also stresses
the synthetic character of Eco's work:

The 1nternational and —+'nterdisciplinary scope
of Eco's work. which coordinatez diverse views
within a theory that seeks formalization without
totalization,. 1S impressive and invigorating.
Whatever the fate of his grand synthesis, we should
be thankful that within his work the disparate and
scattered voices of contemporary theory are brought
together and engaged 1n a single discussion. (246)
Gi1lles Thérien's "Semiotics and the Philoscophy of Lan-—
Juage de Umberto Eco. Un sommet ou un temps d'arrét?"
points out what he calls '"le caracteéere achevé, et d'une
certaine fagon terminale” of the book (125), and considers
whether the thoroughgoing character of Eco's achievement 1in
SPL might not preclude the possibility of Eco doing further
work along the same lines. presumably because Eco's works
exhaust the truths obtainable i1n the discipline. Later., he
speculates whether the cause of this might not be that.
[l]a sémiotique solidement ancrée dans le vingtiéme
si1ecle avec ses considérations sur la biologie, la
neuroclogie, l'intelligence artificielle, les
sclences cognitives, l'analyse computationnelle. la

proxématique., la kinésique et la zoosémiotique
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n'est peut-&tre  Jqu une aberration oprigque Jde la
rhileosephia perennizt (11D
W. T Watt's review of T an the dmer:can Anthroos!

2g1st takes Eco and Thomas  Sebeok am examples  of the new

"phase 2" of semintics. which deserves to be taken Lo

ly by anthropologists and which should soon “hoegin tao

produce a so¢laid body of empirical work' { '16)

Frank E X. Dance. writing 1n [lhe Quarterly Jowrnal o
Speech. lauds Eco for attempting '"the coanitavely Herculean
task of outlining a broad theory which 15 capable of boing
partitioned and recast i1nto testable hyvpothegea™ (11%)

Robert Scholes' short review of 9 an the Jowrnal o
Aesthetics and Art Criticism acclaimg Eoo'a ag “the reat

est contraibution to the field" since Perrce and Morras e

praises Eco's "logic and lucidity.’” descrihing him ars U

perbly acute and sensible” (476) “Oemiatron e b
hands."” he continues. ‘“"comes clozer to  Dheing A reasonsble

a bleres '

and cumulative field of =tudy “han 1t e«ver hag
findings, he writesg., "rest upon a  formidable cdyptpoe of
observation. reason. and learning" (477

Thomas E. Lewis' review of 5PL 13 the gevtting  ftor a

lengthy and inveolwed argument about the relationship b

~ween <he *hecry of codes and the vhewry of cign produe
viom. Praising the Lonk az  cuntraibur'ingl immedistel s v,
crar1fving arnd dewvelcocoirg z=ome Lf 0 Yhe mnnt fandamertal
aveas ~2f semiotin inquiry’ 50T, Ledsn oArg e Yuat Gl
emeris severa. apnrize Irn IS Ly recoguazoneg troat PR LY
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10t1cs of  signification should be made to gqovern a semiot—

175 ~f communication” (5073)

Sollacre Mitchell notes the confusion and dissent i1n the

"+he~retical base' (385) of semictics, and hails TS as a
Step towards unaity Virginia H Fry. John Lyne, William
Ray, P 3wiggers. and Thomas W Benson all write expository

reviews of a generally sympathetic tone. Benson cites the

“nrdeyr, lucidity. and tact" of Eco's prose (214).

1 2 2 Dissenting opinions
The dissenting from the majority view are more heterogen—
eous than their antagonists. This group i1ncludes propon-

ents of mutually exclusive philosophical outlooks. and 1t

may be bisected 1nto two subgroups. The first can be
longely labelled "postmodern.” a term which I use 1n an
inclusive sense to mean contemporary relativists, 1rrat-—
1onal 1sts, and deconstructionists of all sorts. I 1nclude

here a few favourable reviews which praise Eco's work in
terms to which, one might presume. a partisan of a scien—
tific semiotics would object. I shall also mention under
this heading a few remarks of a postmodern kind made by
authors of the majority camp

The second group 1 have labelled "methodological per—
spectives from the philosophy of science."” These writers
consider Eco's claim to scientific status to be (to some
extent at least) dubious, and they share my general philo—

sophical position. they make only moderate and reasonable
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demands of science. and find that 1t sometimes meets them:
from this perspective. they point out failures of logqic and
design in Eco's work. These essays will form the jumping-

cff point for my later chapters

1.2.2.1 Postmodern Craiticisms
Michael McCanles' "Conventions of the Natural and the Natu-
ralness of Conventions" represents a relatively

straightforward Derridean or deconstructionist critique of
Eco's TS. Although I do not trust my own attempts to para-
nhrase argumentations of this type., McCanles seems to be
claiming that Eco's notaons of ‘“natural’” and ‘'arbitrary"
turn 1n a vicious circle of some kind., each requiring the
"closure'" (a term McCanles does not define) of the other.
McCanles argues. 1n a manner which I can only reproduce
verbatim., that this produces a contradiction in Eco's ron-
cept of unlimited semiosis:

It 1is precisely the difference between signifier

and signified that Eco seeks to break down. while

at the same time he treats the signifier/signified

differential as '"natural." Unlimited semiosis 1c

thus an unresolved paradox. a self-contradictaory

anomaly . . [Tlhe 1infinite circulation of signs

necessarily requires that each relay become a point

nf naturalization, a closure of the meaning o

which the previous relay points, otherwise the

chain could not 1tself exist. (60-1)
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This 1s not a fault of Eco's theory but a feature of the
world, and <ne which hag apocalyptic consequences:

The aspiration +tno closure always finds 11ts (1llu-

sory) fulfilment 1n a text., a closure that 15 not a
closure, because meaning 1s always found. as
Derrida says. elsewhere. Because discourse contin-

ually aspires to closure 1t continually pursues

€3]

unlimmited semiosis.... o 1t would seem that
whether we affirm or deny the process of unlimited
sem12s1S we have 1n elther case destroyed any un-
derstanding of how we constitute meaning through
the creation of codes and the production of signs
from these codes. ... Ultimately A Theory of Sem~
1ot1cs speaks not 1n the mode of knowledge but of
desire. a thwarted demand rather, that human sign
systems reflect a determinate and natural order of
things. (01-62. emphasis in original)

McCanles goes on to describe TS as an attempt at a "unified

field theory of structuralism, post—structuralism, and

semiology"” (54);:" later he draws an analogy between Eco's

concept of unlimited semiosis {(about which much more later)

and "electrons 1n an electrical circuit" which "move for-
ward through and by means of [sic] ... ohms of resistance"”
(60} S5t1ll later, he <criticizes Eco's work as a remnant

of a "pre—Einsteinian" world wview (63).
This concern with physics and mathematics is not acci-

dental, or unigque to McCanles: Robert E. Innis writes that
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Eco presents us with ‘"the semiotic analogue of Godel's
Theorem" {228y, Teresa De Lauretis writes that the "sem—

10t21c apprecach 15 governed by a sort of indeterminacy prin-
ciple' (380). David Glen Mick discusses at length "the
semiotic challenge” to "the Received View" (207) in the
rhilosophy of science. a view which Mick believes to embody
a set of fundamental epistemological misconceptions about
"forms of scientific research (other than semiotics}, like
experimentation or survey research." amounting to a ‘meth-
oaclogical dogmatism that seeks to govern what 13  know-
able—-hence, what can or cannot be true [sac]" (207)."
Sebastian Shaumyan. in  the chapter on the methodology of
semiotics and the philosophy of scilence of his A Semiotic
Theory of Language, states that "modern linguistics faces a
semiotic probliem that arizes from situations defined by
Bohr's Complementarity Principle. Originally this prin-
ciple was formulated for quantum mechanics, but soon 1t
hecame c¢lear that 1t can be applied to other fields ot
human knowledge as wzll." (312)%

Innis approvingly argues that Eco's semantic theory
entails a form of "framework relativism'" (cf. Livingston.
Literary Knowledge 22ff and 56). '"Meaning 13 only determi-
nate within a framework. but there 1s no ultimate framework
to ground the semantic units. ... Truth becomes ftruth with-
in a framework." (Innis 288)

A related claim 1s made by Teresa De Lauretis 1n a

lengthy review article on Eco's TS which 13 amongst the
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most fawvourable. After summarizing Eco's general argument
1in some detaill. De Lauretis then goes on to discuss ‘"other
aspects of the book that I consider just as important for
their methodological, 1deological. and metatheoretical
implications which extend beyond the i1mmediate interests of
semioti1cs to all theoretical research and. in particular,
to the fields of esthetics ana criticism” (369) These are
again primarily epistemological., and. after involved argu-
ment, De Lauretis concludes that "[tlhe historical model
takes precedence over the Kantian model. and semiotics
establishes 1ts claim to be a scientific discipline at the
very moment 1n which 1t voluntarily rejects all aspirations
to an absolute form of knowledge" (382).%

All these writers are concerned to show that Eco's work
has 1n common with the most up-to—-date work 1n modern
science a socilal constructedness. a relativity to "forms of
life" or "frameworks" (Innis. Bloor). Furthermore, this is
held to have been demonstrated by work in the physical
sciences as well as by work i1n semiotics: science 1s sup-
posed, 1n standard deconstructionist style. to have brought
about the demise of scientism.

Dana Polan's review of SPL stresses the reconciliation
with deconstruction which Polan discovers in this book, in
comparison with the more scientistic TS: Eco's latter work
1s '"open to the fluxes and drives of subjectivity and his-

tory." ‘"far from the clichés of [the] field as a ration-
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alist. ahistorical. codifying system of reified analysis”
(87),

Jane A. Nicholson. reviewing the same book, stresses
what she sees as Eco's attempt to "combat those who would
make a formalism [si1c] or a science of semiotics’™ (109)
This. I would claim. 1s the postmodern position (as we have
seen 1t above) 1n embrvonic form. before 1t dares to de-
nounce the enemy Scientism for Nicholson 13 delusive, but
the distinction between science and something else still
stands.

John A. Walker ‘s review of TS5 1s similar to Nicholson's
in that Walker too retains (pace the deconstructionists)
the traditional view that science and humanistic gcholar-
ship are fundamentally different sortgs of activities
Walker. however. sees Eco as being on the side of science
He craticizes what he sees as Eco's ahistorical mode of
theorizing (cf. Polan's opposite view above) and demands a
theory "for art rather than of art, develcped by concrete
historical subjects." and argues that "theoretical views
separated from practice. [and] criticism separated from

production are alienated forms of activity" (319).

1.2.2.2 Methodological Perspectives from the Philosophy of
Science

Three reviews of Eco's books attempt an assessment of them
in the terms of the philosophy of science.” 1 shall sketch

the arguments of each, and try to 1ndicate the directions
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in which I shall develop these criticisms i1n the fcllowing
~hapterc

F. W. Galan. after noting *that Eco's 75 15 "the first
~omprehensive account of the problematics of signs and
s1gqnification 1n English” (355). attacks 1t on several
scores Ecn, claims Galan. "exhibits less skill as a the-
orist  of semiotics than he does as 1ts propagandist.”
Galan argues that Eco 1s unclear on whether semiotics is to
be a nomothetic or an 1i1diographic discipline, due to an
"i1nability to work out a satisfactory definition of what
constitutes the realm of the semiotic" (356). Ece's at-
tempts at a definition of the semiotic are contradictory:
his definition of the domain of semiotics as "everything
than can be wused i1n order to lie" (1in TS5 7) fails when
applied to zoosemiotic phenomena. and Eco's alternative
formulation that the semiotic 1is ‘"everything subject to
~omic or tragic distortion" (i1n TS 64) fails when applied
to "red spots on a patient's face which are the sign of

measles" (Galan 355-57).

Eco's theory of <codes is "a misguided project' (357):
"although the book's organization largely corresponds to
the competence/performance dichotomy, Eco sidesteps the
concomitant dichotomy of deep and surface structures"
(357 . After criticizing one of many semantic theories
(that of Katz and Fodor), Eco plumps for the Model Q of

“infinite semantic recursivity.," which "has the force and

attraction of poetic vision. but can hardly be expected to
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be of any explanatory value" (357) Cf Chapter Four below

for a discussion of the scientific credentials of Model

Galan notes that Eco's key term "cultural unit" 1

4]

poorly and contradictorily defined (358). and suggests that
the ‘''cardinal flaw" of Eco's Dbook 1s that 1t 1s an attempt
to build a metatheory prior to the existence of any satis-
factory theory (358). making 7S *"a fruitless exercise 1n
scholastic taxonomy. grouping various and related fields of
endeavour under arbitrary headings" (358). This set of
problems. concerning the relations of theory. metatheory.
method. and philosophy. form the focus of my Chapter Two.

Finally. Gaian claims that "Eco falls prey to what may
be called ‘diagrammania.’' a belief that 1f something can be
conveyed 1n a diagram 1t automatically acquires scientific
validaity” (358). This 1s the topic of my third chapter.
which deals with the epistemological role of formalisms.
including diagrams and symbolic notations.

Giulio Lepschy. writing 1n Language. also suggests that
Eco's attempt at an overarching theory 1s premature- "more
work on individual fecets and aspects of semiotics 18 nec-—
essary before a satisfactory systematic treatise can be
produced" (712). BAs noted & propos of Galan. I shall treat
this matter 1n Chapter Three. Lepschy also points out the
defects of Eco's special notation using zlashes, qguille-
mets. and double slashesgs to represent respectively express-—
ions. contents, and "objects. images or behaviour 1ntended

as signs" (TS x1). Lepschy argues that this notation does
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less well what the convention of putting a word ment:ioned.

rather than used, into i1nverted commas accomplishes with
gJreater economy of means. "Surely 1t 1s perverse.' Lepschy
Wwrites, "to 1ntroduce a special notation for the word 'au-

t-mobile' depending not on whether 1t mentions 1tself. but
~»n wnether the object 1t mentions 1s wused as a means of
loromot1on or as a status symbol' (712).

William Hendricks., a linguist. shows that Eco has only
partially understood the semantic theory of Katz and Fodor,
omitting all discussion of the projection rules which con-
trol the amalgamation of the senses of polysemous lexical
1tems, and which therefore determine "the form and content
of dictionary entries in the KF theory” (293). I shall
extend and generalize this claim 1n my fourth chapter,
showing that Eco's misunderstanding of Quillian's work 1s
of a kind similar to this., and that both misunderstandings
point to a set of deeper conceptual errors.

Eco also underplays. Hendricks <claims. the 1mportance
of double articulation, and disregards the empirical ques-
tion of whether natural human languages are sign systems of
a type different from that of other signifying systems
({294). This question will be treated in Chapter Two, as an
15sue about "posits."” or the a priori commitments of scien-

tific theory.



Reiner 30

2 Eco's Concept of Science

2.1 Eco's Sceptical Justaificationism

In this short chapter I shall examine Eco's view ot the
characteristics of a science, taking 1t as established thatr
Eco wunderstands himself as elaborating a science n»f sem-
1otics. I shall try to show that Eco's concept of science
rests largely upon a somewhat erratic justificationism. and
that 1t may therefore safely be replaced by a more adequate
view when I later come to assess the scientific credentials
of Eco's work.

Lakatos has discussed the 1ntimate 1nterrelation of
Justificationism and scepticism (Methodology 10. 166):
scepticism 15 Justificationism discouraged by the failures
of 1ts efforts to find wultimate grounds for certainty It
15 along this axis that Eco's implicit philosophy of
science wavers. He discusses the "methodological fault' of
thinking that even a highly successful theory has '"grasped
the format of the world (or of the human mind. or of social
mechanisms) as an ontological datum" (75 47). This 18 a
valid point against justificationist claims to certainty.
but Eco ignores the falsificationist solution to the prob-
lem of knowledge. and lapses 1nto a mild form of scepti-
cism.

Eco warns against attempts to construct ‘crystal-like
and unchanging model[s]" 1n semiotics, sSince semotics

deals waith "social phenomenfa] subject to changes and re-
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structuring” (TS5 28-9)., and at wvarious places talks of the
"1ndeterminacy principle” which ‘"rules'" semiotic research
(TS 29, 123; SPL 5. "SDIM" 83). This constitutes an a
prior: limitation on the possible scope and precision of
zemiotizs. one which 1s comprehensible only 1f one assumes
that the alternative 1s a false justificationist certainty.
A falsificationist methodology would preserve the possibil-
1tv of exact theory by denying the need for and the possi-
bility of certainty, Eco. 1n standard sceptical style,
iccepts the requirement of certainty, and denies that it
~an be met

While a Justificationist scepticism constitutes the
core of Eco's philosophy of science, his view has many
~ther 1nteresting features. In the remainder of this chap-
ter. I shall 1look i1n more detail at Eco's formulations of
his position. Again, my goal shall npe to show that Eco's

view need not further be taken into account i1n my subse-

quent chapters.

2.2 Detailed Crataicism of Eco's Philosophy of
Scaience

In his short article titled '"Semiotics: A Discipline or an
Interdisciplinary Method" ("SDIM." later partly 1incorpor-

ated 1nto the Introduction to SPL)., Eco gives his most



explicit account of what he considers to he the essential

characteristics of a science:
What are. 1n fact. the criteria for a discipline?
First, one needs to have a precise subiect: and
second., a set of unified methodological tools We
could also list among the requirements—-since a
discipline 1s a science——the capability of produc-
ing hypotheses, the possibility of making predic-
tions. and-—as 1in the hard sciences—--the possibil-
1ty of modifying the actual state of the objective
world. (76)

I shall try to show that all three of these «criteria are

wrong. that 1s to say that each 1s basec on a serious mis-

conception. and that, even 1f a unique tranch of real human
activity 1s given Dby their conjunction. :t 1s not what we
would want to call science. Although I shall wuse these

three points as a framework for my discussion of Ero's
philosophy of science. 1 shall draw on the methodological
remarks made by Eco throughout his works. and especially on

the largely methodological Introductions to 7S5 and SFPL.

2.2.1 "A Precise Subject”

When Eco surveys the range of present day =seminotic re-
search, he concludes that '“one realizes that i1in every case
the core of the problem revolves around the process of
referring back..." ("SDIM" 76). This remark occurs 1in the

context of a discussion of the circumstances which justify
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the commencement of semiotic research. In the more recent
arti1~le "SR." Eco asks a series 2f questions about "the
nature of the sign" (267). In both these cases. he takes

as gqiven the existence of. 1n the first case. a ''process of
referring back." and i1in the second ©of '"the sign”: that 1is,
»f the phenomena which constitute the subject matter of his
theory These formulations make 1t plain that Eco consid-
ers the subject matter ¢f semiotics to pre—exist the scien-
ce

In an 1mportant sense. however. a science 1nvents 1its
subject matter rather than presupposing it. As Fodor has
pointed out. "“the 1dea that 1t 1s possible to enumerate a
priori the kinds of facts a scientific theory 1s required
to account for." although i1t has an illustrious philosophi-
cal history. depends on the belief that the "facts" to be
accounted for <can be given 1n a pure, atheoretical data
lanquage. This 1s a positivistic position that had long
ago to be given up ("Some Notes on What Linguistics 1s
About" 1n Katz, ed. 147-48). In other words. Eco 1s en-
titled to claim that there exist "processes of referring
back" or '"signs" only insofar as his semiotic theory 1is
successful 1n showing that there exist regularities to
which he <can then give these names. Theoretical notions
like "sign" and ‘“referring back”" cannot form part of the
conditions of existence of a science: on the contrary. they

are, when well confirmed. some of its most highly wvalued

results.
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Eco has. however., a defense. In the first paages of
SPL. he sets forth his distinction between a "special em-
1otics. " which 15 the theory of some particular <ystem of
s1gns., and "general semilotics " A special semiotics Meoan
aspire to a 'scientafic' status" (5). but

The task and nature of a general semictics are
different. ... [Tlhe basic problem of a general

semiotics splits into three different questions:

(a) Can one approach many. and apparently differ-
ent. phenomena as 1f they were all phenomena of
si1gnification and/or of communication? (bl Is

there a unified approach able to account for all
these semiotic phenomena as 1f they were based on
the same system of rules (the notion of system not
being a mere analogical one)? (c) Is this appreoach
3 'scientific’' one?

If there 1s something which deserves the name
of general semiotics. this something 1s a discourse
dealing with the questions above, and thig dis-
course 1s a philosophical one, A general sem—
10tics 1is simply a philosophy of language which
stresses the comparative and systematic approach to

languages. (SPL 6-8)
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_co's distinction between science and philosophy appears to

be that rhilosophy makes *ruth claims only 1n relative

terms:
What 13 ‘"true" for Hegel 1s radically different
from what 1s ‘'"true'" for Tarski. and. when the

Schoolmen sai1d that truth 15 the adaequatio rei1 et
intellectus. they did not describe entities that
were recognizable as such before that definition.
The definition decides what a thing 1s. what under-
standing 1s. and what adaequatio 1s. A philosophy
cannot be true 1n the sense 1in which a scien-—
ti1fi1c description ... 1s said to be true. A phil-
osophy 15 true insofar as 1t satisfies a need to
provide a coherent form to the world, so as to
allow 1ts followers to deal coherently with 1t.
(SPL 11)
Furthermore, science depends on philosophy (as special
semiotics does on general): every science ''starts by posit-
ing philosophical categories" (SPL 11). Eco c¢laims that
even such basic theoretical terms of the natural sciences
as ‘"objects'" are only (arbitrary) posits (SPL 11). The
consequence of all this, which Eco does not explicitly
draw. 1s the 1rrationalist view that every science 1s
founded on decision.
This wview rests again on a justificationist demand for
certainty. What Eco calls "philosophical categories'" are

simply theoretical terms, and. although theoretical terms
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cannot be "justified.” good reasons can stil! be had for
their acceptance or rejection they need not be merelyv
"posited.” This 1s a central falsificationist view

Popper's famous "demarcation criterion’” between science and
metaphysics gives the form of such reasons: a thenretical
term 1s to be preferred 1nsofar as 1t exceeds 1ts comneti -
tors 1n 1ts ability *o produce testable and well~confirmed
asgertions about states of the world.

This 1s also one of Lakatos' main concerns 1n his large
body of work on scientific research programmes A research
programme may have a ‘''metaphysical’” notion at 1ts core
{Lakatos. Methodology 41-42). but this can bhe evaluated.

and accepted or rejected 1n the long run. according to

whether 1t produces a 'progressive problemshift” 1n the
body of theory surrounding 1t. As Chomsky puts 1t 1n a
dafferent context, "the best way to clarify . . assumptions

and to evaluate them 1s to construct specific models gquided
by them 1n particular domains. then to ask how these models
fare when 1interpreted as explanatory theories" (KRules 3).
this 1is possible because ‘"any theory of language., qgrammar.
or whatever carries a truth claim 1f 1t 13 serious, though
the supporting argument 1is, and must be. 1nconclusive"
(Rules 109). In short, what Eco calls ‘"posits" are Just
proposals of possibly useful variables of state and of
possibly real entities, and these are subject to the con-
straint that "(t]lhe viability of any wvariable [or entity--

RR] depends wultimately on 1ts potential to appear 1n some
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generalization or other"” (Bunge. Life 180). At one point
Eco —eems almost to recognize this, and states that "[t]lhe
tasy of a general semiotics 15 that of fracing a single
formal structure which underlies all these phenomena..."
(SPL 38)., Here the conjectural and empirical nature of the
issumphions of general semiotics 15 nearly acknowledged

Furthermore, Eco's "specific semiotics," to which he
attributes the status of special sciences, are nothing of
the kind. If a specific semiotics '"i1s. or aims at being.
the ‘'grammar' of a particular sign system" (SPL 5), rather
than the theory of some kind or class of sign system (e.g.
visual! sign systems). then 1t 15 a description. not a the-
ory '® Since descraiptions must be selective and can never
be complete, description only makes sense as an assignment
~f  wvalues to the variables of state made pertinent by a
theory. A major component of any theory 1s a specification
of which features of phenomena are pertinent and which
1irrelevant Since Eco believes that a general theory of
s1gn systems 18 possible (SPL 6-8), a specific semiotics
will be unable to give descriptions without drawing upon
this general semiotic theory. Any predictions 1t may yield
wi1ll similarly depend upon the general theory. Only 1f no
Jeneral semiotic were possible could a specific semiotics
1in Eco's sense count as a science. A special semiotics 1in
the other sense (the theory of a class of sign systems)
might. on the other hand, be counted as a science. The

crucial difference 15 that a special semiotics of this
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second kind would rest upon a testable conjecture (which
would 1tself be a part of the general theory)- that syustems

of a certain class have common properties not shared by

cthers.
Eco's distainction between general and specitic  semiot
1cs thus fails: there 1s no more need for or possibility of

two levels of semicti1c theory 1n his sense than there 1s
for a ‘"general mechanics" and a plethora of separate and
quasi-independent disciplines of ‘"specific mechanics": the
mechanics of sticks. the mechanics of stones, etc.: or the
mechanics of stick A. the mechanics of stick B, etc, What
remains ¢of his distinction 1s only the difference between a

theory and 1ts applications.

2.2.2 "Unified Methodological Tools"
Eco published a paper explaining 1in detai1l his view ot the
preconditions for the existence of a science of semioticso
notblong after TS. His paper “Semiotics: A Discipline or
an Interdisciplinary Method?'" constitutes his single rclear-
est discussion 1n abstract terms of the nature of science
and of his own discipline. 1In 1t, Eco gives a long list of
the "methodological tools" he has 1n mind:
Let me list among the paraphernalia of this method-
clogical koiné the following: the overwhelming use
of the synonymous terms signans/signatum, signif-
1ant/si1gni1fié, expression/content, s19n-

vehicle/significatum, and so forth, to describe the
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semiotic relationship i1n any sign system: the lin-
qu1stic criterion of pertinence as applied to other
code systems from gestural to folkloristic: the
prsychologiral notion of frustrated expectation. the
mathematical one of 1nfermation, and the poetic one
of deviation from the norm. applied together to the
analysis of messages: the list of the functions of
language from Buhler to Jakobson as applied to any
form of communication:; the extension of the notion
of binarism to certain syntactic systems and even
to structural semantics: the concept of distinctive
feature working outside the domain of phonology.
from visual signals to genetic units: the opposi-
tion between selection and combination to explain
phenomena of wvarious languages., from movies to
music: the unified wuse of the Peircean notion of
1nterpretant. which. even in linguistics. does not
work 1f not viewed as an i1ntersemiotic substitution
of a sign by another sign and so on: and. finally.
the pair code/message originally derived from the
mathematical theory of communication.... The list
could go on and 1include other categories that come
from other disciplines and are widely used today as
"pansemiotic" categories. ("SDIM" 81-82)

This 1s a list neither of methods nor of techniques:" 1t 1s
a list of theoretical terms., each of which may be judged

useful and acceptable. or otherwise rejected as 1ll-con-
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firmed and useless. as 1ust discussed If Eco presents
them as "methodological tools" which are presumably bevond
dispute., he paints a picture of an orthoedoxy. not of a
scilence.

Even 1f an argument could be made for a necessary dit
ference 1in method between the human and the natural
sciences. which Rudner and many others have shown not to be
the case.” Eco's 15 a list of substantive rather than meth-
odological positions. To claim that the distinction "sign-
ans/signatum"” 1s useful 1s to claim that a certain class of
antities 1s composed of two sorts of things with different
properties. This 1s an empirical claim. and as such must
be established rather than presupposed by a science. Else-
where Eco gives a list of the '"methodological assumptions”
of semiotics which begins "(a) meanings are cultural units:
(b)Y these units can be 1solated thanks to the chain of

‘

their 1nterpretants as revealed in a given culture." and
goes on to list four other equally substantive claims (]S
83).

It 1is clearly circular to take substantive claims which
can only be the findings of a theory as the "methodological
assumptions' of that same theory. Eco might respond that
these are the results of other theories (i1n linguistics and
other disciplines). but 1f semiotics 1s to be a science
which carries on work begun i1n these disciplines 1t must

not adopt theilr results dogmatically as ‘“methodologircal

assumptions,'" but must on the contrary accept them tent-
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atively and subject to the possibility (and even likeli-
haod)  that they will be refuted or at least improved upon
in the future Borrowing from <other theories 1s perfectly
acceptable, but only so long as the epistemic status of the
borrowed caoncepts 1s  kept clear. Tcr Eco to accept these
borrowings unquestioningly 15 to foreclose the possibilaty
-f 1ncrrased understanding. A  Dborrowed theoretical term
must  e1ther remain open to doubt., 1n which case 1t can
hardly be taken as a "methodological tool.," or else be mere

dogma ¥

2 2 2 "Hvpotheses.' "Predictions.' and "Modifying the State
of the World"

These three requirements form a rather uneasy
Jroup. The first two seem i1in line with a falsificationist
philosaphy o©of science. although 1n Eco's article they are
~nly loosely and 1nadequately specified Both Popper and
Lakatos require a scientific theory to be adventurous. to
make bold and testable assertions. Although Lakatos s
more 1nclined to be lenient towards vyoung sciences. and
does not believe that refutations can be as 1nstantaneous
as Popper seems to have 1t., both hold that the empirical
content or wverisimilatude of a theory 1s the property by
which 1ts worth may be assessed and compared to that of
others * Eco's formulation lacks the notion of thas

"quasi-measure-theoretical" {Lakatos, Methodology 101)

criterion of the goodness of predictions. There 1s nothing
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in his formulation which would prevent his reqgquirement that
1 scilentific thecry ought to produce predictions trem being
met by wvacuous or unfalsifiable predictions. e g. pure
ex1stence statements

Trhe ‘'ability tc change the state of things ot which 1t
speaks" ("SDIM" 82). the third term of Eco's coenjunction.
however., has little to do with the scientificity of a the-
ory . To see this., we need only notice that 1f this were a
criterion of the scientificity of a discipline. we should
have to say that astrophysics 1s not a science, since pre-—
sumably astrophysicists cannot (yet) modify the states of
stars and galaxies. In Eco's formulation this requirement
appears to issue not from concerns about the c¢riteria for
adequate theory 1n his discipline. but from his apparently
a priori belief that semiotics "1s {[or 'ought to be'--RR] a
form of social practice." a "scientific carrefour . simi-
lar to medicine. which does not limit 1ts task to a qgiven
state of affairs but attempts to improve 1t'" ("3DIM" 74,

82).
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3 Formal Devices Symbolisms and Calcula

3 1 Formalizataion

In this chapter 1 shall discuss Eco's use <f formal dev-
1ces, the ~hief ingredients of the "technical sophistica-
t10n" and  "precision” for which Eco has so often arnd so
highly been praised (Berger 211. Lanigan 345. and many
others: of Chapter One above). I shall try to show that
most of this praise has been misplaced: that Eco's ventures
inte formalism are generally defective and that. far from
contributing to the 'determinacy, universality. flexibil-
1ty, and abstractness” (the four virtues of "the mathemat-
1cal kind of language" listed by Wallace 116) of his work,
they are fit to serve few purposes other than obscurantist
ones. In s0 doing. I do not mean to suggest that full
formalization 1s a sine qua non for the scientificity of a
theory This 1s clearly false: a fallibilist holds that
the conditions for the scientificity of a theory are those
given by Popper's demarcation criterion of falsifiability
and refined by Lakatos i1n his notion of progressive prob-
lemshift (cf. my Introduction above for references). and
while falsifiability and progressiveness demand a certain
explicitness and definiteness, they do not demand formal-
1zation. Nevertheless. there 1s no doubt that, wherever 1t
15 possible., formalization of a theory (or part of a the-
ory) improves 1t.® I have shown (1in Chapter One) that

Eco's work has generally been understood within scientific
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semiotics as embodying an appreciable formal compenent
What I shall try to show in this chapter 1s that Eco's
ventures 1nto formalization cannot be construed 1n a manner
which lends credit to his theories.

In assessing Eco’'s uses of formalism. I shall make use
of the standard criteria of formalization. and make no
attempt to take account of the concepts of "partial formal-
1zation'" sometimes encountered 1n  the literature of the
philosophy of social science. Rudner. although a proponent
of the possibility of partial formalization 1n the social
sciences. has given an eloquent account of the serious
problems which must sti1ll be solved before this ~<loudy
notion can be made sense of and usefully applied (47ff) *
Pending solutions to these problems. 1t seems as well to
let the concept l:ie.

As Lieb has pointed out, there are three relevant
senses of "formal method":

a. Formal methods consist 1n the use (mostly

informal) of existing mathematical theories.

b. Formal methods consist i1n  the use of a formal

(constructed) language or of a regimented form
of a natural language.

c. Formal methods consist 1n systematic theory

construction., 1n particular 1n theory c¢on-
struction 1including (1) or (11) or Dboth (1)

and (11):
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1. formulating 2 theory 1in a formal (con-—
Structed) language or 1n a regimented
form of a natural language.

11. formulating a theory 1n axiomatic form.

I will not discuss those elements of Eco's work which fall
under (a)., since these are i1nfrequent and somewhat i1nciden-
tal f(they consist mostly 1n the occasional use or ment:ion
»f mathematical i1nformation theory). On the other hand, as
we shall see. none of Eco's work falls under (c), since
no>where does he attempt to frame a significant portion of
his semiotic theory ei1ther 1n a constructed language or in
axiomatic form. Eco does. however. frequently make use of
formalisms of type (b): formalisms which are not models (1in
the logical sense) of a theory. but which are used as ad-
juncts, amplifications. or examples.

Of the fthree main types of formal device which appear
in Eco's work—--typologies., symbolisms. and diagrams——I
shall discuss only the latter *two here. The status of
Eco's typologies as nominal or ordinal scales (that 1is,
scales based respectively on a simple relation of identity
or non-identity of 1tems, with no ordering. and scales
based on an ordering relation. but with no comparisons of
intervals or magnitudes) 1s clear. and Eco does not in gen-
eral attempt operations wupon his typologies Dbeyond the
"permissible statistics" for these types of scale (Rudner
J6ff. Stevens 142). Questions could be asked about the

adequacy of the semantics of Eco's typologiles, as well as
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about their usefulness. but these 1ssues cannot be qgone
into here

Eco's wuse of symbolic calculi1 and of diagrams. however,

exhibits grosser flaws. and these form the subject of the

present chapter. I shall discuss them 1n turn

3.2 Symbolisms and Calcula
Alonzo TChurch. i1n his article on "The Need for Abstract
Entities 1n Semantic Analysis."” gives the elements of an
axiomatic system as follows:
As the primitive basis o¢of a logastic system 1t
suffices to give. i1in familiar fashion. (1) the list
of primitive svymbols or vocabulary of the system
(together wusually with a classification of the
primitive symbols i1nto categories. which will be
used 1n stating the formation rules and rules of
inference) : (2) the formation rules. determining
which finite sequences of primitive symbols are to
be well-formed expressions, determining certain
categories of well-formed expressions-—among which
we shall assume that at least the category of sen-
tence 1s 1ncluded--. and determining (i1n case wvari-
ables are 1included among the primitive symbols)
which occurrences of wvariables 1n well-formed ex-
pressions are free occurrences and which are bound
occurrences: (3) the transformation rules or rules

of 1nference, by which., from the assertion of cer-



Reiner 47

tai1n sentences (the premisses, finite 1n number) 3
~artain sentence (the conclusion) may be 1nrerred:
t4) certain asserted sentences, the axioms. (Foder

and Katz., eds.. 437)

Rudner J1ves an essentially i1dentical account (13-14)., and
notesz that a formalism in  an empirical science takes the
form of  an 1nterpreted deductive system, which 1s an axio-
matic gsystem which fulfils certain technical conditions
2nsuring that

[for] each possible 1nterpretation of the calculus

(by semantical rules) that makes the axioms true,

every theorem (that 1s every wff deriwvable from the

axioms 1n the calculus by applications of the

transformation rules) likewilse 1s true (18).
and which has been provided with an interpretation connect-
1ng theoretical terms to observables (17-18).% It 1s *to
thi1s picture of formalism that I shall compare Eco's ef-
torts.

The first point to be noticed about Eco's uses of sym-
bolism 13 that they do not ever serve as theory: in no case
dces he establish a calculus for the purpose of obtaining a
tormal device permitting the deduction of new statements
which are then interpreted as the predictions of an ecmpiri-
calt theory. He i1ntroduces and subsequently drops a pleth-
ora of symbolisms: e.g. TS 49. where a new and unexplained
notation s used for one line and then dropped: the several

variations of his notation for componential analysis (TS
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91, 114, 171 and SFL 70 118-19). the temporarv doption of

ome

i}

vmbols from the propositional caleulus (SPL 13Y. and

U

the crvptic diagrams of SPL 97 and 98 and "SDIM" 78 Theue
are unrelated to one another., and serve simply as rather ud
hoc and unsystematic amplifications ot Eco's text as A
sort of symbolic shorthand.

This 1s not as harmless as 1t may sound While a
translation to symbols of a3 point made i1n the text could
potentially lend precision or clarity to Eco's argument.
this would be possible only 1f he were to specify formally
(for each calculus he meant to employ) the vocabulary of
symbols. the well-formedness (formation) rules, and rhe
rules of inference (transformation rules). as well as an
interpretation of the calculus connecting 11t with the mat-
ters discussed 1n his text--i1n short. only 1t he were to
make use of an interpreted deductive system as hig symbnl-
1em. Eco does not do this, and the results are disastrous
In many cases he simply adopts a few vocabulary 1tems from
a well-known formal systen. such az the propositional cal-
culug, and employs them as 1f they possessed an 1intrinsis
meaning which would somehow be preserved when they are
applied 1n arbitrary ways.®

While examples could be multiplied. two will have Lo
suffice. The first example occurs i1n Eco's digcussion of
the inferential quality of the s:gn.

Let wus attempt an analysis of a typical semiotic

maze. A red flag with a Hammer and Sickle 1s equ:i-



[ S

Reiner 46

[}

valent to Communism (p 7) But 1f someone
carvrirs a red flag with a Hammer and Sickle. then
that person 15 probably a Communist (p - (SPL
1129

Apparently we are to take p and q as variables standing tfor

a2 red flag and Communism respectively (or for "a red flag"

md "Commuiniem” Eco deoes not tell us the type or level of

these wvariibles). Substituting for pand g 1n the fairst
s spression we obtain either "a red flag = Communism,'" or
“"a red flag" = "Communism "" Whatever these mean. they
~learly do not mean that a red flag and Communism (or "a
red flag" and "Communism") satisfy the truth tables
for = or 7. since none of these 1tems has a truth value ac
all, unless we take them as (non-standard) variables of the

propesiticnal caleculus. This move 1s trecluded by the fact
that Eco 15 here discussing "signs,'" and variables of the
rropositiopnal calculus are not signs in his sense. Since

Ezo gives us no deductive system within which the symbols

"=" and "J2" are defined. their vrelationship 1s absolutely
unspecified. Eco's usage of them provides contextual clues
allowing us to conclude that "=" 1s to be taken as a syn-

onym of some sense of the English expression '"is equivalent
to," that "2" 1s to Dbe taken as synonymous with the English

onstruction "i1f L .then.,” and that "p"” and "g" are to Dhe

@]

taken as var:ables of some kind. If this 1s all we can
make of the symbols, then they are entirely redundant.

31nce each occurs adjacent to 1ts definiens: therefore
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Eco's 1ntroduction of the symbolism 13 gratinitons s best

At worzst. 1t 1s seri1ousiy misleading. 1n  at least two e

spects. first. 1t yives a false appearance ot yigour ind
gecond 21t 13 1f anything even Jess precise than Eco's tor-
mulation in English prose. since the symbolic explressions

depend upon 1mplicit (and theretfore i1mprecice) detrinitions
1in terms of the already imprecise English text.
Another example displaving the sSame tlaws even more

clearly occurs 1n Eco's discussion of rhetorical code

changing:
Suppoese . that there 1s an avis containing two
zemantic anits (u, and y). that are usually «on-

sidered mutually i1ncompatible, because their first
respective denotative markers are units derived
from an oppositional axis (a, vs. 7). but that.
through a, . have a connotation { 1n common

Let us now suppose that, through a series .t
rhetorical substituticns a sememe can be named /and
therefore rendered rhetorically equivalent =)
either (1) by one »f 1ts markers (a case of meto-
nymical substitution. represented by mtn. followed
where necessary by the marker wvia which the connec-
tion 1s made), or (11) by another sememe with which
1t shares a given marker ra case «of metaphorizal
substitution represented by mtf, followed by ‘the

marker upon which the substitution relieg) (TS

284-85)
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Thi1s 1s then rendered Aas
”ul ‘mtn C{,) = '1) b '{'l (mtn %) = ‘J?)) - {U, ‘mtrf x,) = U,)
which 15 ewxplained as follows-

Pravided t+that the rules not of formal logic put of

rhetoric are 1n play. then u, f(because of 1ts eguival-
ence to 11;) acquires both markers q and a; . which were
oreviously  Seen Yo be antonymically 1incompatible.
r285%5)

There are several things tc notice here. First., the sym-
bols "*" and "~ are not even 1nformally defined, despite
the fact that the rules of formal logic are explicitly said
not to be "in play " Second. the symbols "=." "mtn" and
"mtf'" are qgiven 1interpretations. but no formal definitions:
they are caid to represent '"'rhetorical equivalence.” ‘'meto-
nymical Substitution'" and "metaphcrical substitution.'
respectively. but the properties of the symbols "=.," "mtn"
and "mtf" 1n the calculus are totally unspecified.” Third.
the notion of "antonymical incompatibility" 1s said to ke
represented by this symbolism, but no symbol or combination
of symbols 13 1nterpreted as standing for 1t.

It 13 quite clear here that the transformation rules of
thi1s symbolism are given only i1n terms of the supposedly
1lready clear properties of ‘'rhetorical equilvalence, "
“metonymical substitution” and "metaphorical substitution':
a user of this symbolism can know how to manipulate 1t only
1insofar as  she already knows 1n detail the properties of

these theoretical terms The formation rules are even less
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clearly specified. they are nothing but a fuzzy amalgam ~t
the formation rules o¢f the predicate calculus and the  taor
mation rules of English. A number of vacabularv i1tems are
listed. but <cince definitions of these must take the torm
of formation and transformation rules., they are no moare
precisely Jiven than the rules are. Finally. Ero lLi1sts no

axioms whatsoever

3.3 Diagrams

Eco uses diagrammatic devices even more often than symbol-—-
1sms. but his use of diagrams succumbs to many ~f the same
di1fficulties which plague his use of z=ymbolisms While
dragrams are 1n general merely heuristic rather than theor-

et17al dewvices. and therefore less subject Yo rigorous

[o))

]

onditions for theilr proper usage than calculi. this i3 not

t2 say that they may be indiscriminately emploved Analog-
cusly to the rules for calculil., at a minimum., far a rela-
tively precise use of a diagram, the following chould he
given: 1. a vocabulary of graphical 1tems. 2 a ligct of the
features of graphical 1tems and of the relations hetween
graphical 1items which are to be rconsidered pertinent fe g

312e, adjacency. position about an axis. or parallelizm).
3. an 1interpretation mapping features of graphical elemant=s
and relations between graphical elements aonto theoretical
terms.

Eco repeatedly uses diagrams which meet few or none ot

these requirements. and which are thus so open to 1nterpre-
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tation {in the non-lcgical sense) as to be of no help 1n
slaritrina his thecretical statements, Exampies could

a73ai1n be multaiplied. but four should be sufficient. A good

it

evample 13 Table 30 of TS5 (142), Eca'z often—-reproduced
d1i1iram Hf the process of 1nterpretation At least +the
frollewing are unspecified in Eco's use 2f this diagram: the
rheoreti1cial concepts (1f any) reprexented by the arrows, by
1djacency  of  (or distance between) figures, and by the
chapes of figures One might also assume that some trans-
formations take place each time an arrow traverses a fig-
ure. but this 1s nowhere made explicit Figure 3 5 of SPL

98y  leaves us o guess the reference of the arrows (do

tand for a relation of containment. reference, or

0]

they
something else?) and of the vertical placement of 1tems.
Even when Eco reproduces a diagram from another author who
13 more careful to specify the pertinent features and the
interpretation 1n thecretical terms of the diagram. as i3
the case of Table 25 of TS (123). which 1s a reproduction
of Figure 4-la of M Ross Quillian's article on "Semantic
Memory" (Minsky ed 225). he dces not reproduce the dis-
cussion of these. In this case. he omits Quillian's Figure
4-1 (224). which 1s a careful enumeration of the pertinent
araphical wunits and their theoretical interpretations,
constituting a key to the diagram reproduced by Eco He

also omits Quillian's discussion and explanation of the two
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In none of thes

P

rases does Eco even te]l ux  whic~h
araphical features and relat:ons are pertinent '‘much  lewn s
what theoretical terms are represented by the pertinent
anes), and we are left *o Juess the pertinent tratures by

tooking for zIvstematic wvariatiens 1n the diagrammatic rep-

resentations of di1fferent entities Needless to cay., thigo
procedure 15 far from reliable We have even less to go on
when we attempt to guess the 1nterpretatinsns ~f these

graphical 1tems.

In general. Eco's use <f diagrams 1s even l|ooser than
his use of symbolisms: he <only rarely indicates any of the
pertinent graphical elements. and he never hothers 1.n gper-
1fv either the pertinent relations between graphiral el-
sments, or the 1nterpretation of these elements 1n thenr-

eti1cal! terms.
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4 Eco's Model Q

4 1 Inclusions and Exclusions

In thic chapter, T shall examine Eco's Model Q of "unlimit-
ad  cremingsic! (TS 69, 71ff) or "infinite semantic recursiv-
1ty (TS 121ff), and the complex ~f concepts surrounding
1t 1n come detail ¥ Ecn presents his Model Q as the cul-

minating <olution to the complex of problems he i1dentifies
currcounding  the Katz and Fodor theory of a dictionary-like
semanti1c competence. Model © 1s his final move. which he
intr-oduces after having first proposed and then rejected
the “"Revised Model” (7S5 105) which attempts to augment the
KF acrcount by means of an 1nserticn of circumstantial and
~ontextual selectors 1i1nto the semantic analyses. Model 0O
remains  central to Eco's most recent work f(e.g SPL 2.
a2¢f. 113 127)

Model Q@ seems therefore an appropriate element of Eco's
semictics  to subject to closer and more detailed scrutiny
than I have been able to afford i1n previous chapters., pre-—
occupied as those chapters were with global features of
Eco's work. By means of this detailed examination I Hhope
to show that at a lower level Eco's work suffers from flaws
related to the higher-level ones discussed 1n ny previous
chapters that his flawed 1logic of inquiry leads t¢ 1inad-
equate and pocorly thought out theory construction. The

first part c¢f this chapter consists 1n a comparison of

Eco's Model Q to 1ts source 1n the work of M. Ross Quil-—-




Reiner “n
li1an. In this part 1 shall arque that Fco bPas misunder -
stoodl  the work of Quillian and that manv ~f the alterat-
1ens T Quirllian’'s medel nf 3 semanti1c memory  which tresult
frr>m  *his misunderstanding avre flawed or 1nc herent 1n
various wavs. In the tollowing part I shall arque that
many -f the constituents of Eco's Model © are 1n themselves
unazceptable., These two parts consist largely of  dis-
cugsions ~f  “he many small and medium-si1zed aporiae 1n
Model Q. 1ts components. and the related ronceptas

In the last part of the chapter 1 shall try to
cshow that the adoption of a theory with rertain of the
features 2f Model Q (having to do with 1ts relationship t«
1ts predecessors and 1ts low empirical content) 13 disal -
lowed »on purely methodoleogical grounds. This part  will
draw on the arguments of the preceding two parts &« chow
that Model © 15 not simply substantively incorvrect., but 1n
fact unacceptable as 3 (true or false. confirmed or liseon
firmed) scientific theory.

In order to be able to concentrate on the subjects ust
mentioned, I will not touch on any of the following i1szues
all of which deserve detailed discussion: Eco's theory ot
meaning and denotation. his position on semantic univer:alo
and ~he ‘'structure of the Human Mind" (TS 126). questinns
~f performance and competence (Eco takes Model O %o repre-
sent a2 portion of the "Semantic Universe” [7S 125]. while
Quillizan's 15 a performance model ([Quillian 220-21)). hai=

somewhat surprising adoption of the well-aged Fatz and
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Frdor semantic theory as the sole representative of ‘Ghe
enarmaois body  of work 1n semantics by lirnguists, and his
notion 2f model asz distinguished from theory On this last
o~aint, I shall say only that since Ecn's Model Q  does not
zeem to be the sort of fhing meant by any of the standard
he term ‘'"model"” (cf Bunge Formal 79-83 for

ferences). and since Eco doces not specity

D

drzcussi1on and r
what distinction he means. 1f any. I shall treat Model Q as

“heory, the form of which 1t resembles more closely

4 2 Relations of Model Q to Quillian's Model of a
Semant 1 ¢ Memory

Although Eco cites Quillian's article on "Semantic Memory"
13 the source of the theory he calls Model Q and reproduces

1

a diagram from this article.”™ and although Eco attributes
Model @ directly to Quillian (TS 122), his Model @ Thas
little 1n common with Quillian's model of a semantic memory
heysnd a superficial terminological resemblance due to
Eco's adoption of a number of Quillian’'s terms (e.g. "ass-
aciative link." "head node." "“token node.' "type node'").
In fact. Eco's assertions about the properties of the net-
work of  associative links constituting the semantic model
in many cases constitute direct contradictions of

Mitllian's. and 1n a number of other cases are i1ncompatible

with them. I shall examine a number of these conflicts.
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4 2.1 Finiteness

Eca azcer+ts that Mcde!l! @ represents 'a proeess of unlimited

s=2mios1s and Veverlasting recursivity’ 1n a network ot
nodes the links between which represent 1 relatisn oo
1dentifies with Peirce's notion of 1nterpretant * The
network 15 cne with ‘'infinite peripheries” 1n which start

ing  from any nade. 1t 15 possible fteo penetrate  from the
center %o the farthest periphery. the whole universe of

cultural units” (TS 122

In Quillian's expositicn. however, all of the tollowing
are finite: the size of the network (221)., the number of
2ther nodes roachable by traversing !inks starting it an
arkitrary node {226-27), and the number of types of assoc
1ative link (229-30). These are not merely diftferences ~f
cpinion: 3s I shall show. these alterations i1ntroduce ome
severe defects 1nto Quillian's maodel, and lead ft~ absurd

conseguences.

f Eco's =uggestion that the network 13 of 1nfinite
si1ze 1s taken seriouslv. we are forced to accept at least
one of two patently false wviews. Jince 1n Eco's acoraint
the network 1s a competence model., and since competence 1g
a component of performance.” we are left with the problem
~f how an 1nfinite competence (not 1ust the uszual notion 2*
1 ~ompetence capable of generating an 1nfinite number ~t
zentences. but a competence which 1s 1tself of nfinite

s1Ze) may be realized i1in a finite mind Clearly 1% cannot,

and so Eco's suggestion forces us  to conclude  that thre
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human mind 135 of 1nfirite s17e > This ~onclnsian <an be

3v21ded wnly by asserting that only a finite subset of the

oy

infinite tatal  cumpetence 13 realizZed 1n =2ach =peaker.

This leads howewver to *he conclusion that there 1s an infi-

D}

riite rumber <of  speakers. since the diziunction of a3 finite

number >f finite sets ‘the i1ndividually realized subsets of
the Jlobal compefence) could vield only 3 (possibly large

Pt 3tallo finite get Eco's assertion that the network

D

reprecent1ng ccmpetence 13 1ntinite must therefore be re-—
1ected  as entailing false consequences: eilther that the
human mird 15 1nfinite. or that there are i1nfinitely many

cpeakers tof each language).

i 2 2 Accessibility or Nodes

Eco explains that the links 1n the network represent
the ralation i1nterpretant-of (7S 122: rf below for dis-—
oo and he further asserts that every node 1s reach-
ible by traversing the rchains ~f interpretants beginning at
any arbitrary node. tLet us call the dyadic vrelation ob-
tai1ning between nodes a and b when node b 1s reachable by
traversing an arbitrary number of 1nterpretant links from
n>de a "I-accessibilitv.” written as "“"Iab " Eco's claim 1s
then that. rtor all nodes a and b. Iab holds).® Quillian.
“n  *the o»ther hand. specifies that the meaning (represented

1in +the model by the "full concept") of the term represented
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by a node 1s given by the subset ot nodes Il-accessible tm

1

On

b1

1ne a rull word concept. 315 di1stinguished

h

Let us de
from 1ts plane or "immediate definition." so as to
include al! *he token and type nodes one can der ta
by starting at the i1nitial type node. or patriarch,
an moving first within 1ts 1mmediate detinition
plane to all the token nodes found there. then on
"through" to the type nodes named by ~ach of these
token nodes. then on to the token nodes 1n each of
thei1r 1mmediate definition planes, and so on until
every token and type node that can be reached hy
this process has been traced through at least
once..

To summarize, a word's full concept 15 defined
1n the memory model to be all the nodes that can be
reached by an exhaustive tracing process. originit-
1ng at 1ts 1niti1al. patriarch type node. together
with the total sum of relationships amonqg these
nodes specified by within-plane. token-to-token
links. (226—27. emphasis 1n original)

pain of triviality., the set of nodes reachable 1n this

way must be assumed to be, 1n general. a proper subset of

the full set of nodes. since 1f 1n general every node were

I-accessible from every other, all would., by this account.

be

sSynonymous Eco, 1n asserting that Iab holds for all

nodes a and b. owes us a new account of meaning, 31nce



Reiner 61

uillian's representation »f meaning by "full concept’ can
no L angery be wused., as 1t would render all nodes synonymous.
Thie. however ., Eco does not provide It would seem that a

norosible oolution  would be to dror the specification of the
cubset of nades from Quillian's version of the "full «con-
rept " retaining only the configuration o~f nodes and the
relationships bhetween them specified by the token-to-token
Tinks Attempting this 1in Eco's version of the network,

howevser., sti1ll leaves all terms synonymous: since the en-

tire neftwork 1s 1ncluded 1n each "full concept." the con-
fiquration of nodes 1n each "full concept" 1s the total
confiquration of the network. Further, as we shall see

below, Eco's version of the network 1s totally homogeneous,
which means that even 1f he were to alter his theory so
that 7Tab would not hold for all a and b. still no section
-t the network would have a unique configuration., and a
great many distinct fterms would still come out synonymous.
Quillian also limits the number of types of associative
link to six (230). Eco. on the other hand. understands the
links 1n the network to represent the 1nterpretant rela-
tien, which., as we have just seen., he believes holds ubi-
quitously It 1s not clear whether we ought to take the
1interpretant relation to be a single relation of a very
general kind. or the disjunction of a large (possibly infi-
nite) number of more narrowly defined relations, such as
those listed by Quillian. Whichever way we construe this,

the extreme breadth of this notion causes certain further




Keineyry ».!
difficulties for Eco's theory ta whickr I shall return

lew.

ry
D

4 2 3 Structure of the Network
As we have rust seen. Eco's network 13 a mass ot naoden
connected by links of only one type. that which represents
the 1i1nterpretant relation. He states furthermore that
individual nodes <an be simultaneously bath ftoken- and
type-nodes:
The definition of a type A foresees the emplayment.,
as 1ts 1nterpretants. of a series of other sign-
vehicles which are included as tokens (and which 1n
the model are other lexemes) The ronfiguration of
the meaning of the lexeme 1s given by the mulfti-
plicity of 1ts links with various tokens. each of
which. however. becomes 1n turn a type B, that 1o
the patriarch of a new configuration which 1ncludes
as tokens many other lexemes, some of which were
also tokens of type A, and whicth rcon 1nclude us
tokens the same type A (TS 122)
This 15 again at variance with Quillian's version., 1n which
token nodes have a speci1al type of link back teo  the corrae-
sponding type nodes. but are not identical to them and do
not function as type nodes for any concept (223) Foo slan
Arops without discussion Quill.an's quantaity. number and
criteriality gqualifiers (231-132)., as well &3 h1s parameter

symbols (233). The result 13 that 1n Eco's wversian 2f the
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networy  all nodes are <f onpe kind Jirce there 12
rl ~e lird nf 1nk between nordes, Ind since rther

resccn oro o thiry frar 3l nodes are not directly linked
¢elis w2z ntfhing thoutr  the  nfternrerfant reiation W
wontd rraeciude thic and 1 fact makes 1t s3eem 1nev.ta
t Falowr v zeems thabt Eeo'z version of the retwor
oataltly Yomogensous Jhich 12 t> say that 1t 13 tot

trottriictiired

4 3

and *otally uninformative

"Code" and "Cultural Unat®”

censtituted of the "crossings

part:1al content systems or

are matched 1n different wavs with

e<presscive units Thus the system cf semantic

invelved as in multiple shiftirgs.

hermes -rossed by wvarious paths from each

P

Sememe The +=um ¢f these crossings makss up

Model Q. (TS 125)

then elaborates ~n this relationship 1n the follo

A code as "langue' must therefore be understood as

a sum of notions (some concerning the c¢ombinational
»

of the content 1tems. or semantic markers)

can be viewed as the competence of the speak-

However. 1n reality this competence 1s the sum

¢ the 1ndividual competences which constitute the

Q

code as a collective convention. What was called

of

wing
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“the code” 18 thus bester ~iowsl 33 n opnles per
Wk ~F subrodes whith Zohxee rar beveond oot ocq
Arories  ag rrammar ¢ however Somprehencoioe ot hey
may be Dne  might therefore ~all ot A hoper oode
rfcilliwiry ‘the etyvmoloryy ot ‘hvper—ire' whi “h
Jithers f+t<gether various conteodes, some T whih

are =fr2~37 and =table while o~thers re wealk and

transtent, such as a2 Int or rceripheral onnct ataive
TIAp i ings TS 125

Elzewhere LE7o explains that A ~ode  r~antains the body  of
e zhared oy ‘*he members :f a ~ulture 1n the form

¥ AagsiIznmerts  of propertiles (1n Eco 3 terms Cuntent annto)

o o otulrnaral units (TS 640 A ccde sztablishe s 3 Terresroany
Jence ~Yy mAagring  ketween expressiaon-units ond conteont

unlte, and the latter take the form of “rultural unaita”
whion all together ~onstitute a ‘cnltural world 0 it aral
.TITS Jive t“he meanings ot lewemes (7S5 bl ol nHe o0 A,
we have seen. hnwever. the -rntent-unit ared evpresson

units which figure 17 the ~ade are novt distin~t "he mearn-
1ing of a term (taken temporarily 35 an evpregsicn-unit) 1.

specified 1n Model Q@ by 1ts interpretant-iinks %o orher
“ermz ‘whith are rhus Yaken *emDrrariiy as ont et gnit oy,

- i

bt e3rch node 1n the netwaory figures a* v/arioug taimen,  Lotl

1= defir:enz and definrendum ‘7 ¢ tre nassage  trom [O100
rerrzduced baove! Purtirg all <+his together we qget a
zicture 1n  whith knowledge (<f cultural aunits) 13 held
direstl,y 1n the form of evpressior~unitec tao be concictent
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Err  must keliewve *hat raor nlv 13 tnere  a lanouage  °f
Rkt rur thatr o ar s o
y whatever) *® Tri1s 1s a view whicn has keen

L.ooricty crzanizms, zuch as d-ogg2 and infants, 40 in face

dirawing %nis  ccnclusion.
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1ithenah 1t f-1ll:iws from the views that I have 2uist  discus-

sed parallel way from his belief 1n the

o
O]
b
D
—
—
—
—
-t
o))

irredn~ibrlaty of cultural umits  (implicit  1n his whole
sr7ument 3T31nst the pessibility  of Katz and Fodor-stvyle
‘emantic analvois) 1f meanings are given ty irreducible
m1itrral anitzs, then these must be Ad:irectly apprehended

bt ~iltaral units are  such things as  "uncle  *town. blue
vdepreczedy  a  hunch, the 1dea of progress. hope and art”

TS 7 guoting  Schneider s American Kinship A Cultural

{

1oyt they are l!exi7al :1%ems of American English ffor
in American) Eco 1s fcrced to believe. then. that lexizal
1items of American English are directly apprehended by the
English-speaking American.

Eco's later development o©f the concept of ccde mer:its
an aside at this point Eco's chapter on codes 1n SPL
~onstitutes a near-repudiation of the concept of code 1n
favour of  the concept 'encvclopedia.” which “improves and
Fetter art:i:culates the 'old' concept of code'" (SPL 164)

In this chapter. Eco reviews the history of the concept of

~ade 1n ~rder to explore "the reasons for which [1t] en-
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1oved  consensus and  fopitlarity oas well as {1ts] perhins
citll ordisc overed fruitfuinesg” (URPLOL6S) The daitrtyenle

123 BEto niw sees with the ~xde concept hacve to de with flhe
fa-~ that a3 zZvstem (or svcoctem 1t systems o o corvelations
oy partial Soryelatl ng) of enressions tao Sontents cann ot

Tacture the reality of unlimited 1nferenti1al -em1 310

"A't 1ts3  rery Ebirth the 1dea of -ohde appears

wraprei 1n  ambiguity bound tooa parcmmunicative

hwvraothesags, 1t 12 not 3 guarantee of communicab-
111ty kat. rather »f ctructural -oherence and of
3Trecs  bhetween different cystems An  mbiquaity

rected  1n the *wafald meaning  of communoatl on

Tomminlcation as  a trangfer of 1nformation  hetween
rtwa poles, and as accessibllitv or passige  atween
Tparces The two concepts  1mply ~ne another Thear
Tonfusion can be froaittul mavbe  there are  common

tinct ~perations ard these rulen

0]

riles for two 12

are not 1neffable bput can be expressed ‘mavher tv

e
3

an algorithm v ~ther words rthey are  coded

Most of the resistance against the notion ot = e
was due to this fear of  hyperrat:icnalization

on the other hand. *he porularity nt the new o<a?

=gory had 3all the characteristics «<f an erorcism

1t constituted an attempt to force order upon /e

ment, structure upon  events, ordJganlzation upon

earth tremors. Speaking <f codes meant for many o

where, previcusly. only random,



Elind impulces. "incpealiakble creativicy  dialectircal

ntradlort1ins were recoaqnized Tt wag perhans 3

e desrs, puisicns, dritfes ‘SPL 1%

Finelly o nowewver, Er-o o effects 3 rartial restuie A oode
17 rhe whole 3f the encyclopedic competence. as

trhe storage of what 15 3already known and ~roanized

Fvyoa cultare Tt 1s the encyclopedia. and there-—

t-r trke Rule but as 1 Labyrinth A  Rule which

~-rtraols  bhut which at the same time allcows. dives

"he  opassibillity of  i1nventing bheyond 1fself. by

t1irding new paths., new combinations within the

network

A c~aode 1s not oanly a rule which c¢/oses but

al~_ 3 rule which opens. (SPL 187)

1= wvewerking of the c¢oncept of <cnade. although super-
1>r to the old formulation 1n adopting the more realisti-s
metaphor of encyclopedia for cultural competence which has
excellent credentials from the filed of artif:ci1al i1ntella-
Jence: nevertheless dres not get Eco out of the diaff-
1 1u1.t1es discussed 1n relation o his earlier formulations
T 13 on the contrary a3 surrender to the contradictions
1ir1riny from Eco's concepts of unlimited semiosis and cul-
oyl onat In Eco's earlier formulation a code was made
it >f In infinite network of 1nterdefined 1tems :n perpet-

1al and rapid flux, but now. even when ccnsidered as frozen
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at 3 7i1ven i1nstant 17 13 furthermeove ¢ he 'nder-+-nd -
Dnmrest omo 'treatieet cralabaen
Thiz  final move 1z zaffitient o orediite the pradyctioa

rscgey o F *he *hecyy +: zera> Y Any At temptad o ralaert g

b 3 thecrv whi-n 1n7s reoarates this new not1on t e

T

razsed as 3ll falsifrcatieons muct ke aron a predil cton male

it iated by Eces 3 oo ocare s lange ot

I shall return o this point bhelow tirst. however., 1t

another ~f Mndel Q' dependent
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4 4 "Interpretant"
The 1nterpretant relation 15 detfined as reoresenting the

soniunctaion of the relations of denotation and ~onnotat ion

T3 70 124, ind since these are nowhere well detined
arrcarent ly anything goes. At  one point Eco has o o 1an
connoting the '"negat:ion ~f 1%3 antconym” (TS5 1ul) fdeoprcoe

the fact that signs are nn*t propositions and consequent ly

have no truth values and so rannct be negated 1n any strioh

'
)

sense-—-presumably Ece means "antonym of 1ts  antongm’

alsewhere the positinn of A chess piece cornotes "a seren
~f opti:onal moves, a set of possible responzes. a ~hain  of
frreseeable ‘or unforeseeable) solutiaonc and therefore 5

series »f new 1nterrelaticral positione of the entire set
»f pieces" (TS 90), and elsewhere again a sentence abowut

Napecleon ~onnotes historical truth. while ancther abhoat
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Mve=es connotes legerd 78 5. Ero zeems %7 s/alue the
“reydt t the conoent ne Wriltes tnat
T™he 1d4ea -t the Tntercretant makes a thecrvy of

sitnifrcation 1 rigarms sciencte  af ~ultural  che-

mnorera The 1nfternretant ~an acsume  diiferent
corme

17 TH -an e +the eqoavalent for apparently eanival-
~rt) =1gn v2hicle 1n another semiotic system..

Wy T ~an fre the 1ndex whith 1s directed to a
~1i1nnle obiect  perhaps 1mplyiny an element <of uni-

oersal quantifization

&R
‘D

~r It ~an he 3 <ci1entific ‘or naive) finition 1in

termc - f *he came semiotic svyotem
1) It -~an be an emotive associaticen
~' It ~an simply be the translation of the term
1r.t2 another language
M>reover, the interpretant can De a response a
behavioral habit determined by a sign. and many
other things. (TS 70
The last clause ("many other things"”) 1s hardly necessary
little 1f anything 1s excluded by the previous provisions
Zince the 1nterpretant relation apparently obtains nct only
hetween a sign-vehicle and every other sign-vehicle (which
Jeems *t> be assured Dbv the vagueness of i1tem a above. since
1t 13 trivial to show that an equivalence class into which
both  of a pair of arbatrarily chosen terms will fall can

fas:ly be constructed). 1t also holds between a sign-ve-
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hicle and every ~ther eontity this 12 gsur~d by o rtem 1 oand
the -2--1ndiny naragraph Junt24 above “anee o ansythiny what

@er, bhe 1t 1 nphvei-al 2Y 3In abstract Bya-r ~an he  the
chrectk of an '"mcrive associarion,t' oA recpanoo n !
“harit Zi1nce 3 relation whi-h holds univercat iy d-e- Vot
s rell anythi11g whatever about  the abiects 1Y relates, 'ne

~:ncept of 1nferpreftant as defined by Ec> ~an hive no then-

retical 1nterect Thi=s c¢larifies SGalan's remavk (quoted 1n

T“rapter Tne) that Mcdel O "has the frrce and attraction of

roetles slz10nNn but ~an hardly be ewpected ta he of any
ewplanatory wvalue ' (357 % This ohservation hbrings me to

my next sublect, *he sxplanat~ry wvalue 5f Madel (--that 14

the questinon 2f 1t3 empirizal content

4 5 Empirical Content
We have seen that Lakatos refined Popper 5 demarcation

tetween gscience and metaphysics. recasting 1t a5 the «rai-

<

*erion of “progressiveness” <t a problemshitt, r sermquence
of theories. We are n<cw n a position %o 1sk whether Feo'o
Model Q constitutes a step :n a proqgrese<ive problemchitt

that 1s. whether 1+ ran be counted ag a cciantitic theary

Likatos writes that

3 theoary 1s "acceptable only 1t 1t

has corroborated excess emplr:ical contern* aver 1tco
predecessor (or rival). that 15, nnly 1f 1t leads
to +*the discovery of novel facts This ~onditi1on

~an be analysed i1nts two <lauses that ‘+the rew
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trenyy has evceTt emplri~al <content ' acceptilirl-
U 11 +hat =cme of “hi1e evxcess  ccontent 13
/ey ctaed  acreptrbrlity, D The first ~lause can

b hacyped 1nztantly by 3 prior: legi17al analvsis

cer~nd ~an be checked cnly empirically and this

Lot Lz talke 3 ser:es °f theories.
T | SRS Jhere 2ach subsequent the-ry results

+ -3l reinterpretations 02f) the previous treory 1in
rder to> accommodate scme ancmaly.  each  theory
havviny a* l2act  as muth empirizal content as tre
ueretiitod content of  1ts predecessor Let us say
that =such a3 ceriles of theories 15 thecoretically
rrozressive (0r ‘rfonstitutes a thecret:ically pro-

ressive problemshift”) 1f each new theorvy has some

~2sT empirical content over 1ts predecessor., fthat
15, 1f 1t predicts some novel. hitherto unexpectad
fact. Let us <avy *hat a theoretically prongressive

geries of theor:es 1s alsce empirically progressive
(or 'constitutes an empirically progressive prob-
Iemsh2rt) 1f some of this exrcess content 15 also
“"rr-borated. *that 1s. 1f each new theorv leads us
t> +he actual dirscovery of some new fact Fina:ly.
let = all a preblemshift progressive 1f 1+ 1s

both thecretically progressive and empiracally

3~
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rrogressive,  and degenerating 1f 1t 13 not t Math-

I zhati. <chow =hat Model @ has no 2xcec> empirical  c-ntent
owvey 1vs predecesscrs rthat 1% 15 not acceptable, vy fheon

“ and that *herefare  a  palnataking

at1~3llvs pragressive?
smpirical nvectigaticn of 1ts acceptibilitv, 18 unneceas

odel fails to fulfil +the 1l~gi~ally praor

1)
=

D

airs.  TIin<

regulrement that 1t have excess empirical content *

.

In fact, I 3shall make a3 stronger claim that the em-
nirical ~content 2f Model © (3s a  semantic theary more on
this qualificatien later) 15 zero ¥ If this 13 true. then

Mcdel Q could not be congidered a progressive shtep 1n A

croblemshift from any non-empty predecessor semantic  the-

Sy This will enable me to avoid what might therwice
have been 3 somewhat difficult questicon about what nght to
be raken as Model Q's predecessor or rival theorieg Fhe

Fa*z and Fodor semantics, or Quillilan's mndel of a Semantic

]

memory (or 1ndeed all current linguistic and iogrcal seman
tic theory, as Eco's global denunciations 2ot fthese [1eidy
might lead one to think)

Empirical content on Lakatos' account consi1cts 1n the
ability to> predict novel facts Popper giv/es a more pre-
ci1gse account <of this 1n the technical addendum to  Conieo-
tures and Refutations

from a ‘*theory alone no observational statement

follcws. (Frem "All ravens are black"” we rcannot

derive any obserwvational statement like "There 15 a
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Flack raven here now, ' zlthouzh we -an indeed de-
T tre s haterent "Thevre 1z ~o whihse  rayven nere
ey
Thr~ -z *he »eagzon whv n defining empir:ical
nt e I fell racy on the 12ea that 1 thecr:
bl vz Fhe more 3bont Sbhservable  facts the more

nh ri~ts 1t rorbrds—-that 13zt 3ay the more

1 ~F €30z 3re irncomratible with 1% 1389}
Fre'z Madel! ) forbids no  observations i1n :1ts  domain.
1ir~a 13 we have seen, the 1nterprefant relat:ion i1s de-
tined bv Fco 1n a w2y whicth admits as an 1instance <f 1t any
Link hWowever fanciful. hetween two words fcor even between
1 word and an arbitrary aobiect e:ither concrete aor ab-
JEract and since the 1nterpretant relation 1s. 1n Model
Ly the aply possible relation between semantic i1tems. Model
G forblids ne semantic reiationship whatever Jirce no

voecable semanti17T relationship 1s  excluded., none <can  be

L

” S:nce no fact can ke

rr=-dicted under any circumstances
predicted. a fortiocr: no novel! fact can ke predicted. pro-
vided only that we take as Model Q's theoretical predec-—

essor any semantic theory which makes any prediction what-

ever, whether this prediction 1s corroborated or rnot (for

2xampl!~, we ran chonse the Katz and Fodor thecry) Model Q
*hPerefore falls to be acceptable, f(or equivalently. fa:ls
toe be thecretically progressive) no matter what non-empty

Temantic theory we choose as 1ts predecessor or rival
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This would be a rather strong -oanclusion 1t woeuld
amc'ipt £t a classification of Madel O, the rcentrepisace ot
s gemio>tics., 3s sheer pseudcoscilence  ~r meraphval =
Eco's theory 1s. however. gaved from this farte, albert 1n a
rather sSurprising way We have <een that Eco maintaing
that meaning 13 given 1n *term3 of rreducible  “cultyral
units” which are 1dentified with lexical i1tems 1n natural
languages, and I have argued that he must further be com-

mitted to *the Dbelief that these are directly 1ipprehended:

that 13. *that natural lanquages are the langrages of
*hought This 15 almost certainly a false claim (see the
arguments against 1t ci1ted above). but 1% 15 an empirical
one Model @, therefore. although empty (without empirical

s:ntent) as a s=mantic theory. appears *o be 31 presumably
false, Dbut nevertheless non-empty. psycholagical  one

Ironically enough. Eco's theory 1 saved from the charne ot
vaculty because 1t entaills the existence of a "structure of

the Human Mind" »f precicely the type whirh Ecao so abhors



Reiner 75

5 Discussion

5 1 Conclusi1ons

In the Intr-~duct:on., I stated that T wouuld show that the

ti1lnre ~f 'Zrcienti1fic zemiotics’ should be put down to 1ts
hasi1na heen  o2acr science rather than to either the purport-
~d 1napclicability ~2f scientific method *o human affairs

tthe Aualistic Geisteswissenschaften claim) or the supposed

collapse 1ntn contradiction of the scientific epistemology
f+the ~!laim which I discussed uvnder the rubric "postmodern”
in Thapter One) I have not argued directly against human-

icti1ce duiliem. since this has been often and well done

“ and [ have only made a suggestion in passing

~lzewhere
that paostmodernist  criticisms of science are ftypically
bazed wupon In 2bsolete p
T have 1nstead addressed the other side of the question.
Mespi1te the obviouz pragmatic essayistic. pedagogical. and
political vartues of much of Eco's work, I believe I have
shown that his semiotic theory falls short. 1n several
wayg, of what can reasonably be expected even 1n a young
and relatively undevelcped science

In Chapter One I tried to show that Eco's TS and SFL
are accepted as evxemplary works 1n scientific semiotics.
that this discipline conceives of 1tself as a science, and
that this makes 1t permissible to take stock of the disci-
rline by evaluating these two theoretical works. 1 argued

in Chapter Two that Eco's conception of science 1s incoher-
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en and that a more

he ~btained by evaluatirg 1t

~earance of

since he use

the wvirtuas they have

CThapter Four, I showed tha

dcctrine of his

of Eco's predecessor. entail

cal ~ontent 1n
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these observations

strong case for the

duction. I have shown that

ways of the fallibilist cr:

theoretical work. Since the

the sgcientificity of what I

semiotics'" as a premise. the

1f thas

to be typical of scientifaic

to show, 15 to a high degree

1t 1 fact false.

1

1

e
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f we grant that the f

cannot be put down to 1ts

was not a proper science),

meaninatrul

seriously

ta his

tormal devices

the potent:al to yield

theory of codes.

1ts

are well
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agsessment (t hha work -an

nat 1n his  rerms but 1n thao=e

At Srlence In Chap-

15 of symbolyre nota

flawed and lends in ap-

work which not warran* od,

15

1.1 ways which wvitiate

Finally. n

t Eco's Mcdei Q. ihe central

1s based on a misreading

3 absurdities. and finally has

intended role as

taken. I bhelieve T have

claim I advanced 1n the Intro-

Eco's work falls short in many

teri1a for the c=cientificirty of

argument I am opposing takes

have been calling "scientitic

argument does not go  rhrough

Insofar as Eco can be taken

semiotics 'which, I have tried

T

Py

), I believe have shown that

21lure of

ancther question
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wmewhat Tonventional premice

c oura~ientificivy Tha latrer 1 an  empirical
“ne wnach would, I believe, rCrove a rewarding
resear.n 1n  the seociolcgy and history of
the -~they nand the former can I believe, be
riory rrovided that we are allowed a reason-

The rremise I have

ey 1ngrealent of the modern world view: a

St ocrtoleogy Ji1ven a3

1am dualisti1c (Fei1steswissenscharftlich

a1l <ot e g. Bunge. Lafe 120-22% and there
ra~t:73l 11ffi17ult1es, however cubstrantial r
he haman aind =s>~1a! 3c1ences > o~an there-

lizhtly modiftied S-rm -f *he 7iesti1on  1n

W
Ui

1ve nscientifiocity 15 sufificient for the

braron °f humar or =zoc1i1al ingquirvy which 3aims

le and ~ommunicable knowledge It 15 not, of
ssary 3 3cience rcan fa:il due to financial
'-31721 obstinacy Dboredom, simple bad 1uck,

of other factors We

t

tavouy . or any of a hos

1n 1ts  unscientificity, a sufficient cause for

ot scientific semiotics. Although other (1in-

and political) factors are likely to have con-
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~arried on by many. and nave there

int“ernal standards <f communicability and  tesrabailat g ot



re~cayr~h chared <y - iner fileliz IS L Y TR ol b d
AT ERGIRTE A L e Tl Rt i) B Dot sy sia veTayr i Wli, Nro-—
pebe petbo i) TrTalls adeIuats wors Tre pozgibilinw - F
coor o mvioncly wgvIipg 1T trararore yraea” IroFitnh mages
fre rirsoarline vpgct aAkecyk o3 lralo 28 oirmairy Trom cuter e
" BN Jinte c-ody rorefyted 4ire  an rvesult 1t ~ine 1z

N U S S I Ut Gha <L If rrie iz dine urreflsctively,  an
e r 3 remgted o tren rtIoitisizt v orzntical)d
71 formy iy o3re fiwelv tIo e adaopted “his avpears to
Y3y Foaen the caze ~f Eo2 30 'thlentific’ Ttraip on osemloh -
~tiyth ceere 00 Rave ad-pted an uneasy hodzepodge of

ttyr s o emregriricm 3t ratrcoralism tlaveoeurad with a3 touth

t rhennen-loay 3ll this under +*re rubric of Yscientifis
T ETS for 1nctance E~n 3 remarks ~n Ocoam's RPazor

ot el a3t = l2ary that a  Jreater attent:icn o the
bt rhy N ccotience tn Eco's part tould nave saved  both

c“rouble, and

T

‘o rolliwers and  his “rit1 -z ~onsiierab

t

o Dbe *he 1ipncreasirg

ry

avoilded contributingy t > wnat seems
tand 1n my opinicon f Tourse undeserved) disrepute ©F 51—
1)

enti1fic method 1n thre social sriences A gJgenuinely scien-—

Since the foundation

D

*1f1~ semioti1cs may well be —os-ib
fa new grren~e regyires the simultanecus invent:ion of  a
et st -apncepts  and the -heories 1n which fthey fixure, this
will not ke an easy task and may well require another
Newt on A  necessary prec:cndition  for pursuing this aim,

however, would be the renunciation of excessively easy
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' rer EIOTL IS B Ra¥ad Troerrifle zemi-oranst Toanc, aae
' ooyl dav wad o "ne lFeircean praces~t ~E o tre
' o T ' MR Eietad’s) Toree zaar 1L oInIy o7 o
v R A IS R T ohre aTra: T-olencas Tr 12
o e W $T rty 1T Iotance krigrevy = 'sém-
gy, e Wiy o 17 decsiired riftner 33 3 terreneytics  than
¢ 1 Tt leer na in what 17 ~we *re angual:fied term 'sem-
- 4 ‘4 roe o raker 1n the fence »f 'Troientitflc  sem-
. ,
v srgmplas i ch o craivieal literature ~n Ec: Tt
. Yoreete aspetts f Eoa s onyeeminent 3Tatus 1n zcier-
’ et f e, e Toaprev ome helow
©Ar informal o survey of 3 cample of  faur rssues  -f
it 3 0l Ietween 1978 and L1927 (i13sues Z24.1,2. 23100
a2 and 63 1,20 fruni +hat of a2 total ~f  Fx fuli—-
'ength articles with b:i:bli>graphies (short rewisws Pibiaio-
graphic essays. articl!2s with no bibliography. and articles
by Eco himself ewslrded 15 cited ~ne or more works by

F~a Nf these 16, s3even cited A

thor o Fingle work was -~ited as of

1 As di1stainct  from the ph:

Theory of Semiot

“en :n these 33 ar

lesophy  of lingui

i1cs No

ticles

stics, a




Yrarch >f  *he phi. o oy °r Shrennte coeo the o g adaetnen
v Yarz o Dk las-phy oor Loogmiranos

5 aw. wIlk1 Jirues oy St GO wor e Ty e b
e cha Wap e oW I N LA AR AN ¢ same ct s v
~eytaz trak rome cr Fhace pathors oot oaTarp P enere e
oo ettty ik arrpes oI meralogle As there worlko have
~ee hean tranTlarted they remiin nunavallibile  ta rhose whoe
i- -2t v23d Polich

= T the -~ygtions esoressed at ' o where Eco
wr.*es ~f ‘the sort £ ingeterminacy  oriroiple’  which
D SMERING ok =< zep::t17 rezear<h Sf oraptar Twe o bel owo b
itzsatrin Cf rvas sart af Jimrrtation o on the Teopne HE
rTier e

=~ Tr  the fallowina  Aaccoun* St the genesrs andd aurn
it 3mce - f  +vve acphistrrated rallibalacr wvaew Tl
1l -mely, thousg in 3 =ummrarvs form "he  eerast noooand

teyrminology of 1ts greatest proponent Takate (Meth ool gy

10-47 and 102-20)

8 For 2 curvey of +*he range of non realist nosmirtoore,
ssue. especilally those mrst populsr sy st

w~r¥ers 1r the <or1al and human sciences, sSee the Intryodue

i

15n t3 George Levine's 0One Culture: Essays 1n Scrence il

Literature, Levine., although apparently =id:ing with tre
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Tk STl AN S P Rrytocoh Momanz v Irnides Hesd
iy oo Thrrs cph Felletin crgpaler o pre BT Hre b

SR L b 3 lrrrerytagron Pallet:n c1malorrque 0

Terenoes duorangags! inzdian Lr:teratira Iodes Communi

v
!

~ytr-nzx dbcrracrs iprrent Coptent s qr - rront Cor -
tontz S-o-ral Trerme s Humanity o Indes I'nt>rnati1onal
Poklrograchy 0 Thmral Sitren e L:nyizotro s apdd T oar iy ge

Boryyproy dretras~re MLA Tndex. Philoc-pher’ Inde - o1yl
~rence (T tatron Trdes and Vogr's Work n Modern [ Inagiage
Studr=s Tive f rthe 29 articles found procsed anebraanabte

IS

Tiven oy limitats ons of ime . and *they are nost anepuded o

13. Cf Bunge lnderstainding “in order e creak
erally about a f:eld there et re o tield Yheory capth

definite and testable fi1eld squarions” 12)

14 Livingston notes  trnat this sort ot outdated  oon

shrnal sf = Tience 1o nrevalent 1n *he attempts < f the ramar
and soro1al zrlences Yo ~-me +*o terms with t*ne  Adaminans

T

whith 1= to enti1f17 modern form of knowledae “l

1

o
)]
<
o
]

N

erary Kncwledge 22-23)., 3and Rom Harré ‘in nis "Inrtroduac:



E Bleatonn

“iont to ¥rorr-~Cetina s The Manuricture @ Anowledge) nas

rrred Forhmat vaicn o crk o in rhe <oy LTy or kraowledge
j reec, toirrared byoan 3imeest unackniwlexged adherence o
e 4 and srAdeetr  2i'nl-ded oniloeipby - Thierce InEtru-
le' Y_“' -l ]l H '} :

Y Twaamyan atopts Rohr's philosophy 2f chysios witna-

* AR S at*hough Behr'z Topenhagen Interpretation
r piantum me~hanics  was never widely accepte2d by philos-
rheyr I f -~coroence and has n~ow fallen ewven further 1n
oot e Takar -2 writes that -he <Copenhagen Interpretation

1

"Fe~ame  tne of  the <tandard-bearers of philecscphical ob-

arantlom Aohr's notor:ous ~~mpiementarity pri~-
i le =nthy ~red inconsistency 33 3 basic ultimate

Toatn e ¢ onature  and merged subjectivist pesitivvism oand

it i cal d1alect:z and  even ordinary language philinsophy

AN 'ne nholy aliran-e This led %> 23 defeat of
reason 1n modern  rhysics and to» an anarchist cult  of
incomprehensible chans Tinstein protested. 'The Heisen-
berg—-Bohr tranquilizing philescophy--or religion?-—1g so

deli1cately contrived that for the time being. 1t provides
a yentle pillow for the true bheliever'." (Methodology 59-
AN Cf Michael Redhead's JIncompiteteness. Non-locality
ind Realism for 3 defense of a realist philosophy of quan-
tum  mechani:s. and Bunge Understanding 84 for a critical

discussion of the subjectivist interpretations of QM




oy ey <ty

Mick Ccites Frat -t Tarry - oot ar owrk The Tao o oor
Phrros sz as 3 Autthovriov o ragariing tha e {or e gy Lot opagt e
cf  mhe Lacreysad maw Tanyy 3vTaes that o oo loyoey Shy oty o-)
lamaprds 3 valah o rcH S 3remne ) S Jee v U aant o Mo b

-1~ 2 A-roalde S v oar apalys 3 °f he oMt oce ol yrd
. e A - -~ 1 N 1 - - o~ - - 1 N ‘e
DU 1T oimpLiitat g of the prart e o de or AR B ARHITER R

1o the o1l zZocarcar and rumanitries, and ~f 0 Hange e

wmr e My tariylism) v detaried dbrscussion ot the gpect -

1T er:sremolngical claim concluding that Clejvery formula
£ fthe yuiantum  theory rerers evc-lusively £~ phvslcal en-
titisg rooarpe f2 o vnoewing subrectst 1SN -F1)
2 Azain this talk abo £ Maksolut: thrmic] ot orowld
aige’  seems Yo 1ndicate that De lauret:r tales an ~boo'ore
r.Etifrmationirm Yo be the rnily pogsaible phailoseaphy oot

sctenre  and therefore chooses the relativist Ay —ecorty o
decon=tructinonist alternative Fallibilisrs alce vl
abovut the renunciat:ion of ~“he aspirat:on Yo abzalnte jnowi
edge: they do not, however, rerresent this ¢ an apnol/p
tic revelation Cf Lakatecs' Introduction to Methodolory
for a conjecture that the demand for absolute certarnty 17
1 holdover from the epistemnlogical <riteria of 17+h v
*ur+y  *thealagy. and =ee Popper'=s Tonjectures tor an araumernt
the =aci1al! and human sciences are sti1ll 1n reactpcorn

arzinst  what was for 200 sears  the "dogma of almazt v

vnefyving prwer” of Newtonian physics (191)



17 A foew other works which A1zcuzs screnti1fic zem—

- R o ir. “he ‘*rermz ~f rhe phil-ss~chy  »f
pawmrira 1t o ve o antreodysed 1p o fRe coarce tf the di1zeouzsi1on

v 1roy chantore
1l T £ T et R gnment Yhat o grammavrs o wre not rhe—
v s L fFe 147 -dRD For a rcontrasting view, ~F 3leo

vogqpekste Arconosion 2t the relationship  between grammars

ind zeneral  thear:ies <f grammar ""Methodclosgical Prelimai-
rariest 3arf (in Fatz ed), and Aspects TChapter One
19 ~¢€  PRudner 4-9 ard Magel! @ for discussions of the

troraipcrion

"N Tt Bunge Life. “hapter 4. 3ection 1, for a survey
o rvebntral ~f the 1dealist  arguments that *the JSei1gtes-—

v'. “:n~~harten differ essentially from the natural sci-

ey

21. Other questions might also be asked about Eco's
list of "methodolegical tcols.” which there 1s no space to
go 1nto here. One might ask -y what means the 1tems on

Leo's  list were included while others were excluded One

might alao ask about the internal coherence of the list

22 Lakatos follows Popper 1n ldefining verisimilitude

1= fruth-conptent minus falsity-content: <f. Popper's <Jon-

5
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f-vmalizatian ot Anly Teme parcT ot 1 thestorical o work,
Tha  foymer refers to a kind of incompiete  or half-way
farmai1zation,  rather +than to !l ¢ rmali~ati~n  t certaan

pcrtione -f “he werk

_Z The 1nterpretation -t a ~2allazs 1= aceampl e hed

ot

by means f 23 svotem 2f zemantic rules taking the torm ot
reluction  ctatements. “hairs ~f reduaction JEafement
ccenne -t theoreti-al terms Lo obserwables Cf  Bunae Frrmal
21 ard Wallace 109ff, who shows that the roductipn otate

ment= have the form ~f an auviitiary btheory Neote shat thios

15 quite compatible with the *he~ry-~ladennes~ f  ahoeroa

26 This apparert Lelief ~f Ecn's  that  dyagr sms can
surport only one 1nterpreftation (which <cherefare neaed pot
be spelled out) 1s somewhat surgrising 1n li1ght 2t hye
discussions of the polysemy <f vizual zigns (e g T 247,
ot

Tt -an perhaps be explained az an azpect of 13 torm

i

essenti1alism It might be argued trnat Ecc Lelieve~ ‘anpro



rher  fearures  of Too's work which  suggest a0 latent

. A e .

sor g vrety oaropelagreyl oapproicrh te she meaningT AT rhecy-

-t ] s erm 2] Mie apparent belief *that posited (theosr-
AR skt e Tre-evist  thenries (cf . Chapter Two
PSRN I »yre  ~53re here -nlv for some krief remarks

Ahent the firot ~f the<ce subrects.

Ereo wryites  that
"2 iered  powertul according to  1ts rcapacity for offering an
arpropriates farmal definmi*tion for every sert of sign-func-

front TS S At  ancther point he writes ~f a phenomenon

whi1eh "y *hecry of codes can define but cannot structurally

recrodance by means  of a3 finite model” (TS $7), and else-
whetre 3321n asks how a certain kind of '"interpretation" can
P remictically defined” (TS 1300 These are 1l1ll-formed
sgpeculations, 1f the phenomenon 1n question 1s a specified

kind of something 1t has necessarily already been Jdefined.

presumably by a concealed component of Eco's own theory

NDefintticons are assignments »~f theoretical terms to clacses

't ~bgervables or other theoretical terms. and they vield
nn new  knewledge  (Popper. Conyectures 20) Terms are
defined. not phenomena. phenomena are specified with the
heln  of defined terms. A question about whether a phenom-

»n>1 can be defined must be asked by an essentialist, since
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Reitney 0

~nly an essential:i=st  neliees  2he  -an 71 vap phenomena
hefire  annling Ay TI t - rhaem, (F LA L S R S 1
Jerestior o r whethev 3daTyaras rermI tan be toeand o vea)

Fanoer hag 1a~zrired 1 A-rtrine he sl Dt Ay ot tel g

accontializm 0 Rhe belief rhat '3 detinaty v o1 v oot
£ %he irherenht oo=ncs v nature of 1oty wd
definit1ine 3re pran~ipler, that 12 v gy Fhey

~ar~ .+ e dey:irred from crher mropositions Cand] thus torm

2 ewvery scilente (JTonrectur s Qo) A5 we have
z2en 1n Chapter  Two above, Eco helds rhe unryr closely

relanad relief that ewvery science has a prerational core of

Saliabi ol
7 If what E-o Zavys  abhout theze  cymheois 3t be
Ttnetrued 3z irterpretatilon, "rhetaorical crltralens e

"ret-onyri~il  substitution., " and "metaphorical eubstitaty oot
must ke corstrued either as observsables, aor 135 low level
theoretical terms with 2a<arcrated ohservable andicar v
(Pawlowsk: 185ff, Wallace 106ff) Eco mives neirther
means of recognizing these as rbrservables ooy any indion
tors.

The more charitable appr ach here 1z ~1mply "7 overlaook

(9
)
)
O}
'l
3

o

D]

3
-

1°n Fziling fthis we must ~onclude that Ean's

symbalism 15 even more poorly =pecified than ~therwi.e

2, rf,. Chapter Four lLhelcw for a diccuzcion ot o
cther flaws 1n Eco'=s appropriation of Quillran'c model ~f 3



Reiney 91
semantic memory as his  Mndel 0" of  "iniinite  emant 1o

recuiysivitbtwt (TS 121

29 In what f:lli-we, T zhall uee the term “Moadel Y ¢
refey to Too oo oarnpropirtation of the worlc ~f wrnillran rrd

net s Aurllian's werk 1tzelf

2 In 1t3 ~wn discipline  where 1t 15 cenasidered o

ra2lativelvy minor werk, Quillian's Aarticle o3 3emantic
memory. from which Eco derives his Model Q and upon which
he buillds muth of his semiotic  theory. never achieved

anything approaching the degree of nrominence that Eco

Jiv/es 1t
21, 2f. <Chapter Three above for Adiscussion ot thie
d13Iram. and »f Eco's fai1lure to specify the 1nterprotation

of unillian's formalism.

>l Note the confusinn displayed by Ecn s use ot ferms
such as "unlimited" 1interchangeably with "inf.nite": arbit-

rarily large numbers are st1ll finaite

33. Cf. Chomsky Aspects 4 for the =tandard acrount ~f

the relation of competence to pertformance

34. We can speak of physical size here, despite rhe
fact that competence 1s an abstract 1nformational ohject
wrth no physical si1ze. since the competence must be em-

hedied 1n a physical brain 1n which the storage of each b1t



Reiner 42
-f 1nformation regiires 1 physical medium of some finite

PapS

S, vy -
N ern 3102

35 Far  ranvenience I o will use  the terms 'I-access-

Ylew 3rd  "Tozrre=szibility” o dennte the vrelation of

amces~siraliry by fraversing an arbirtrary number of nodes in
the netwrrk even when discussing Quillian's version of the
rotwark, although Omillian does nrot make use ~f the Peirc-

ein ~oncept of 1nterpretant., using 1nstead the much more

~1=e concept ~f associative laink

"y

T

v

A6, Nete that this does not follow 1n Quillian's ver-—

: <o of the model in which the meaning of a necde (1ts
“full oooncept) 1S given by  two abstract objects (the set

-t nndes acressible from 1t. and the structure »f relations

helding hetween the members of this set) rather than di-

rectly  1n  terms of other nodes. This szolution 1s not

1vailable to Eco. since he has abolished the distinct:ion

tretween token- and type-nodes. and has reduced all rela-

t1ons between nodes fto the interpretant relation

37. But see the section on the empirical content of
M-del Q below an argument to the effect that the empirical
-antent of Model Q was already nearly zero. This 1s fore-

Jr-unded i1n Eco's later formulation.

«! I At any rate Eco would have to claim that no

rrredictions can be based on the 1nfinite network. since
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full  knowledge of 1% wild he impeszible oy a rinite maind

Tothall retyryn ot t“hic roint bel sw,

29 Thiz algs Tompletes  the argument  =arl:ey 1 thas
“Haptroar *o o Ehe effect Fhat Ecc 'z ver mion St orhe nargeaprle oo
fotally homogeneocus, =<ince he q1vves no Yeoassn vhy  shae

intercretant relat1:n chouid nat hold hetween anvy and eveyy
ra:ir 2f nodes We rive ust seen 702d reacon *- think that

the 1nterpretant relatisn dees 1n fact hold hetween any

40 It shaould  be nefed that this uasage ~f the term

“empirical ctontent” 1z diftferent {rom that ~f  Bunve  and

ot

correseonds to Bunge's "factual o ~enten Biings acanriatrog
the term "empirical content” with the falese (radiral em-

pir:~12t® ~claim that theories are only <ummariea of  +the

41 . Lakatos' rriterion of excess empirical content
over 1ts predecessors 1s  an 2utgrowth 2f the deductive-
nomological account of explanation Adus *+n  Hempel and
Popper. Bunge terms this mere '"subsumption under 1 ‘the-
vy, and argues for a stronger accoourt  of expglanation
which does not "i1gnore | ] the mechanisms ~f “*thingo"
flUnderstanding 22-23). Since Bunge's criterion 1s utrictly
stronger than Lakatos' (1t requires of a theory everything

which Lakates' denes. and adds further requirements), my



Leiner 94

[

0]

avument  would e Lraffecrted by tie  adsotion ot Bunge

bl

ey of vt lanatrion

42 Tha~ 13 a straonmery asgert:ion than that Medel O a1s
tal e A fal~e =sta3tamant ~an zrt111 nave eppirvical Tontent
Trrrper's  claccr-al oerramole 15 that, when uttered on Monday.

R St a3k oment VT .

PO

-
4]

Tuesday." although false., =sti1ll en-
ta1l~ the trye 2mnirical  statements "It s not Wednesday.'
"1t 15 not Thursday." and so on  (Conjectures 392), A

s*atement with r> empilrical content entails no empirical

,__‘
oy

ctartoments 3t s

12 °f Bunge !/nderstanding: "anything that purparts

‘- ewplain evervthing actually explains nothing’ 19)

J
[au ]
T
oy
]

4 0f Sunge  Li1fe (122-273) for a  summary o

fairly -~onclusive arguments against this view

A3 The absurdities entailed are statements aibout
psychology: these are what save Model O from the charge »f
total vacuity. and proaduce the gualification 'as a semantic

theory" at the end of the last sentence of this paragraph.

46 In recent years the reputation of science 1n the
¢~~13, sciences has  fallen s> low that a spate of books and
parers attemphing a3  rescue have been =2licited For a

Fheroaush dis-ussion of the general arguments <f. Papineau's

For Science 1n the Sccial Sciences. and for the application
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