1

IT MAY BE ARGUED THAT CONSTITUTIVE RULES ARE NOT IN ALL RESPECTS RELATIVISTIC OR ARBITRARY.

2

A DISCUSSION OF THE PROBLEM INVOLVES RAISING THE QUESTION HOW ONE JUSTIFIES CERTAIN NOTIONS OF STRUCTURE WHEREBY THE STATUS OF CERTAIN ITEMS IS FELT TO BE 'NECESSARY' OR ANALYTIC IN SOME WAY.

3

YET THERE IS SOME ROOM FOR TUE SUGGESTION THAT THE AUTHORITY OF AN ITEM DERIVES FROM THE DE FACT0 RULES AVAILABLE

4

RATHER THAN FROM THE DE JURE RULES.

5

ANOTHER SUGGESTION IS THAT THERE ARE HERMENEUTIC BASES FOR THE ASSUMPTION THAT THESE DE FACTO RULES ARE BETTER THAN ARBITRARY.

6

FROM ANOTHER POINT 0F VIEW THEY ARE, IN A SENSE, ARBITRARY.

7

THIS VIEW POINT WOULD BE AN 'OPERATIONAL' ONE  – BUT WOULDN'T THE SENSE OF 'ARBITRARY' FALL BACK ON CERTAIN RPETRICTED INDICES?

8

IT IS FAIRLY OBVIOUS THAT DE FACTO RULES (LAWS?) AND THE DE JURE ONES ARE CONSTITUTIVE  – IN A SENSE THAT ONCE ADOPTED

9

THEY ARE IN SOME WAY NECESSARY FOR THE PRESERVATION OF EFFECTIVE RELATIONS.

10

THE NOTI0N OF 'ADOPTION' MAY REQUIRE A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF EXPLICATION  – AS THE WHOLE THING MAY DEPEND ON UNDERSTANDING THE INTERNAL STRUCTURE THEREOF.

11

ANOTHER WAY OF PUTTING IT MAY BE TO SAY THAT THE RULES ARE NECESSARY INSOFAR AS ANY ITEM MAY BE SUSCEPTIBLE TO INTERPRETATION – BUT THEY NEITHER STAND, NOR HAVE, FURTHER JUSTIFICATION.

12

THIS VIEW MAY NOT BE ALL THAT EASY TO SUPPORT.

13

THE POINT IS THAT IT MAY VERY WELL BE EASY TO ACCEPT THE ASSERTION THAT THE DE FACTO RULE IS ESSENTIALLY RELATIVE, BUT VERT HARD TO ACCEPT A CORRESPONDING ASSERTION THAT THE (ANY)

DE JURE RULE IS ALSO.

14

VERY LITTLE CAN BE EXTRACTED FROM ADOPTING A LINGUISTIC / PARALINGUISTIC CONVENTIONAL (OR 'TRADITIONALIST ') APPROACH TO THE PROBLEM(S).

15

THE ISSUE WOULD NOW REVOLVE ROUND THE QUESTION HOW FORMAL RULES ARE JUSTIFIED.

16

A CERTAIN VERSION (OR CERTAIN VERSIONS) OF A THEORY OF SO-CALLED 'DEEP' AND 'SURFACE' SYNTAX MIGHT BE SEEN AS ATTEMPTS TO GET RID OF THE PROBLEM POSED BY THE FACT THAT THERE SEEM TO BE CLOSE CONNECTIONS BETWEEN DE FACTO AND DE JURE RULES.

17

AS A WAY OUT, IT DOES NOT COMMIT ONE TO A RELATISTIC POSITION.

18

VERY FEW PEOPLE WOULD CLAIM THAT ANY STRUCTURALLY COHESIVE ITEM CAN VARY IN ARBITRARY WAYS ALONG AN ARBITRARY NUMBER OF DIMENSIONS;

19

SIMILARLY, THERE ARE SEVERE CONSTRAINTS UPON THE WAYS IN WHICH CATEGORICAL / ONTOLOGICAL FRAMEWORKS CAN DIFFER FROM ONE ANOTHER.

20

THAT IS TO SAY THAT CATEGORICAL / ONTOLOGICAL RELATIVITY (AND HENCE, PERHAPS, ... LIBERALITY (WHICH IS A NASTY RELATIVE)) MAY BE ILLUSORY.

21

BUT IF ANYONE WANTS TO SH0W THIS (AND IT ISN'T THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE TO BEING AN  ABSOLUTIST / CONSERVATIVE) HE WILL HAVE TO CONSIDER HOW IMPORTANT IT MAY BE TO DISCUSS RULES OF FORMATION

22

AS THEORIES OF 'ONTOLOGICAL STRUCTURE' (QUASI-ONTOLOGICAL / QUASI-SYNTACTICAL… STRUCTURE)

23

STRUCTURE ARE COMPOSED OF RELATIONS AND NOT PROCESSES.
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24

A TRADITIONAL VIEW IS THAT A SEMIO-ITEM HAS A 'CONCEPTUAL' CONTENT AND A 'PHYSICAL' FORM.

25

THE CONNECTION BETWEEN OVERT FORM AND OVERT CONTENT IS PROVIDED SYNTACTICALLY.

26

SOME THEORIES ELUCIDATE THE CONNECTION IN TERME OF OSTENSIVE STRUCTURE.

27

THIS IS DONE BY PROVIDING A STRUCTURAL DESCRIPTION OF SEMIOTIC UNITS WHICH CORRESPOND TO THE

28

MINIMAL 'FORMED' ITEM SUSCEPTIBLE TO ANALYSIS.

29

'DESCRIPTION' IS CLEARLY NOT DEVOID OF A 'PRESCRIPTIVE' (THEORETICAL) DIMENSION.

30

THE (FORMALLY 'COMPLETE') SEMIO-ITEM CAN BE ANALYSED INTO LINEAR CONCATENATIONS... UNTIL

31

TERMINAL (OR QUASI-TERMINAL) ELEMENTS ARE ACQUIRED.

32

HOWEVER, IT IS FAIRLY OBVIOUS THAT SEMIO-UNITS (DISCOURSE ITEMS) ARE CAPABLE OF CONTAINING

33

SYNTACTIC CLASSES WITH CONCEPTUALLY DISPARATE MEMBERS

34

WITHIN CONCEPTUALLY DISPARATE RELATIONSHIPS.

35

THE  IMPLICIT ASSUMPTION THAT A 'TECHNICAL UNIT' (TECHNICALLY COMPLETE  SYNTACTICAL UNIT) CAN CAN JUST BE REGARDED AS A SINGLE BASED BRANCHING SYSTEM

36

SUGGESTS (FOR SOME CIRCUMSTANCES) A REQUIREMENT THAT ONE EXCISE DE FACTO RULES (INSOFAR AS THEY ARE TREATED AS DE FACTO).

37

THE ALTERNATIVE TO THE VIEW THÂT MOST APPROACHES TO SEMIO-ITEMS ARE WORSE THAN SYSTEMATICALLY MISLEADING HAS REVISIONARY CONSEQUENCES OF A GENERAL NATURE;

38

'WORSE' BECAUSE THERE MAY BE SOME IMPORTANT REASON TO ASSUME THAT YOU CAN USE THE QUASI-ONTOLOGICAL TO IDEOLOGICAL ADVANTAGE.

39

THE REVISION IS ON WHAT MAY COUNT AS A SUSCEPTIBLE UNIT… ...AND THIS MAY BE  PARASITIC UPON SHOWING HOW ANTECEDENT NOTIONS MIGHT BE INADEQUATE.

40

'SURFACE STRUCTURE' IS A CONVENIENCE TERM FOR THOSE ELEMENTS WHICH DO NOT APPEAR TO BE APPROPRIATELY CHARACTERIZED AS A HIERARCHICAL, LINEAR CONCATENATION OF ELEMENTS IN OVERT 'REALIZED' ORDER.

41

ANYTHING MISSING FROM SUCH AN ACCOUNT MIGHT BE THOUGHT OF AS BELONGING TO BASIC STRUCTURE.

42

TO SHOW THAT THERE IS NO AUTOMATIC PIECE BY PIECE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 'SURFACE' STRUCTURE AND 'CONCEPTUAL' FORM, VARIOUS CONCRETE EXAMPLES MIGHT BE CITED.

43

... JUST FIND SOMETHING TO READ, STARE AT, ETC.

44

PERHAPS EVERYONE COULD AGREE THÂT IT WOULD BE USEFUL TO SOMEHOW SPECIFY WHICH RELATIONS (CONCATENATIONS) OF ELEMENTS ARE FORMALLY DETERMINABLE

45

AND WHICH SETS OF FORMALLY DETERMINABLE ELEMENTS ARE 'SEMANTICALLY' AND 'SYNTACTICALLY' RELATED.

46

THE TROUBLE COMES WHEN ITS REALIZED WHEN NONE OF THIS INFORMATION IS JUST 'GIVEN'.

47

THE 'LOGICISTIC' POSITION WOULD SUGGEST THATT A FINITE SET OF RULES IS CAPABLE  OF GENERATING (ALL AND ONLY) TRIS 'FORMALLY COMPLETE' ITEMS IN A BODY OF ITEMS.

48

THE PARTICULAR RULES PROPOSED MAY BE DIVIDED INTO SEVERAL COMPONENTS: AMONG THEM WILL BE

49

MORPHOLOGICAL ONES.

50

THERE WILL ALSO BE SEMANTICAL ANTI LEXICAL RULES

51

ANTI SYNTACTICAL RULES

52

(BUT NO-ONE IS PRESUPPOSING A CLEAR DIVISION BETWEEN THE SEMANTIC AND THE SYNTACTIC).
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