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12.1.2 The Question of Dynamics. A Joint Theory


As we approach the promised synthesis of the various parts of this book, one aspect should be stated explicitly: if our Logic in Reality applies to description of the changing phenomena in question, then that description belongs to Philosophy in Reality. Other theories of them, e.g. one of those that will concern us here, is the sociological theory of communication of Loet Leydesdorff (2003).  A contrario, that theory as described by its author in an analytical theory (of structure, communications and social networks) and hence does not make explicit reference to the logical principles of LIR as they apply to processes. Our point is that domains of intersection can be identified; one can imagine a joint theory in which that of Leydesdorff, for example constitutes the epistemological part, using epistemons as ‘units’ (Chapter 9) and LIR the ontological part using ontolons. We acknowledge here the positive reaction of Leydesdorff (personal communication) to our categorization of his work as ‘epistemological dynamics’. The clear identification and valuation of changes in the concepts, the fact that we are not limiting the range of discourse to static entities, establishes the relation between the two domains of thought. In a forthcoming book, Leydesdorff (below, LL) will focus on the quantitative study of science, technology, and innovation in relation to communication (Leydesdorff, 2020). Our Philosophy in Reality is also a study of dynamic aspects of ‘knowledge, information and meaning’, but it is intended primarily as a contribution to the qualitative study of science, together with philosophy. We claim that it is possible to define a theory of communication in which both aspects operate jointly.

The cognitive processes involved in human communication are so familiar that their complexity tends to be forgotten. Philosophical issues immediately arise, however, in any discussion of communication since they depend on the existence of at least two individual human or animal consciousnesses, memories to retain verbal or other messages and common codes, which need not be linguistic ones, for one individual to understand the meaning of the other. In our discussion of information, we described it as a process of informing, constituted by both actual and potential energetic elements, such that energy was present both as the carrier of meaning as well as meaning itself.


Communication theories focus on the different aspects of communication, broadly the generation, transmission, reception and interpretation of meaningful information, where meaningful as noted above refers to the value of the information for the well-being, physical and mental, of the individual.  However, information, as we have already seen has both simple scalar and complex vector components. The evolution of the former is describable by truth-functional, propositional logics or their mathematical equivalents, but the latter requires a non-propositional logic of real processes, based on the physical-philosophical principle of dynamic opposition, the alternating dominance of actual vs. potential aspects of the cognitive systems in the communicating relation. The process elements, real and interactive or not, with which one chooses to begin the analysis and synthesis are thus critical. It is therefore not a criticism of existing communication theory to say that it conforms to the rules of bivalent, propositional logic since no valid alternative can be said to have received broad acceptance. LL’s basic thesis is that above a certain level of complexity of interactions, recursive and hyper-recursive processes take place essentially involving only the communications systems themselves. In these, the “links” of the network, “process” information differently from human action systems considered as the “nodes”. The three scare quotes placed by LL represent his view that not only should such links and nodes not be discussed as if they were independent, the interactions between links and nodes involve the principle of dynamic opposition, in which one or the other feature predominates. The corollary of this is that a purely mathematical theory of communication is adequate only for some statistical aspects of knowledge-based systems.

12.1.3 The Question of Meaning

The similarities and differences between the approach of LL and ourselves can be illustrated by reference to what we define as the two major forms of meaning. They are the further expression in LIR terms of meaning first discussed in Chapter 9, but the basis for their potential synthesis will emerge in what follows. 

 

Meaning I 

Meaning I inheres in all existent entities. It has ipso facto value for conscious entities. Changes in it can be characterized as ontological flows of information (energy). Its logic is the non-propositional logic of energy. Its units are complex dynamic structures – ‘ontolons’.

Meaning II 

Meaning II is generated in the codified, interpreted communications between conscious entities. Its dynamics are epistemological, without energy change. Its logic is propositional, bi- or multivalent, paraconsistent and/or intuitionist, modal, etc. Its units are linguistic structures – ‘epistemons’, or in LL’s term ‘kenes’, which refers to units or blocks of knowledge.

 

Corollary A:  For any real system including conscious entities, both forms of meaning are present and influence one another dialectically.

Corollary B:  Both forms of meaning are causally efficient for conscious entities, Meaning I directly and Meaning II via Meaning I.

 

The two forms of Meaning do not only refer to the Interactions involved in a real process, they are part of the Interactions (or are constituted by them). Thus, there are two different kinds of Interaction corresponding to the two forms of Meaning:

 

Interactions II: Epistemic (as described by LL in (2003))

Interactions and information of Meaning II processes can be measured in bits.

Interactions II can be between codes

Meaning II originates from and feedbacks on Interactions II between or among communications

The dynamics of innovation is a case of Interactions II between or among communications

 

Interactions I: Ontic

Meaning I processes and Interactions I cannot be measured in bits nor described by an algorithm.  

Meaning I processes originate from and feedback on Interactions I between living agents.

One example of such interactions is the dynamics of innovation: it involves Interactions I between living agents (inventors and venture capitalists). The frames of reference are different but not totally disjoint, since the living and communicating agent is present more or less actualized or ‘in the background’ in each. 


In fact, the communicative act involves a complex series of mental and physical events and processes. Some involve actions directly, while others define a ‘space’ of attitudes and anticipations that are the pre-conditions for/to subsequent communication. In addition to the spatial dimension, all the mental pre-processing as well as operation take place in a time dimension that extends from the domain of historically available options, grounded in memory, to imagined and anticipated future events. The properties of human anticipation have been well studied by Dubois (1998) and Poli (2017) as well as Leydesdorff. Roberto Poli has developed the concept of anticipation and brought into the domain of the political arena. In our ‘real’ phenomenological view, imagination precedes anticipation, which involves a greater degree of presence of a concept, albeit still at the level of an actualized potentialization. (We see here a first example of the necessity, pointed to by Nicolescu, of a nine-fold matrix of actuality, potentiality and T-state, in which each of the three can exist in a state which is predominantly one of the others. Some of the pairs, such as potentiality of potentiality have more meaning than others, but not always in the same way. In any case, it is to this area of cognition where they appear to be most applicable.)

We will refer several times to the use, especially by LL, of the term historic or historicity. We will emphasize the reality of ‘historicity’ as the four-dimensional object in which the dynamics of real processes are instantiated. History – and its philosophy – should be understood in ontological terms, as in the intuition of some neo-Kantians (see Chapter 15). We should again emphasize that our designation of some doctrine as “ontological” is to insist on its dynamics, an acknowledgement of the history of a system in its changing form (morphogenesis).

