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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 TERMS 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

W1THIN CONCEPTUALLY DISPARATE RELATIONSHIPS.

35

THE IMPLICIT ASSUMPTION THAT A ‘TECHNICAL UNIT’ (TECHNICALLY COMPLETE SYNTACTICAL UNIT) 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 THAT MOST APPROACHES TO SEMIO-ITEMS ARE WORSE THAN SYSTEMATICALLY MISLEADING HAS REVISIONARY CONSEQUENCES OF A GENERAL NATURE.

38

‘W0RSE’ BECAUSE THERE MAY BE SOME IMPORTANT REASON TO ASSUME THAT YOU CAN USE THE QUASIONTO​LOGICAL 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 APPRO​PRIATELY CHARACTERIZED AS 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.
