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The word symbol is sometimes used to designate the linguistic sign or more exactly
that part of the linguistic sign which we are calling the signal. This use of the word symbol is
awkward for reasons connected with our first principle. For it is characteristic of symbols
that they are never entirely arbitrary. They are not empty configurations and show at least a
vestige of natural connexion between the signal and its signification. For instance our
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5  “Post4ruth” and the Future of Politics

*Hu Yong

The Oxford Dictionaries selected “post-truth” as Word of the Year 2016 - an adjective defined as
‘relating to or denoting circumstances in which objective facts are less influential in shaping public
opinion than appeals to emotion and personal belief’ . There are many reasons for the coming of the post—
truth age such as the evol "tion of technology and media the uncertainty of economy and society and the
rise of postmodernism and relativism but among them the collapse of the facts is the most prominent.

This brings about a series of consequences: the end of truth and objectivity the prevalence of conspiracy
theory the crisis of the political debate and even democracy. To this end we need to rebuild a fact-based
politics on the power of “reflection and choice” and to abandon the vicious circle of “accident and

force”.

14 On Symbol: An Integrated Perspective on Motivation and Arbitrary in Communication Semiotics

*Hu Yirong

The polysemous semiotic term “symbol” as it was translated into Chinese has raised a lot of debates and
misunderstandings in academic circle. It also reflects that many Chinese scholars” inadequate grasp of the
modern semiotic theory paradigm. It is necessary to interpret the key differences between Saussure and
Peirce by taking the term symbol as an entry point and tracing its relationship with motivation. In a sense

Peirce’s semiotic system is just the theory of general signs that Saussure once imagined but not realized. It
is also a theory that deals with general signs instead of some special type. Thus it is more applicable to

contemporary signs and communication studies.

25 Academic Circulation: Narrative  Local Knowledge and Subjectivity Reflections on an

Academic Debate

*Zhu Lili

After reviewing the unfolding process of an academic debate and the different arguments emerging from it
this article traces the historical origin and context of why and how narrative research enters into the
communication science and discusses how the two interpretive communities within the discipline
interpretivism and positivism accept the narrative research differently. It also tries to address the
legitimacy and methodological significance of narrative research in the whole universe of the humanities
and social sciences. Narrative research emphasizes narrative as the core of human experience and

somehow exceeds the frame of traditional qualitative research and ethnography thus requiring academic
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