REAERHEHNE: AKRFEANNFSEFHAE

2ie « RIS
iRz RSNz

WE: AW HMEREERNTZE. AR LR 2X IR/ IR R IF 18 1
g, W gEAME A 2Lk — AN IL R W e b ——I R = A MA R 552, HARAT
g AL R Y AT — 0 EEBEMAEGONNE 2S5 ENARN S 28
T E AR RITIR R SR T RE, R W 28K (Husserl) 5 B R M
(Peirce) QINLAYILGETIERM AL BE, AR THE IR Z AR AR IRB LS
WA . &5, FRBRIL G A ANAT 5 24— 58 R S8 8l REkS 211 5%
HEAEH

FoqR, PERGEGFZIAIER « Wit F (Jan Patodka) — 457k 6940
Yo MAE—AHBRARMFCHAENRZE X HFE. IANAUDAAE R F I I A I
LA« B2 5x (Tom& Masaryk) AATAET 1878 FARILHE T4, “dHik” L

AR ERERE B, CHART RIS R —— 3 F R 08K
ERIRE 7 (Koh& 1989) .
1. 58

15 bt 2l i 9 58 SOk B AN AL IR 3 A i X, BT RS8R R 2 N4, KL
GRS RFAERESERERABMTE. SR ZE/R (Husserl 1954) 7£ (f&HL)
(Krisis) H &1 B AR AL 742 L TE 7 SCHAE )3 . e b, HhiiZE R AR e
S — AR SR IR, B TS R B B AR ) DUAH IR AR

B, WATEZEE N E 2 A RMFERREE . A8 CEH B E TR T
3 RIER . J1— T, FAREERW, fF5 . VETRR LRI R AR [F] IR
bk, IERENS ST

M EML AR, F2 ANEERBT AT WARE, ERER
(Daddesio 1996) 1996 fE#H!, FiE%E (Margarifbsde Morentin) k%) —+H4ERTAEARY
P EAt iR X — AR5 . SR /Y, AFEFI=E%FE (Per Aage Brandt) FISEARE DA%
(Jean-Marie Klinkenberg) —2&2235 g DA MSLE 4R H 7IXNARIE. HETHAEEZA
BRAIEAMHER WA BAELSCT, AR 5ZARE R T 775 28 A2 50
MEVERL, N SO AR ) R A A SN B 22 FAESE . X P& S N aTR
ok 2 DIA o o N ENRL 22 n A T e v M AL s 1) 9% 2ok B 5 N 2R . KR

1 J& 3 : Sonesson, G. (2009). The view from Husserl’s lectern : considerations on the role of
phenomenology in cognitive semiotics. Cybernetics and Human Knowing, 16, 107-148.
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(Donald 1991, 2001; Deacon 1997) . Sub[EWS, NEIRMF A — N0 SRR S SR
), T IR ) R I B 2E 3R A3 R 7k (Thompson 2007; Gallagher 2005; Zlatev
2008) . Mk, IR EJER T BINEIRT S 7l vl fe & B —— A AT C 24X w4l
SR GRIRSIERRE:. BIRSIESE) Foy = AN E A

HE, fRHIXMEEE MR FEAIE T, Fst b, K2 R CERE N
M LAER st NRIFPREE-TFHR L S5WGINNFT 554 TAM %,
M4 FRIEA B, BEFHREERAFHRX -RIETC. W5RAER L TZ K
1978 ST 7 (Sonesson 1978) BB, UE R AR CBARE S =B S)
(Sonesson 1979) — X i F ¥ HRFE M E KR 5 FHEL, TIXFEES KT
SIS R @AM RO AR AR E, SR S & . fEIX 7T,
AR B AHA R —NIHZEIR B TRIRE « H/R4EZF (Aron Gurwitsch) JIEFE S A
FERIBREE . HRGETHEITBEAI RS IA KOS IR N FE L, HEE H I
FENR R BIX LW T . (HESL b, I IRAC N AR B 4 % Q0 38 257 (1 308 AR A 30
N HE M. 2

i 8 /R B LR 5 VAT DAY B IR SR AR s A5 i AL ) — Fh 223 BHZER 2
Je s R EHRR AL AT A LR A T AR IR A S, kLT E AT R W F 4l
PRI G0 7. DN, B2 IR R AR N BAE Rt 2 DR E il Bhah, FRATR
AFAGIN—ARE, XA IERF IR K EEARKER . RER AN TAE
(Sonesson 1989) DA i /R4EZT I TAF (Gurwitsch 1957) 1] 23X J7 T 1T B TA%,
{HIX— D7 VE AR b BT R SR AR R (Paul Ricoeur) A, &0 M) (B
M) (Ricoeur 1975) — i RERLE LIS, IEMWZHE AR (Thompson 2007, p. 267ff)
Ta AR EE, BFAZERIARCLE, RTHERPLECERNZ, TR TIRETEN
BRI RE . BRI DS, UV E LB B G A S ——IR— B
—EEI A RO TAE, JUH W KA “EE IR (Bildbewusstsein) i) &
EHHE 1989 FLIK, —HIFEX —HHBIRE. FINREMAGEX —BAZERT K (B
FORIRACRE) (O REAA, S 5IX— SRR . X VR E IR IF AR B IE A T 6
DG, MRl — B S A D5 RS, I S5 1ENE IR T B 4
IOt ARG R o IE AR TR IR FPRR G PEE L b, AT TGN 5 2= LA, A
M F—Fh 5 = AFRBR LA IR T (Zlatev 2009) o Y%, XIS LS =K.

G, 3R R AR I A R BRI I G B oA 223, IR 22 1 S B AR B A8 Bk — 28

FE o AR 1978 SR, XA E S5 E SR 2R ALV, X B R W gl DA

M}

2 How this is theoretically feasible is of course an issue, but Husserl never discusses this, and even
Gurwitsch’s attempt to account for it in terms of the difference between phenomenological philosophy and
phenomenological psychology is hardly entirely satisfactory.

3 For an introduction to phenomenology from the point of view of contemporary cognitive science, cf.
Gallagher & Zahavi, 2008

17



MHEE. 78 (FMEM &Y  (Sonesson 1989) —FiH, FM B /R AR BLHEH 5 £ 5 & MW
s FREMEREEEA Bk . AR IX 2L i SR BR324 T FR A — D& —— R R B
WA — 30 TAE AR AE I BL R S F3a B o SR BN AN 43 51 1 DL =433 b B 42 56
HF B F A G W A SRk T Be R AR A R B AR A . X B2 R i 3
FEFWAE, WA ERE T 450, e b, ERHZERTE “HERIE B
S SRR AR 1. — B FUETEE, SO = kAR R W4, SRR A I
A AT RE PR, 3E T Rk RE BH AR AR U AT e, AR DY 4 B A SR AR A 2

1T 95 36 AL RR S I G 2 e A7 FE R i, R W WA AN A B @ L EI R
w2 by BRRENE R HACKRIUT A . XA BRRIE T IR Y (Garfinkel 1967) 1)
N5 (ethnomethodology) BX VT &G iER. (HAHHZE/RMRZFM S, XA
FAERAVER R FA, MEERERE N ESEERMARE, Hi5 SRS IBEHE
WEFATRR, 2R T@EBMI]. A, ATEITGER PRI RZ MBI — A, Fimk
AITE R EZ SRV R R IH FY), R EZ AR 3RS . AN RIS R R ES
T ZE R AT A I AR %, LR IS SRS (imagination) HHARLII S HEARL, X2
B BGI N I AEPIFFS 2F 0 7E R H R 55 (Sonesson 2006b, 2009; cf. Zlatev 2009) . 7EiX A
SRR, AR TRV, HFEE R AEY RS EEIR 0 — 5 CIE an B R B
WIHE) fRAESR M. XADERIE P DU R R——F e TR K. 52, M/ S
LI ETA R E L (VA e B 2 R = sz EARTA SN E SO # A
NEFT, AR EA T Z 5.

AR b3 ) @ A T RESLAERT 5 INEER E S ELR R A S R R
Tt HE Hig B ME 2L (P AE R R iR 2L L PP A B, R IX B EHEL R B T ROUR W, #HZE

IREHA AR . TR DR, TR . RS R ATR I
WAAHE S, RIS P KRS TIAUE—BIE, &, JF <2557 4

MERNEN R BE, BEMERAGT 2 LIRS (Zlatev 2009) . [R]INf 4 20 TK 2
AR MRS 25N R, DRBREINEN B SIS, AR I U4
B EAREE . 5T RIKEE R 2OARRT 52y, dmEERRFATESEN
KA. AR BT, FRINRIRBEIR S LRTT R AT &2, Jo 2]
JRSALSES 2T ARG E

2. I\HFFSENE

WEITF 55 S B AT, FTEARL 2 575 2 Bl iR A . 4]
REH TR TRMBEE, AR5 AARELIF SRR T80k XEFEERE T
U0 R BEEI TE B AR, RZ IR XA ARSI R A 1
RIBEAR, JE5shP0) “FREER” (Umwelten) AHXT (cf. section 2.4) o AKIREM

4 A better term may be semiotic cognitive science, which Deacon once used in a lecture, the date of which | cannot now
pinpoint. But cognitive semiotics now seems to stand a better chance of being established as a notion.
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IRASE R — P UM & BB, BRI T E L FESL, BEARP RS
PG, EA R HIA (see section 2.2) o FEINEIRIJevE & A K4 b (e,
Thompson 2007) , =1 i) @ A8 o AP ER BT S8R IO 7P2 00, T 7 R A B 0 A o 1)
. 3B — 5, IR R R TR SR 5 A, B — RS R 4 56 T T
(cf. section 2.3) . FHIK, BERSWFF T FELIH L S INRIERE, IR =LA
A WHIG S AR, f75% 50N MEBHEE R FTERE, K kR4 Ry —
PP A

21 FSENAE

JUPANTREAE A £ 5 0 AU B @A R Ul 3R, He b, 25
SERERZANROUT R B X FR A . Bt el LR AR, G 5 (Paul
Bouissac 1999) XFEHIFF 555K, FIREM AT T RAR N T EHAT 0 Mr, e N
Bhse N RED L, N ANEU LA UK 2 ) SR R BURE € TSR, I
BTSN RIRE w5 2 AT L X, 3R SRR e T R I O Ak. 7
(Bouissac, p. 4) . X—5FE, #SLHER T2/ 52X T4E, el bliig—
PN GERL 7 5 HoAh 22 R 35 2R A . 18 1) SRS LS B 2 TR I LU LB, A
FRE LR e XM E, IWHEH L AT 5 2 o i 7 iS5 4, BRoRE
KE R Z AN FRHE G Y, AT S 5 WAL G R R R TR i B R S 5 & 4t
(Saussurean and Chomskyan linguistics) B, 52 R F-AhAI 5% SRk 4idek A% 110 S 7 i3t
MR ZE R AR B E AT 5 52000 G R RN B T %), mANKES
PR AR e Ath 2 B R SRAT: 1T 32 3035 B

SR, AN SR AR R TR S BRI AS 0 X, HoAn RFRAT T 2GR L AR A 5
FHEAMAEATEHT TRk N TN — 2R s, S0 s, s , &
KALF- A T e 073 B X — 22 R /A 70 BF (cf. Sonesson 1996) o 375 2% 1) 32 8,
WECHEE 2, FEAEEANBME) “fr” « Bt FOR, B
BNV, IR R E AL AR R & N — VI H I R RK . FF5 5 10 Rr 8 W A B
R A E S, EWNR%/R (1973, see p. 23) MR RIANKE, SELE G de i f /R
s R UL, 75 2t (Al B UL H A S — M f# (cf. Parmentier 1985) . MiXA
BX b, SRt s RSz ARBTE A, &5 0UHE - R (Umberto Eco)
kg B S (Greimas) HIIERE & &8 A BT 5 Re BT S & IR g, 1 /R i 2 e
BEE MRy 55 R G AMAE . (H AT DA, 1% (R A e S R0 4455 A TR e X
T, MATEARBMIN), A2 A8 .

5. This is, as Prieto (1975a) has convincingly shown, the real meaning of the famous Saussurean saying that the point of view
creates the object of linguistics, which, as observed by Sonesson (1989, p. 28), is extended to all other “sciences
sémiologiques” by Saussure (1974, p. 47). Without referring to Vico (2004), Prieto here seems to take for granted Vico’s
postulate, which is something that will be discussed later on in the text.
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MRS ZR 1R, WIERATE LD IERR MR . MRS, AfTATRE
AR — AR E 1) B RR 7 AR R G AR A o0 B 07 3G B s s i,
ANFE R TEAE R AR R E LSk . stk &, RATAE IR AT Re AR — =& 5]t 3R F
P NCRHFZ BB X 55— B, a2 A SO BRI R A e R A
(1985/1988, see p. 351) , KEFH SRR R R B HR. EEELT, g
S — PR RN VR K B R R RO AR (R B 5% 5 T 38 P B ) 1 e AR AN B A R 1
PFs DU 2 AT 28— AR IR B RN, X R RTAT s (E RIRE AR AR A A,
MR T BEAEAE P EL A R, EER WA RS 1o IR A B HE R R
FIFe A, —IRFE AT DUAREE 3 32 ZE O B REE X A, B A ) B S 1 A
SEIRINLA AL E  (Sonesson 2004) 6. [Kt, LB CEIAIETE 5 A, 185 %R
EHES (BUrAESRIEN o FRE, SECLRRREA P LR R CFEEHT D
P RX — R R0 Gk, 7E H AR, — e R AL [T, kb FE s R
SRR TR AN R 55 B 1 B U B

SR, 55 FEE AR e Rk, OHEZEIRSEHEA. NFSIHAERE,
A0 35O BB AL 22 SR VELE NI — DI AR 0T UM AR 7E . B SRR} 5 A0 A7 A [R] B (1)
fEOL: X AHFE SR, MY A R AR S . Atk 52, O
e pb e 2 R ROW A NH T AR, B2 AR AEYHR CGEFERIIY, M
AIERYD) o PG, XL S5 TR T BRI TR TR I DA . A
VI AU S EA I TGRS, (AT VAR e R R O
HTNEMA . XM T DHEENH A RN . PR A 2 AMY
WS, EATUR AR, AT H R R At S XV e] DU R A4 B0
TER BT HXEN T IR AR, HRA (BOEAFER) HEF55.

bR, fFe R —TIRNE, W ASUE T AN B R A B 7 AR AT I B
R, & RTEA A LLgE N “HE 57 g e ARG . B ARSI R, 755
ROZFEA — PN (EE A R BN R R, Bl JE MR B2 v Re S p 31 A
XECRHE A RPIFED 1 “S0lg” REEGH A . L b, IEIERSE /K (Saussure 1974,
P.AT) INA, FF5 50 GAUAAAE T H WA TR B R, X e ot A X 2
MANBEFE AR o MR I/KKRUL, WAL R ERERER TFXNRITHE R RE/RIL
b, SRR A BB E T F R AL TR 525 YR 518 57 R AR
AFEFBEE PR R BTSN R AT RES XA, X e a N EE
VP2 SCERPTIE . (A2, RE/RPIERAD NN —FMEZ RS . EaFsit
(Prieto) fITi (Prieto , see 1975a, p. 144; 1975b, p. 225f) , 7E4FERNERE T, RZ/K
X BAE A DA iR At B A B2 M IS Rk . 55 E TS AR BT R 2

6. This seems to fit in very well with Peirce’s conception, according to which “the only natural lines of demarcation
between nearly related sciences are the divisions between the social groups of devotees of these sciences” (CP 8.342),
themselves determined by the kind of problems they are intent on resolving.
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(5308, TR B UE & AT R R SR M @ e A . FRATTAN BB AR
PPEF PG R 8 (Nelson Goodman 1968) A B4 ) AN B3 1 T 45 48 AAT TR AR
M T REESS TR R R gitE . RS MRS, W90 X IS 2 15 R X
“OEAL VWL A B AR A, WTE O, B, IRATL A G E A
S, ARG AR AR AN R () MELIR . B e 4418 & th L 2 DA
B N WAETE, DME N AR S 0 i 0 AR A TS Bl . — Flont i 4 10 AR Y
R R A R A ME L IR ARIE R R IE

52248 <M (1985/1988, p. 323ff) TR A8 B VEMIT, RN NXREFME
fEAB S —J7TH, — SR E A5 R8O TR S AR I, LL R Le o
REE TH. Qdlbrd. B n—Jif, A -FEREPAFSY, EUURERS
S, RTRNE DS HERNIRERIAFRNEY . FR0E, s
FERAANER WA ELRAR S FZ R ES . (A ERIEREDERE, /55
REFAFRME EM (8D BEE3. s b, —ANERSMWE IR RFS %L
AR M 10 R SE e —— G A &% D3, B, e Rl
FEo Bk, FTRES A M E 5%, WA TN 5% . R 5¥%EE g
A RESE AR R R 2. SE 3 U R BRI sh 44,

W HIFE (Prieto 19752) MG S FHIMEH K, INAFFS 0004 FRBRHI £ R4
WETA R EZREE N . DLSEHE, FRATUAR SRR, N T HE RS MR,
B ENG 2> — A E IR BT AR B Fl s BT A Z IR AR o DN T MR AT A 3=
S R BIAT R AR L RR s R, KRB DR, IR IRAE SR
AR RN LIRS R, WA BN, IRFEFE IR X F A1 (cf. Sonesson
1989, p. 26ff; 2007) .

R i T e A ERENTAEIS, (HErE R R ER R, mA
SEARIRN T R X R . R UL, AFEIE S A0 N T £ 5 R A0 2 M R
ey JOGESE MR ARG Z AR K2 BN SR DUBRR R I G R % i F
R Bk, fF5FBOARN R EGILEARFTAEER, [EUR % R SR
BE I, HEERBSME MR SRS GRIERZHMS) ik, fF5%XK
FRMAER——WE, B0 THT. Fit, fFo¥5HaRsmaReis—
B, BA—Fh G R AE R, B SR T AR RS BRGNS, T
BDEREWIL, IR N SCREFTRRA FIHE.

FE2IEAR R TR R — 77k, L2 rn. NURRARS I Uk
1) BIE MG E AR, DLENEE (RG22 R 1 5 ik 78 e T
o dtoh, w5 RKEZHNCFERHHIR S, B0 R 5 = 0 — MRk 2 Ak
X FEA T2 B X L5 A 20U AT U IR ICAOE 5 2288 o B, 55 %
AR TALGN “ANSCEL” 7, BEIEA G S S0 B 5 kAT 7 o ir, A
e HREE “ TS MIRE” 1 E. AWRIEE — BRI, w1 Lo BIRR A o 2
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IFNZEE TR, (EA 5% 3 K 2 £ B S RS Y 28 3 A 20 B B RN 2556 B 70 A 5 THT R REAE
Rb 08 W 25 BT R EAT o, R, —FRER A RIS, R R R,
X PR ERE L AUE B B AL N DU IE .

SR, AESERR M A5 RS M E AR D 2B S ZEEHE K
(eg., Greimas 1970) , £ 572 —Maial 5 F MR, RUTEMEF Y (tkonen
1978) . HAthzzdr, JUHAERE, M T SN2 AR AASIE S, —Fh
NSCFIA 2RI R S 2 RESE, X —NESLIRI I AR ) 5 A 22 3 2 S Ak . 3R
177755 FRPEAFEZ AR B R — SR A FRH A S R 5755
FOREER (BHF: BX. W& X TR BB BREUAHA A 5D
B 2 5 G A4 IWREE BIAF 5 0 RORAN R A EE E BT 5 R2Z 8052 Nl
M5 A G AR, H—EHEKRNFRA F B AW TAERKRIERE FEETX
SEG 8 SRR fRRE (I EE ) L AE W22 N FA[Sonesson 1989]) . {HZ, HEF|HITJLE, K
FTHESSELB . #N MBS (Rene Lindekens) F15 T <@ fidfsZ (Martin
Krampen) Z5235 8LV MY SRR I SE 0K, (RIt, 3R S BABATH 2 W N5 51
eIk, MR (Lindekens 1971, see p. 178ff) FSZIG 7R, (EMEF B KR BT,
b HEOR B0 BB b AR A, R IE A DR R AR T AR AR AL . SR MM (19834,
1983b) , FE—MRUUMLIH ER T AR R R Z A SBRAHEER . —RMESERE,
AR A T B R EAS R RS L R T g A SRR AR FIEEF A . ehiil sz (Krampen 1991)
7E)LE L E TR TSR FERT S i, X A K R UM RS
ZAMPRRR U, LLITF AT SREE 2 RS TR, R LD 1B F A
Bk, —RORUL, XRMTHRENNEE, UUIANFNLE G Z A1) — 2R i
YW 2 —, AR5 5ot A,

2.2 INHRIZFEH =

A R, PRI AR COEBA R T . NEEAFMMAERE, INaE
AT DA S, WARSERETE ) AT . CINFIREET XN R R G L A
TIEWZ AL, FEAE RPN B KRR, HEEEREIN. Feth, OEAET L
TE R EAEROX —FSEMN %R, OISR g e el . ATV EIRAE & —
HET NFERw = A 1 — LA RRE Fr B )ik . R EL « 482 (Jerry Fodor 1987) L4
B S B o X X — WA B A I A . X — WS A R TR AR AR R T .
ul: FFER « FHERs (Daniel Dennett 1987) 5% M SrIz W0 A g . NJSat 15 sfini—
FETAE, RE2mET S8, AMIZEHEBIANE CRHRIRK.

FENFIRF IS AR, — S A N iR R, AR (DUK, ARAE S LEfir:,
— U EHURE ) ANRETE AR AR TSt T 2 SRS ThRE, AN MABAT T S R 2
HRSREAATI T A X AEIRATH B 7SOk, MRS e R b iy
W7 EENMA, BN, WAARAT RS BE. XSS R EM AL R
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) P AR S B SO FI R Va1, 2R ER MR IR %K mE R
XPANFIRFE, B A RMAAERE « 238 953 (Hubert Dreyfus 1992) FIZy#g « 47 /R #)
(John Searle 1997, 1999) . XUL{FHL— )/ H GG RS R UK 22 F . 2810,
BB AN S 0] DI T —— 1 O IRT 7——HARTENR IR . Merist— B
GBS EA . ZE. B, FHED, EAREESSE, REEESERRE—ER
JEFFRR T, AHBRAE AR PN AL 2 e — Fh AR SR R . X S A S e ) SR 4
T« %A% (Evan Thompson 2007) , H R « Jnfif& /K (Shaun Gallagher 2005) ,
« JLM54E (Dan Zahavi) (Gallagher & Zahavi 2008) , LK HAh JL M5 #E . THsE
by IXEERE ST TR 2 HOA R R AN T T —FASE, B RAEHIESMA, &
SE SN BIREL I RA T, ARG AR S RN R S RS R ik (Lakoff
& Johnson 1999) , FHE4s (Dennett) . #5Z2/K (Fodor) & NI TAEE <, 8

EFEVE « BEEF & (Lucy Suchman 1987) A fiEFEE R, “IEHE”  (situated) X
MARIE T FER L P XML RS, XUEHATESE, FARME K Sk
RBRATAITINE EEEE S “BAS%” (Embodiment) 22—k “iE5”
(context) FAEHAMIAIE, WMVFiESE (context) Ml “1%1E”  (situadedness) 7] LLEE
KEriE . ILiehnf], EifE “f555”  Csituated) A1 “HE5A%”  (embodied
cognition) A& MEIFATIIARTE, (HEFINFEEERITA ARG EA5] 2R T
Iflo BRI, FEINENRFEIEE e g, T RaX Fhif 5 H) SA I F A A A — PP L)
Adrtk, TRMAERFAIT R Sk SR, SRR L SR AT HE FE A R T
FONFIRFZZ G o AT TARIEE N ZFIF G, 12 S i B 2 AN [F R FE Y
H B2 18] BE DX A A 6l R (ZEHLRs RAGRIRICJ9iEMT, [Zlatev 2005,2007]) o
XL G A 32 2R B 797 3 =Bt (cf. Haser 2005) o R EATELE T ik
(151 IR R PALGE I — 53, 25 AT A D) 15 0 HL A AT T il 1 HE A ik 2 R I S A
AT R T — AN 524 SRR S 58 4 A0 [F] O & —— AT SR ARATTRT IR )
SR R AN K AP e R 5 ik, [RIE, BB MR — LG MR TR o B B
() —&55 o an FARATE) TAE R ARA TR B2 AR T 5 1, B4 X A g Rt ik
AT A&

F— NI AR E T CNET XANEAAR S, FOALCE NI iR 4. A

UGB AE G B DL R AE K DB, BN 2 A (Piaget) HIfE4i, AAAX
A — AN GBS AR . %A R 2 HE U B S %058 (perception) TG

7 In Sonesson (2007), | took Varela, Thompson, & Rosch (1991) to task for having seriously
misunderstood Husserl and attributing many of his real accomplishments to Merleau-Ponty; so it is
interesting to note that in his new book, Thompson (2007) does not only assign a much more preponderant
part to Husserl, but includes an appendix of mea culpa specifying the respects in which he and Varela were
wrong about Husserl, having being basically mislead by the interpretation proposed by Dreyfus.

8 My first tradition seems to correspond to what Thompson (2007, p. 4ff) calls cognitivism, but the other two only overlap

somewhat with Thompson’s connectionism and embodied dynamicism.

23



RO KL B & RIS . B R g, sEAE N BARIRES, e
YE, Bl tngie s S8 i vk . BARIRAFHEAENRIRL P N7 &5 A 5 R
M S, EARBAE, BeAb “iAan” —IA M@ LT B ER . &Y], e
T DVAT IR RD B e g e i s %, B RPAER T AR AR AT AE R o L (SR
Yoo WR¥sBYEEF B (32 /K [Fodor] B Jafg ), H 28 Va0 R 58 A AR AT ¢ o
BARHS R AN IR B AAGARIRHARIACR AYISERL R (Lakoff) ATZ £k

(Johnson) ML AFR, 7EEMEGRE L, BYERTRe 2 ik 3R ) S a1,
FERXMEOLT,  “CNFIRHE” O T —FRAR . R, WFIRLE 3 —Me gk
BAEFAL TSN, A ARSI T —Rlogr i) 5 R 38 SR s 13X 2E =
MMEGE, R SINRERF AR | A,

AR BAR B U N R BHA2 20 R R gt R RIRL SRR
R g, BRRAa s p i 2R LG A AR R RORPT SU R ol fg o XA K
RS ESIER (Searle) HJORTFLAEAZLBAENINREEA, BARMKE
AP AT EE R

2.3. I\HBENFSFERSHSFERIANEEE

HINFRE—FE, f9 00N — s R M R, RS IRASMAL R
ML ——ZZ B, XAMSZVE NI R R DR 2 . R, AITATRES Tl
RS 2 2 B T 1A E AR U, B B VI, Al Dot SR A
EAREARAL: ARATE TR B AR PR f S AR B B3, IAFRF: (IR
BARRAEE =) SRR AN I A RSP TRA HREA B3RE . R
BRI AT 7 R A 3 S DR T 3 = ST e K ot A A 4

WRFFSFZ AR PR, — MRl — M F M, A e AR LR EH
a8 B ERR, f55 5 AR S X LR TERE R, AR RS
A TLE 5. (Paul Bouissac 1999) [ARIER T IRNTEA . FF5 2R G AR N —1]
B (cf. Sonesson, 1992, 1996, 2004) . fi WIS, WRAFS A5 e AH iR A
ENEEMGER TN, ECEMH T2 ARBIERMTTE, FEAAFE R 7 s
X LTk [FIRE, BN A K TC 2 B BOHAR S SR AL PO AR AL G
TRSHHRCIEANL . ERAEY BRI A FF5 RSO AN
ZICEE], X4 )RR AR R AR B GR A  FEDRE  HT AT 2 AT (as in Sonesson,
20064, in press a, in pressb) .

WHIRHE: 5 RS2 2R LR A o FRR Al S R IR O RE S % D
e T AWEANTENRE S R AR AR R AR S A R . B,
WHRIRFE AR — DA E BT AL G, T J L4 R B R SR 1) J LA BIE e A%
GEHUHTIT AL S . 75 M L —Fh B 2 i 7 N E R TG TR R AR P R ok, I
HAETEE KA 50 B A AE — 28 /. nT DA, FF S IEAMS /S, A
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BHEREAM SR “HII” — REFSFHELANT SSRGS HROA, i,
TEME TR S LGB BE 3 1 TAEH v] LB BIIX FifL 4t (cf. Greimas 1970; Greimas &
Courtés, 1979) ; ik, INFIRMECLE S 7 HILKIAME (Varela, Thompson, & Rosch
1991) . WITEIIABERE, fF9% —MIFEAER — SUR T B M 2 8], Tl
SRl L TR LI ik CRAETHE NI o XU Rl ferE — e R LR
T A AR5 5N REE I RTIR DA B AR

R, BOIEE NIRRT — e AR . Sk, Xt
JRE R TR —Fh RS o Bl AR T SRR S L DR R, X
RGO HARBAE R R AN CERFFEE Dt ARz AR B RYIF I R4
RS G, EEW - W (Terrence Deacon 1997) & — A& R E R E, MW
FRRAE N R 2 A0 % 52 B2 . SR, AR BV — 28 B2 SR (R R T SR 3Rk fh () —
FEW A, RRWAT R RS M R B, ORI, AN A I
TSR B 5T DLAE A AE E SRR R S S B (B ATE A “symbol 7 iX —
ARIE) o MARHE im0 = S EYF, EYE (Donald 1991) (15 5. M. FPiEFIHS
AP Bogt 2 k. UFRIE TS %96 (Tomasello 1999) , JFfIER Aufth 48 i
2B R B, K8 (Mead) « E2F4: (Bakhtind FIZESR KA (Vygotsky) 1) 5]
FH, T R A A B e o AT (A 1, LTRSS PT g A A e B T R, A
B HMERAT N . R EAL |, ZERi4FR (Zlatev 2003, 2007, 2008) M
FRARMEREDRG (EaE) FEEH R, FHFUMANRREIHRR, Hihm
F T AR AR A5 5 R OO SR I %A

AIE, WA NREE—NEIERIANS 5%, &0 2RISR (Daddesio
1995) Athis W i i 22 36 S AR R R R} 27 1355 2% Sl AR 1K 7 T 5 88 = AR O sk B
RO R E AR I R AL (Johnson) MR . 56T RB Tl RIRN A1 12
WhAZ, oM SRAMT, ZRRSFZRRR DU LA HRIF X LR 5 1K )7
RIWFIT, THASIRHE A MM 7T T IR S . FEXASRES . RN ER
&, IEARTE BLEAT N U EL SRR 5 R K, KPR (Cassirer) , #HZE/R,
Figr ks 2£IK (the Prague school) %5 A A 045 [A)#E K .

AEIE, fFoFEEPHIEAERILT HIER “CNmEn” 2K, &HERMRRE
IEARPEE (Daddesio 1995) , fiist LK A IR I 2 58 AR SR I B 755 22, 18
X T AREAS 1 28 AN R R B R R AR 2, R TR 1 SRS SR 2 i
REME. B EERE R F B0 S0 5 RS RN T2 A 522 R, (3
AR LIS 388 [ X BB A5 (P AR A AL, TIA IR0 F T X R 7. [R) X A A
RE Ty SRIMAZER, AR BV 2 36 [ 755 5 1047 9 1 SR LA JFEAR R AR

9 Without trying in any way to diminish Deacon’s contribution—in fact, | find him very convincing whenever he is not
having recourse to semiotic terminology-1 have earlier expressed serious misgivings about his way of using Peircean
terms, because this serves to obscure both the central issues of semiotics, and those introduced by Deacon (cf. Sonesson,
2006b).
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HRA/R RU/R WAZERS AP AR E H AL S ARSI e, HIONIEH 5
=RERIE S B AR Z )R ——E AR L R, POy E 2T
Z 0 RUEFAEAF AW 28— PG UL RN, MAEZE RO T, (U2
MEERGRZ RTE . BRI RECFIERT 5 AR E I8 0 R R e il . (HiEdndk
e B3 (2.1 FEBIFAEE, XFWARATREER. —J7H, T2 ANEA/NS
FI, A BT S MR SCZ A 5% 22 LUK AT RE R IE 1 2 5 sUABE N 2 BI96 5T 53
— 7, IEPERICRESR Y T A EER TR, 2 AR S A AR
CRARAENRI L B AT I0 AG D B 2 (e BE R RE ) 2 B BRAR T R BRB AT 5 A0
FAt AR R SCRO N T 2 T B 2R, AR B A T 7 i A =X

2.4 NS FNEE

GEE N 5 F R EEE, WARERFE R SRR AH. RiE ik
XIS, MR S TR B SR . a0 RIRATHEASF 5 2 4T N 3 AR,
o R TE BRI AT 5 A E L2 MR R (DU e EE 2R m AR AT 20
(R T B B B AR . S — 7T, WARIRATHE AN AT S kg, SRR X
FEMARAS 12 R S5 445 [ RV R Ox Be S5 M R ik NAMAR B4 7. Bh4h, &
PRI BUX AR R BB TS T o ERX BN T, HEEARFHALSIYI L
AR STATHBERA R, XL ) @2 k.

ATDUXFE R, fF 5 F R NCEEER TS5 5 RN 7 L MR R,
B, RERWFTSH (RERAFTS%[semiology]) A4k OH2A—E5y, i
UHEE| “RESTME” (FETHBE AT o (HRL RN IX I R 1) DSBS HtIX L i)
BMMER, FERBEI K. BRSO RESE TS SR . EAATE,
Be Ry R T T AR RIS S, XA MBI O R (B, B
A B BRE) “HEOLR” D MRANTFREGFM—F R IR G IX —F AT ENE . KR
it TC ST S L 38 A O EE SR N R 22 PR A R 2 E T U, R AR 2
(Colapietro 1989) Frif4iic kM abAE, X &k, SR, BT R/RE 20 7 =ZIRERs
PRI, ARTCERVIEIR TS R R, AR5 5/RAT (FERAEEmREYDD filk & FF
ST IR &R HHIHUL, A SRR TR IR 5 2 A 1) 58 R 5 HAth %
A (NHEAFFSZMPIRR) AAAFE, 1

10 I am of course simplifying the issue: thus, there is a notable ambiguity in the work of Saussure between

a social and an outright formalist interpretation.

11 This is certainly not to say that Peirce does not have an idea of how we have access to signs (as an anonymous reviewer
reminded me). One of Peirce's most well-known metaphysical claims is that man is a sign (i.e. a symbol). Since human
beings are themselves signs they can be attracted to signs, enter into sign communities, use signs, think in signs etc. (cf.
CP 7.583). Indeed, Peirce observes in numerous of other ways that human beings and the world are of the same stock,
notably when he assures us that we will end up discovering the truth in the long run (i.e. reach the final interpretant, cf.
EP 502f). This is an interesting generalization of Giambattista Vico’s hermeneutic postulate (cf. Vico, 2004), according
to which we can understand other human beings and the works produced by them, that is, the subject matter of the human
and social sciences, but not the objects studied by the natural sciences. Characteristically, Peirce denies this difference.
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mERTER, —HORR BENTHE, ERFIRES 2 (8 B8k AR 15 L DA AT ]
IR AR TN T MG TR R I, AMUNRINESI—TE =, HAEHE A 16E
PR 2 BA0T (AT AR bR, #BRIh— T ) (BEADEEAIRBN. A RIERIER
F) . RIHE, FF5EARGBIURZHEEN. ERSHEEN, X5 RERN0E
A LA G . YN (Merlin Donald 1991, 2001) #&H 7 —FhiEfL R (Nelson
1996 & Zlatev 2003) , i St BRSO AEE ST AN ER STAL R FT B B
WAZIRE (ZE D o WX P A, ARZAEEE “HZ” ENEE, HT e
SUNE “fR” ICILMEEST, FUH 2T REOS AR 4R S R A IR TR) R Hb 2 ok B LA
B R THES KA, IFHAEREN R JEPENNZRESLN)
BAHTR T BT i, BRZ S TR B TR RS EME. Btk
S eER RN TR B AR RE A N R 2 I R T F M B X7 dfz,
B, —ANATCAVHA R IE .. XMCZ R eisfucsE, waeis, X&—MEREH
SR A

AR, FNEFANVNE RS . R NS s 2 %A B 2 A
V2R FREEE (HIREEE = RN B, = dERAARTR o F
INFERT UL BRSO R T AMBICAZIAELE, D, APt T ORISR 2R
BYEZAMIRMATRE R ERA SR RA NB LA e mME:; S0 RN
Sonesson 2007]) o PR SCALHIEE — RIS i 1 R BHAN R Ao X2 5 — IR AR AT
DAERBEARYMEZ Sb . T, MimER B b, &S e LT 9 ) Bk —P
| SRR . IR IX PR SN E BORAE B AR T Bed, A 51K T Ja ke
4.

K1 HEPER ST S A RIMEER, UL S RGME S5

Perception Signs Sign systems Embodied Signs
~ g
~"
Sign function
O o - 2
£} 4= -+ Toolmaking © ‘&)‘ « Pictures
o [} « Imitati = = e
@ = mitation T Language 8 » Writing
Q. = - Gesture .
& s = ﬁ Theory
. . symbolicity
!conu‘:lty ) iconicity
indexicality indexicality

AN, FEERIE B (B, 525, BTAFE) WARRERI (204
—EMEE ) REEIER GETHLUE) ——EAERKEE B, EIEAZRRS, 1M

But even supposing that we can make sense of the claim that human beings are signs, this does not tell us anything about
the specificity of the relation between human beings (and notably consciousness) and signs as compared to the relations
between two words and the like.
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FORREAT A AR AT —— AR . ER AR 5 Z 18] A5 AT

WL TSR OREBNER RS RAMIEL VX — 5, =23 7 BRI AN
AR XA o FSE Lk, ERMEREO PR A TIRZ S, HIXOIFE
WefRE, RPN EPNERAE TRFBIES AT 5 IRER I EE. HATLI
MOBEHE A BBNER FRAT 8, BAONEABAENAT )y WE B A
AFEESRA B IERAT . Y2 h)m, SBIUR B A T S A NUATC ISR N T H] h, dn A A
FpIE R, DAESCr B, i, BEE RGO, EHEHEAN TRIESHEBL R
FNEBIERT S . MR, SRR KIE R LR RALTER . SR1T, 1R 40 B R 7 B U 5
AEE, HRmATRERE D EENEEEER, XKW EEERR (Sternfelt 2007)
BRI AEARIT K2 R (R AR T BT i 1)

R 1 FEGERCIZIA S BARNE BT A SR

Type of Type of
accumulation embodiment

Episodic Attention span (event —
in time/space)

Mimetic Action sequence co- Own body
owned by Ego and
Alter

Mythic Transient artefact co- In the interaction
produced by Ego between Ego and
and Alter Alter

Theoretic Enduring artefact co- Extemal in relation
externalised by Ego to Ego and Alter
and Alter

Note: in the sense of Lotman et al.. 1975: cf. Sonesson 2007

HIE & RE B BCESRACIZ L T 2R A B Skt (R 1D o HRBIE, g2 A
REAERMIEE B S EMRA G 8. HANESILAHERAE E& EEXHT 7500 S RiE
2y, XFEEARERERER . Ko MBI (token) MSRAULF (type) (R, #H
RIED) ZIRHIX ) 56 T 45 5530 .

WEEER B, S EscoNRE T ECHl BT, BN AR
MIfETT. i8S PP B E DA NI BEAA AL ATRASE R T 307E B 22 A1 4EFF
B IXFPAAAE o AEAUA P N RITE — M8 R A A ANE I 6250 SR B B B VA HL A
I S s . BB AU B AL BN SR CRUEAED o 328, Mog CEDF,
GRS RN T S R e . BRI OLRTREA IR AR v tE A N2 1A
ANREEZ AN ELIRIE? $HZE/R (Husserl 1962) FLIE/HEANEZ Al i, ERMFFS R

12 Zlatev (2007, 2009) has suggested a subdivision of the mimetic stage into proto-mimesis, dyadic
mimesis, triadic mimesis and (on the borderline to the next stage) post-mimesis. Sonesson (in press b)
discusses the relation between imitative acts that are not signs and those which are and the intermediate
stage of imitating in order to learn.
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g, WmEEAEE, REENMORT NEAENERAFAERT LT A s KRR ERE
Jim, BT Clvins 1953) CLAMER], el 1f T FItE (a, i i [Floras] 1)
W) MEATSCAR eSS . ZREEZAVE U, BB KAERIAE, FEEAR
EEGH I —TE T, MR, EANEEESEER . 8, BRI ESNMAT N, A
Rz e % —FF

XCYIRRAE S e SR 3 O R YRR P B R EEE S, IEWR PR
(Cassirer 1942, p. 113ff) Frijff, X—idFELANULRE “SCHIER]” , T2 (ANFD)
T 5 ek A

AL, BEERAR N SCARIRR IR, AT ERR ER S/ S MHEEEN. x&20
ST T BN S R R 2 —.

3. NFERBIAREILINIRIR

ArpTE, AR EAEANNFT Sl R T, BRAARIEN LR SRt A
(1, A —FEEAR . A0S TR A0, AR BATRE LTk,
XAEFARE R ke T o, (H 2 ARSI B MR — A R 51AE Ll A
BB IR R, ik HAR IR TR E D AN RAOE S FEE, iEFRAT#E —Fi i 2
HARMGIERACER, EAFAmt o R B IR, HRSCRFYE S islr, JFHE
aF (EHEEE T ACRKE ARG (AN 5O o B, S5k
INEZS (AN e SRS YN W S SUFNES NS

FERT 9, IR 5 A AR R — iR B R, R0y, s a i
fkb—8, P52 U REMEAIM BTk, S MrE AR (80 J7ik
FFRS 5, ERRE SR e IN IFT S o BRI IR R T o SRR B A R I e
F IR ONTE B A0 2 R 5 22ia g, HadT T AN+ 86+, HE
CLZ AR R 2 B W Rt (U R 2 T AR ME,  BORAR TR SR A T ok, HoAE
P TSN DAL BRI B AT R LRI g 0 92 R 4 0 32 SCERVF TS T AR B O, &
BN — il S (A B AT DA 5 AN R 28 JR A R U887 571 5K [Hjelmslev] 5
B A SCFIRAE R 5 SRSIEIZIE B FIRM AR E (EFHSE R R
)

IERAE B3 (RS 2 39D TR, f55 IR A RIR TR R — 17,
B EHAEHK UM T, ARG, @RSERE AR, REDHTMCAGHE (.
Sonesson 1992, 1996) . BRFSEIFA—EBAMNTEFE I RARE, MM T MiE S 22
BT RIVERL, M BR 2 SR A LR, R U055 5 2R 1Y
Frfikz —. HLE, fF5EARTAEGN “ AR ik, BERAREEE, 517

13 Bouissac (1999, b) also talks about four ways of acquiring knowledge within semiotics and elsewhere, which partly
correspond to my division: experiment and reasoning have obvious parallels, serendipity would for me be something
occurring at certain moments within the other strategies, and meta-analysis is a special kind of system analyses, which
was already mentioned in part 1.
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HoSE 5% ) R R R AT 78 20 B 0 b, AN ol (K SE CE IR A TR BE ). 15
FEEMNET Y. T, EFMEFRELE T eERZ G, EHmMELATEEREY
Rt FE R (cf. Sonesson 1992, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1998) .

3.1 BRI ERHIMRE
SR, 3B 7 — MR VAN TTE, XIS K BERBFRAE T . 24
Fi (Zlatev 2009, p. 179) & T —Fh vk BB =702, X FRRHEAF 5N 2% “ 44
P57 AL RRTRAT 038 B — AR BB AN =AML (ZERD (RS
i [Also cf. Thompson 2008, pp. 303ff, 338ff; Gallagher & Zahavi 2008, p. 13ff]) . 4

R 2: WRIEMARE AN TTERG, AT RSN 5 2 2R

Perspective Method Appropriate for the study of
First-person  [Conceptual analysis Normative meanings, rules Perception
Phenomenological reduction Mental imagery Other persons (e.g. as
Second-person [Imaginative (eidetic) variation in conversation analysis), “higher”

Empathy Imaginative projection |animals

_ Experimentation Brain imaging  |Isolated behaviours (e.g.
Third-person  |Computational modelling spatiotemporal utterances) Neural
processes

Note: Reproduced from Zlatev, 2009

MZEHi R R IR AT LLE AR B U B R o, 7 A AN R 7
Rk, BN TIREARMEM IR, HRER (FRE) TEE— AR TIE,
BT 0 FL A 32 AR B8 — AR 5%, AR LA SCE = ARRITE 0 B 7% LR %
HAGELWH A TS . IEWMEHARFRITS, “MBFEIRAEA—A5RAE MR T7%,
Blan 2 w1 Z ot A A S A ERATE R (B30 RAERNAEY),
HERRMAFE DR NMAETE LB IRPERDLERMFZ R B @7 (Zlatev
2009, p. 174> . AWM, —HARERZ T (HEA—ZAREZFEE X 4AM A A1E—
MR ERATHI O, R AR, ATATHRS € B 05 iR B AR AR A0 25N RE 72 H FA RE R S
AN N — A AAEAE R JER AR o TX S 122 LR S R 3 B 1 28 X A A m Y B

R, ERERK, AHRTEES. AREKIERTREEH T4, A—0 st
KOOUHR B HRB XS Z AL BT A F 7 AR 1[5 — % ROl % 2>
7 AE AN TR R AR PRI SRR B OG 2R = A KA A s — ANl B BRI R o S W 10 15 X
RS P GZRIEBHZMIAEE I B SR EARAE — S S2E A
WHHE. AXMELLT, RIE TR ERA R T8-S E RN AR, REWM
R BE A — L8 25 KK . XA SRIRI 55 — M0 T AEM 2 I R B Fe i R e (cf.
Thompson 2008, pp. 329ff, 349ff, etc.) , PG AHIR & 5 R MK I 45 R BoA AHOC

14 As Thompson (2008, p. 301ff) notes, Third person methods should really be called objective methods, because they
involve no person at all. This fits in nicely with the Benveniste/Tesniée construal of the third person as a non-person,
which I have tried to generalize to cultural semiotics (Sonesson, 2000b).
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HRERFREE. RN 5RF RS, ks 0 TA FRR & 2 0 i) e+
RE R A (TR AREATWIE S P, RS AR R ERRD - B
SRAETE T, JUHR I8 B A0 SR AR R, (R IR AR ZE R BT R TR RE, ARV
HF I ZE R A B FEA ARG o A SRR TR RAE M S RN I S S AR
SEARRS T4 E AL 2 SO AR TR T & 1, BT 5 b T A St R AR AR, &
MF RN R0, XME5NNERANBEMER N EHYE, AR TR A Z
HiEEMS, FIFEAgHE TR, TR B AMITER 2 E R —
PRI R SAE ER 2 BB SREE K. “HfE”  (empathy) 1
“REZR MBS (imaginative projection) 5 RS AT fE 5 M M N FH T 3 A [A) AR T
BRI EZH, Bl RELER, HEERSE EAMK. MU, X “AEiEtHR Iy
%7 (Lifeworld methods) (i A B #EAEM) BEHA S, Ky
RN R B, MDA BERE, S — AFRAIEE Z ANFRI7 12 18] 1) X i)
AP IRAMELERE, JRAEMATTRSEAR S 28 = AFRITIEA AL

R, WX — WL IUE— SRt . MWAETE S A ERE, X =M AR AL
J7 AR LR X 73 1), BB M T E R, B M EE TR (Bl F A5 5 —
FARR S F, B =M TAR A R AT A . SZAHRIZ, BUFE “=MARE
AR EAETT A, A A SRR XA B TR LR e 20 2 WL SE BNR, IX
SR AN IR S VA AR Al . R, R AR T 58 B T AR v S A R R
N B fith e 2 IS AR . 19

HEME BN (0 e R IR I VR BT 2 AR ) IR 224
IR T]REAR ) 3 R IR, EATEON NPT, BRI B R S5,
G0 A8 e T A 2 A ARV VR ), 1B S ERYE . S BEh RS

HL b, IBEFFIEHP S AEAR B BRI RN, REX—H%
BAREIFON, HEZEEA PSS RS BRE], X 0] REXT BT IR 15 1 45 R 2 A1)
(Sonesson 2007; Zlatev 2008) . & b, W&k C(ideation) JEHKLAT I (F£ 20
ORI E B 7, MRk B, AR R AR TE R R X — i fE, &
AT FIED 5 FIARNR R 2 T XME T — s S PR, 2 150 H Al [
FEAAIRZEJ (Sonesson 1989) o [AJFEHN, X FhARILAEAE BE F FEOARIE 5 g
. DAAIB A2 SR s, g TR e A, B L, X5MRSh
U 2 AR E R, XOAE T R B e R GRS 2 1) e . (H2 B4 A
FREH 5 — MBS PR DB~ 4 BEAR LRNES AP W&
RO R TE T CNIAR) A s 508 . BRt, EESRT, ek
AN 0] IR G P 25508 B ) R0, AN 2 I R ) R 8 T AT AR S BB E I TR A

15 This paragraph would seem to touch, somewhat obliquely, on the old quarrel within hermeneutics whether the operation
called Verstehen, in Abel’s words, is merely a psychological act, or something which intervenes in a particular way in the
ascertaining of knowledge (cf. Radnitzky 1970, Vol. Il, pp. 26ff, 100ff; Ferris, 1988/2002, p. 258ff).
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R R A, H 2 75 2208 el & M A AE TR NS . IBE RS AT,
W EEFTES. ANXANE L 3, MmE/K (Buhler 1934) . /R 4 i 51 K
(Hjelmslev 1959, 1973) FIR}E . (Coseriu 1978) KI5t /&3 5 2 M T8 &5 ML 55
SR/

i b, ERXEZINEEATRERE M. EWSAZERT L, PG A 55 2 R
NFENRM R ATRENE: AN — P %5 0, IR SRR TIATE 1 F A k7 20
R, OBSARK T AN, Mk TRm R k. R, $HERER, IR
PR DRI, ERRF O EA AT R R, B, XA UEEZOH
R —AMESE (cf. Husserl 1962; Gurwitsch 1974) o 1SR &R & — PB4 Ak 5 1
TR FR, WAIG T TER R AR s, TG 3 22 GV E 2 EM R . XA
AT RESEPr B —FiR T, BFINIRFOEZEAERTHEESEX EMEU (5
OHD R EH5IRFTEEXTRFERNEWGSGL, REREERNIT N WX
AR E, BAISZEFIMUL, WA G R RI W EE 5 R I R 2R O B 2 ) —
T\;‘leéj\o 16

W F SR R, AATTRT Be 2 AR ATE G PR KA “ =
(triangulation) X —RiEHFES AT 4. MWEZAFRFERMAE, 2 B FE
GEs MNE— ARITEMMEE, STEBANER) BIRIARTT 5. N6 m T4 5
BRI E T ISR, HRFEEEREZ, YNE AR T R R BIARFR
MRS R s DA NS — ARRII T IETE A R B FR AR & IR R, 735 I8 5
BN a8 AR (B2 EE N R iR o s b, AITHE ML
S A RN, e DURAR 2 HoAm i 7 sORMERE . (B, IR MKIKE, XK
YRR A AR 241, MAENCEEHEMRI . BPE—FELT, EMNERE
KEE: N T HRANFMEALS Y, HlmRKEY, HATART RS — NPT,
AEREEN T RHEARAR) , BRI AER . B, RERMHE
HE, (HXEEEIEARRKE G FER TR Z R . (HEA L, AT
HEBIEE S = AFRR T s . XWIEH TEEN TR B i ARSL, XAFR AT
PLRWARH, BURTIZTS R R FEMGIES, ©& A SR T LA T .
Rltk, RAHHE— AL 5 AFRIEMSE = NRRESS SR, A Re4 ki N F
fzh¥, AL AFNE L.

WA, HRTREM—Fh “HTE IR 2" (front-loaded phenomenology) (Gallagher
& Zahavi 2008, p.38ff) , LTS MR R, IR mEmIsLmRls, FAeH

16 My own impression is that it is very difficult to draw the line between phenomenological philosophy and
phenomenological psychology. There is no doubt at distinction to be made, but it needs phenomenological
elucidation.
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FrE LR I R AR G5 B E S A e B, XA Sz e AT DURI KRB A
NI R AR AR L AT E S 8

3.2. MEFEFHEMAR

DR PR k. YL, ERSEROXE R — AR A, LR
TG RTINS, B, fEEAMES SRS, —UEIT (20 A
BRI AR, A T BIRZ A HY) R I T I SR A

BULR “H7 R, b R ERIRZAN. KR EAAISIE - R LS
(Brentano-Husserl-tradition) F##RA “&ZlatE”  (intentionality) FIZRPE: EIHFIN
BRBRPINTE, WBUAEEIMET EIR—F. Bk, TP ERR I — AR e
B B IR N —FAT R, FEMAT NF, BIRZ ANV ECATRA I E R /. 1E 5 RIX
FERAT NI, FRAIBE 51 SRR AN EY . £ BB, $HERNRNEAN]
BN T —F R SL k. A, BRSNS TR RENE IR ZAMNIAFE G H .
AT RAEGHARAR RN (FEL L, EEEMEE FRILFRZEIRE, EARENE
IR A o B8R0, A rRelE R AR, e sl iRy, LU
FEAERIRPMAL TR — BRATXEEM 7, AT 7808 FATEN T
R B b, XM R R EAT AR SRR Y IR AR SR
(phenomenological reduction) -

XH—MRRGER: N TEATNEELEAGMERAT N, RO EAZIIZT N
FIE XTI SR BAFAE . XHEFTEN “EE” (epoch® , RIMEMIMIF1E. FATA
REAl “EE” BN O R ZAMEFARERIIREE, LR B — RO R I
IMEE, TR /RBURAEX RS S EFRHIX AN HAUREIR . & R R A Hy
PeFEAL R . FEEHZE R IR L BT IR F M e s — AR AT AT
N — B, A MERFAE . X Pl — e S48 1714 (directedness) #EFRN
“AJRIEJE”  (eidetic reduction) .

NT BRI ER, BAIDAESER PR E BB, BN WL
(ideation) , HHILXFHAEA, FATEAAT AIAREME, DMEREE R E 2 K rh il L &
PERDER), MMRLEn DLEF . WRAGEAZE R —E, BAOTMIRATT G, AT REAEZE
U NS IT AR AN R T7 e B S VF 2 AT AR R — AN ST R i, B A
PRI, X E AR . AR, BRAEERERSE, SLITAT ELACAS
M A A RS, SN RE RS SEE . Ha, BTy

17 It is of course possible to consider phenomenology to consist of several methods, as suggested to me by Jordan Zlatev,
since there are certainly several methodological operations involved (on which more will be said in the following).
Although, as far as | know, Husserl never considered this possibility, it is not impossible that some of these operations
may be accomplished independently. Without taking a stand on this issue in the present context, | have opted for
following tradition in talking about the phenomenological method.

18 This observation, in itself, is an important result of Husserl’s phenomenological studies, but we must ignore it in the
following, in order not to complicate matters inordinately.
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WEE—ANEZRIR, Fealk: 87 dik, FARVINEGS R m T —M8
B, BEEAFEEAMSLITE OSEEXMEOL T, BEVRE— k) o #T
R E : IX AR — PR AT NS ? B R AR S X 4. AFE (cf.
Sonesson 1989) .

FEIX PRI IE O T, S IR AFRAE T N IX AW AAT AR A Z ) 45 T A
FI&510 . EANFHLMHNEE MR L b, RUKHEEEE e kE
HMRZRT, REFEHERACELEME Ko HRA . XIEAEHRER
RETHTIEE R T UAE R, SENANTE B M E—R . Mk, BT NHIRER
LA R R R F LI M IEARLEM . (H R FE IR I BRI — AT G2 5L [F Ak 1 b
B, AATRERE EIEEILE LR 2= b 10

REHEREFEMHRARE (. “ABEM” [ Wesenschau]) , LR R
HEA MR — M E R E R — R — . WRZR AR TR — TR E
1 TAE, TR TAE AR E 47, DA — DA SEmE R, 20, fEbRiiEd,
HHZE KR IX R . HHZE/RBE G b (FHZE/RA4E)  (Husserliana) 2 #5Mkik Zn]
PLEH, SHZE/R IR B E S E KRR AN, EXEE RN EWR. W, 1
WA RS —F, RS ITERNS RS2 N X2 HIE R 7 — AR R
SHERARIBRTFRE “BHIEME”  (Evidenz) o JREFESARINNIXZ GEAEMLIR) ik
JF 5], 20—Se LRI R 2258, Wk « 4%t (Aron Gurwitsch) FIEEHLHT « & -
# (Maurice Merleau-Ponty) , FRIRZ I HZE /R ABRTE 8T, KB TR TR =N
QU B AT s . E ORI T U EUR RS S R EAR S, RIELAE LT
BAZEIRA N TAEAS SRS (Sonesson 1989) . i, % #x (Thompson 2007)
F1 AR TN 2 R FRAG 3EAT 0% (mental images) 04T, TAETCIEEER), {HEIE
WA RRFES ) —F, AP Sk L, 2

B IR B TC B0 B G SO . AR AR L, LR R — PR R R T T2E,
B AT T A AE T IR & AP BRI A, B I R AE AT AR I LA T
RAFET i T Y7 (EP 1N, 259) o R REF A ARIXANEE EH 24K (Hegel)
B IE s BIERER: (Stjernfelt 2007, p.441, note 153) , At ix AN 1] ()48 FH 54tk ] 452 1
FEIR I WRARTE R, T H, BER LAIEAZE R ) VR iR B B A AL 2 Ak, 1T AR 2R

19 For more about this in recent secondary literature, cf. Zahavi & Gallagher (2008, ch. 2).

20 This, indeed, is a common interpretation of what Peirce says, but on close reading of Peirce’s texts, is seems unavoidable
to conclude that, to Peirce, truth is given beforehand, although we can only attain it by approximation: as he often
explains, human beings and the world are of the same stock, so we will end up discovering the truth in the long run. A
case in point is this paragraph in the Letters to William James (EP, 502f): “in other words our Reason is akin to the
reason that governs the Universe; we must assume that or despair of finding out anything.” There does not appear to be
any such postulate of metaphysical historicism in Husserl. Now, also cf. note 57 in Stjernfelt (2007, p. 432) on Peirce
entertaining rather a correspondence theory than a coherence theory of truth.

21 My description of the phenomenological method is based on what | have gathered from my own reading of Husserl’s
work, as well as my own attempt to use the method. A more principled, and recent, description of the phenomenological
method can be found in cf. Gallagher & Zahavi (2008) and Thompson (2007, p. 267ff).
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BRI E IR R TGN . 25K, BRERE FIRERE AN “ B R
(phaneroscopy) (PE{E: BUFRA “ RORBIIAR S O FERidan T

HEAHE—FFR, CEATAEAR “R27 FRANRER, $EANAELAH 2
SR “RR HATHFTR, FREENEGHIE;, ZHALEKH, RECNZOAE
TLHHRNBEEMALERIRNZE R, EERECMNGHFIELZZERE®, (CP 1.286)

WK “E%”  (phaneron) —iE#e “B%”  ( phenomenon) , &tr] LLEHI—F
RIEEHZE IR CHRRINGEMATUERD) PR LR =Tk & FHSL b, A
O 3 /- B S SRR P 7 “ILR” XA, ARSI R O IS
Fro SR, BRI SO E R IR AL AR EE )

EHZRLEFIEN T, —ANMRAEHEEQETHAILR 20 “S87 %,
wg, HAMFBET —AREFRREGESF—FF| XL LRI T 25 £,

L8R, BHZE R A BE I IR RO S AR T2 . BRI, SRS
DA ST — NIt 5 iz TE s ) fai s 2 22, P S At AR S I AR s A A . I 2E
JRAH B R BB DX AR A BE AN, S 3RAT TR IR B R B AT AR e A2 HH—2H = Ja I
WEHR —H=Jo, UL R M-I, 23X Rh% I = e S R S
FHILIREE R, R TR R A, ZARE, mA L@ G 5 AR e
(1), TR TS 5 B BRI EE R A Z B e 1o X2 B2 IR B BRI R 22 58—
MG I DIAEGEZAL, REWANEYIR =7 NN B
(Firstness) . %5 1% (Secondness) FI% =% (Thirdness) , X&& Py ZEHLHE I E NiE
i = AR REEI K. B, WEHZE R R 22 4 R G B RIS
(/D) IXPHAMB R D AR & IR B 282 =40 (B 1 L4 20
) BLR ARG S B AR 2

BT S, RORET “ SR " DAL & i 28 /R AR R A2 4k 51 R B — P
A REH A M —— A s Bt ARG, eV IER R B R . R
BB R BOR BT RIS —. BB AEE = =ik

22 Stjernfelt (2007, p. 141f) quotes many examples of Peirce’s definitions of phenomenology, which show clear similarities
to Husserl. He also documents the mutually negative opinions the two scholars would have seemed to have on each other,
clearly because none of the had really read the other. In the whole of this book, Stjernfelt (2007), and in particular on
page 141ff, gives a lot of examples of the similarities between Husserl and Peirce. The precursor of such rapprochements
is, interestingly, Spiegelberg (1956), otherwise know as the most authoritative historian of the phenomenological
movement, in the strictly Husserlean sense. Here, we will however be concerned with only one similarity and how it turns
out to lead on to dissimilarity.

23 Such as the representamen, which is Firstness lacking subdivisions, the object, which is Secondness, being divided into
dyads, and the interpretant, which is Thirdness, being analyzed into different kinds of triads. However, the icon, in spite
of being Firstness, is of three kinds: images, diagrams, and metaphors.
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SR, ZRITW) =500, ER K — T, —DHEEFMRZFTEN—DNEEWTT
FEivkhw, BEERDEHHFNE PSR T ROoR B BRI, FovEfZE
BG5S, ATLLERRATEE: “FBR)” B R 508w BERA G 3T AN R B H 1R
T o PATHRLX Rl A B, SIS R (19 a2 i Ve i TR =) R0 R R W /R .7 32
AR et ORI R A G R B, DR R S T BN R ) - A
O BT A 1 DLACR B A v 2 HAh R A& A3 (e.g. Sonesson 1989) , &4
FERBIFRMG 1, EOCRinams 2 5555 . ORI 2 IRBE 3 1 B0 T U B 5 5 [l L 11
HEME, HAREERBEERES  (Stjernfelt 2007) 355 (A% 0o W A AN L A 32 L

3. 3. RU/RERAIR/REIEN = 507%

KA RN, (R AR TA 7 182 =20 ML, X2 TeEkuE i,
WAFREW R IK . SR, ARIRATARATEE “EFH8H4E”  (Foucault 's Pendulum)
RIS SR, At A DR 1) 77 A R P R B A T
RABNARERICHE T “HIER” P, —HELF2MER /A, 201
K518, AP B R AR RV A ) = J0 R IR G M I T BB 1, el i N — PP R
2 (g, BRI B R vtk Cr R [quasi-minds] FUAELE, B R BTt R\ & il i i
MAEOLR, RATERZING) o RORBT G 52 B e AR R 4, 72X A
BX b, i KEATERS —E0 (B BRI R 75 RIFESLF TR
SR, WM AnAIFEE)D WEAREREN SR, BAREME L. X
=MW RBAGE# (Giordano Bruno) 148 (Raymond Lullus) S ik B 1)
S (cf. Yates 1964,1966; Eco 1995) . {RIXFEMIMESIR KIEEAETG H i, =
X R IR PR S, R IR R — . R, X IEA R IO AR I
R PR EHN . B LR EIREE, R RE S S

AR, MG SCRE, RiERE (FIM FIRNE O RAERRETD 2 [h)
ARG R, BVFHSA =TS, Bl AEAME Geonic) 4871 (indexical) F1
ML (symbolic) £5 . R — B a1 AR, FRm SR X kil o0 22 B o E e 4 N
B, RERTRAGHUIHULE, EARXPER, WA AR S T2 .
KL, AAITRTRE e,  ANARE B AR B S RITE X I R IA A N R SEAE R E 7, A
TR P — I RAEE R RR (B HR R “ I B [habits]) FIHEE &
SCEARE SR, XA TR o H2, RIMEXFRI0EI G R,
XA BRE R I PTG HAD R WA FE MR . BT, f55 A5 H =55 4H
RS, FEILG S FIEARERT AR 1. IEanFRAEH AR/ (Sonesson 2007, in
press a) FTiCFIAEE, fERIEBEE BRI A R R RE A (B 2

Al REYRT AP R HIABEA R W T RE S SRS R

FANEI T RE, HARBESEERER “BUSLt A" X, ek 1=
B, TS RGBSR Z T R . BT BURWINAT S, WRIERT
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A BRI R AEAE N BITE, B SERR BRI N SR, EOVE PRI R MR
WL, AB R R LA

B T AR T A =Rk 7> 2 hb, A =R RN R B B MRS =
PER R SGEAN R AE A =058 55 MR =38, W, BRI R R R E K,
S TEAR S RAE LR, B MR OR S A IAOS,  S = R R A
RKE (BARZEHEZRNRR, BEARKRZAMKR, WENERMAELZ) . K=
AN R U L2 — R

F—MAFUMAGNHELET X, CRABRE, NEREMAIEY, F_MBHRF
MAEFABEENT N, CRAGF MG XAERARESE =/, FZHREMAFNHE
X, el e tMmEKZLR, ((—HEBLBRRILKAHEF) , CP
8.328)

FEXH, S RS it L AT DLEE N 28K (Husserl 1913, Vol. 11, part 1,
225FF) Xt L 735 43 FAR 43 040 IX X — WL IR AR AR R AS , @ X A BRI A 3R 4y 2
) B DX ) R R B ), (5 R 4 37 51 K [Hijelmslev 1943] — #F,  Hr5 B JE /R RF
[Stjernfelt 2007, p. 167ff] th B & IR TiX— )

R T 2 =R PR S, R e A ARE 2 R R, AR R A —
AMRIBEBM—DRR, Ba, BEATLINE MR ERZ KRR, Balth4
PATARLZAR L e SR SESE? IR, RORETRERR, BB =1 BT o< R AR LA
SRRRIFPR R, AR = VAR S TR AL B . H AT ANE R 1K 2 T S — Pl
REHEL, Wb, BT AL, XA R T I B TR SR ST
ftae B, F—tEh 2R ERRA R REE? WK E L —FF S, Flng el
Fiif, EBIC AP IR AR RN —H5, REBEEEINE — NS (R
R ZHT. MR, FRET—RUL, B MEAREXERE . FREE MR ? M BT
N RHTEHWNERARS? —EXMEL T, BE9dEhH, WFFHN—
FRORRARL, FHEABRAR? B3, & MZIEE A FE SRR — Moo R AR
ZHIFZ (Sonesson, inpressb) ? [FHE, ZE=MEIRLKBAEAEET =BG S, Hr
— O TR KRR TER.

SR, REORWEAR 2 7 # 2 RN SR 7 5 BRI N 2. B T A AT e AL i
IR A ERE IR AL BT A X 2R (U S R, B AR A S
ATEJUA L sk b 38 RO IR TCIE B o e b $e A, 55— P2 00 8 1 Mk LAFE % 1
i) IR, ErRMZl. R RARENE C “BR TR ERE SEERRR, WY
TR E SR, 7 [CP 1531 ; “¥rff. Adr. HiE” (CP 1.302) ;

24 Thus, from the point of view of the sign, iconicity only starts being potentially interesting as an iconic ground, as we will
see below, in section 3.2.
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“HRERM” (CP3432) ; “AHymEtk” (CP 1405) ; “HA” . “JFar” (CP
1.361) ; R “EBERN. . E. B, R0, BEK. ESRAE E
W7 7 “efEmMmesi” 2hr “wBE%—, WA (CP1.357) .
BTHE M, W &g A FEERE A TR REIT A (CP 5.469)
“BRHRLK” « “RMN” . “HEHL” M A7 (CP8.330) « “TUR” o “Hif”
(CP 1.24; cf. “/M4R Chaecceity) ” ) (CP 1.405) , “®IE” . “Huikis” .
“UEEME” (CP1.532) . “fk#itE” (CP3.422) . “&H#E” (CP1361) %,
RJE, =R AT T S A ARG ph B O B BRI (CP

5.469) , & “¥EN” (CP 1.26) . “>Ifii” (CP 1.536) . “—fHW” . “AK”
(CP 1.343) . “i\%1” (CP 1.536-537) . “HH.” (CP 566) . “WA” (CP
2.86-89 1 1.328) Z54%,

S JL TR B B R B AR i, R SR IR Beya g 4R B T — Mo T, (HEH
SE A AT R 78 22 56 A 5l OrRe B . ANVEERE,
TR EFERA Z R RAT A, BN AN A E AU 3T e AT & 1
WA EINEAR . Fs2 b, MRAEZSHE, £ 58 ZUEmsE =0 RIRIR 4R R K
H (Vygotsky 1962) JITii (IS -HE& (chain-concepts) HI/NZEFE YL FR N 28
N) o ERFRITAIE T “SRARLLE”  (family resemblances) #2H 7 X RAEIHE S, I
i XM AE HEE S Pl e, XUPFAMTEE. Pt (Rosch) #8 17HET 7
A (prototype-based) HIZRMMER, #Eik, —MREH M ORTERIRE X1, Z%E
BIAIZIE 0 i EEAAR, TS HAR R 015 R R R EE B S A AHE . fE— R
FISEIG R, W ER T IXAMEREEAL OIS R . AL —, SR
MRZR RS IR R &R, MRENE ARz F . Bk, XS R R T
B AN = AR IER A G . 2 Ditafit/R4EH (Rosch & Mervis 1975) % [ 7Y
AR AR 30730 S AR AL PR 2 TR 28 R AT T R, WA E Z RN ERET,
B 5 — AL iagla ok, G E WA X RE1. 2

&I, NATTAT A T 76 B R Wi 200 A 7 B SR A B -ME S B S A AL, (HIRINA
MESHE B IELE R Y, B S AT DA N M S J5 A, s ARYE Y . X AT AR
YRR /R W S S W 5 M, BRI 70 28 ) ey fgil 2 “IBAKAY”  (degenerate)
OX 2B R B R RS, & SCIRATA BRI, oAt 1) ) i A el AR S A
BE—MENE, X0 BT IR, (el S St Eas R £%
5 MR OSBRI S AN BT MR B ER R A

25 Indeed, it would seem to be front-loaded phenomenology avant la lettre (Cf. section 2.1).

26 Elsewhere, Rosch (1975) erroneously identifies her prototype concept with the Webcrcan ideal type. The incorrectness of
this is shown by Sonesson (1989, p. 7If): whereas the prototype is defined by means of the central example of a category
and includes as other members other items being at more or less great a distance from this central instance, an ideal type
is an artificial creation, which is exaggerated in relation to reality and may contain contradictory properties, often
projected onto time and/or space.
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MRME A, 2780 UE X e m B IR A P LA nT BE . 2R1, BN BRI R i iX 4]
TEARIF U T CRUH D B2 75 58 It FAR 2R

—RITHRETF. BRERXITFC. XRABHEERGTFENE. HRAABIKEI],
I —Fr 36 BeAefl ) Beo RARARAMBIRH X, —ARNBFRGAANT @ AT
B, EATRATLA G938, IAETEATL A 4 HART ARG, IAHAEH S
RAAH =M (EPI, 268)

FERGE T BRI B 2 )5, A A BLERA 1 = 7050 FOR VL ST R A =
ST o AR, AR R WA S 5 R T R AR ) AR LA, 9 R KRN B R
%« R/RYEVE (ltalo Calvino 1983) N 15— &k /Mt CIEI =03k, I ik
WA AP A S, B BRI =0k, EATRIERN, WmRefTa&RAE
A CRetm: BB—VER S — M 1SS o ERRRE, RAREESIL 7 =150
B AW LB ek, EE AR AR BRI IR e AT BLRRON iR
(description) ; 55 B A-AIY: s, BHF. B 5 ©2 “H
w7 (narrative) ; 55 =SSO HENMTELS, ERXTFEH. WH. LR, ARSI
MR R, BREMAEE: e “UUR”  (meditation) o 7EFH, 5 —FRSAUE 2 06
TEIAR), VENRRYEFE IS PEAMA IR S — PEAR S &, XS 5 JR AT
MG R THER, KT ERENZL S, DUKIEEN SO, He 55 kM
ZiEm, AR TSI SR = ERE ST, EEMBERIETR 7. 2B
TR SRR R T AL B ER > AR T ORISR, BASIR TR & B e )
Wl BL AR B G AN R 205 77 NRRGA o« 55 =35 75 i 32 Bl B8 = SRR E Y,
HRT UK, EARKTIOT, BRI Al FHMET,

B, RRYEEII RS BURIHIIS A £, S b, fhRca Bl E oy —
P BRI AR S, BOVM 555 AR S br BRI S AR, R R/RYE
e AL RSP _E AR g AR S, (B AN AT BE AR B R i AR AR 7 A M AR
B ORI 8uls. s b, RRYEE 170 R0 T o BR BT i 0 KT A 7 PR . SR
P BRI BN, B NS S SR, EAERTUEKR, B
A TCE .,

3.4 HKREFEMMEINRL

MASSCT R NI AT 5 22 KA R A, R E R — M7k (BRI
BT — B HENAERMVRR I, KENRATIREIC k. Bk, £ T
kWET, WERDR-AVPH T REE T, HisHIRYTEGE, Mg )2
WAEAMA-VARE T, TIREEAE . T BRARE A e B Ao, ik, #E%6E
Jo i A A B Ak S T I
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DR A R IR AE . IEA0PHERE (Dennett) Fi, XASZLI .
SR, FRAVFEA T AIE R, WA R TIHA RIRML X A2 4 . AP
RREA YL B XA FHAHE . R R (EHEESES RE—NEE,
BREHAYTA — MR MDA XN WREATE 2 REE A, X
AR E T . BERET IR I R R R IAIL R A, BERfE RN
& L) B A R SR M L R I . I RX R Y, B ABLR ERI TR R T .
U R AR R FRAT T AR IR AT S Rt S LA AT 7 S Tk, At A 4
AUV R 2Tk AR 1. T REAERERE, FHefeprdtn) “ s R 5
(heterophenomenology) ¥ AFEEWFFEXT G o W FRAZTE R R TR, EE = NFRI) A EE
KB, WERFEABFREEE N AR E LGRS, WIEWZ% A& (Thompson
2007, p. 303ff) i, iX B2 — AT — AR S AMTETE T, BEAkE
AR T IR EHIE S . A, IEanindt& /R F$LE4E (Gallager & Zahavi 2008,
p. 18) #hAMIILEE, WRERASHA CWE — ARER, MITEMREE = ARRIRE,
75 U)X o AR DA ZBU A S E R A SR K A O BE 22 & 2 b SR, BEE R, XA
R To R R, BOREARR S RERAT, AT L0 H F 2 T g ki . %
FRXBEERES, FHERTRe R U, W50 B 145 B AR 0t 78 218 2 /N i
AR S AR — PR R . (HIX RS IR R I AR A A — Bl

BRI, BLRZINER AR IRTTIE, —AFEAR — D] AR R R B0 R 1R € 14T
o MEANEX B, ORARATER/RE “de0R”  (quasi-mind) o FRAME, a0
BRI R BB YIS 5K (biosemioticians) 4HBIA “HE.L R 7 X PRI AR
(0, X—ERET R A SRR, BoR TAESE R A ORI 5 e X,
[e.g. Hoffmeyer 2005]) . M—/NEZEME X LR, ORESWRAZIESEN . —A I
REFEFANT AT ReH 32 B /R Wit N ki —— “WIR B MO R, B ST B0 Bl
PIEVEN”  (CP 6.25) , HiARC Rt 2Y0 I A5 2% —FF, JELLR P n] I N A
(17, (HSEhR BIEVEX 2o dniR R /R B ok T sk e i A2 Con which see Stjernfelt
2007, pp. 1-48) # N H ERE #R AR 2 M R R, WA E S B, AR g R
(Brier 2009) FrigHH, EUPFSFEIMRFIELR[ AT R MR, FRATH L4
CIEn B R BT ROZ A IR B, FRAEAT 4 B L EWCAWYIR 5 0 R 2 8] A&
B

WRAR—DREENZowE, ERHIRHE, AMIBOLIUKIN, BN
AR, G A G BT R TTAE S B AT AR — . SA AR, BIRET
DI A E 2 —FREL @ . AN, RIIEFEZ %A (Thompson 2007, p. 221FF) K]
WM, A BARKHE J1ie 3 AR, HEEESR O B b e A s 8, Bl
HURLIZHE 2 00 RARVEAT BB 2 (iR, AR H AT A O R B B MR . 1515
MR, T ErAd, NIIGFRIMACRE, WA R G 1R K
XK, O R A2
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MEHINERE A EERE, MiZA AR (FHLE, WRZE0HEY)  f
BN —EEHE, BB NNARRX —FLR S RHE, R RE 2 R
HMER T AT ORI R, KR, B SRR AR ) AN S AT R SR B N AR B
(RIEEME) , AT AR SR ol H AT 2 R —— WV R AN AT S )
EIG A TE R TR T Re R RS 3 14T 9. WA, FARFLIRER K0 R
BRI AT IR R IR A BN R B 2750 FARH G, A A8 DL SR AT
RNLREARFTA, IR NS O BN TR EER AT N —FE . ZX2— AR
A, BN E XTI R AR R IE X UL ATIE N . AT, e —
A R ERD LR, FEREAMARBN, EXFEOLTEREERL,
WAEZXPAI O RAAE, ERetlid s 3 S HERE, ST 3RS 1E 2,
[ i R B JE R I N 5 #E . (o be able to accomplish feats of a nature corresponding to
operations operating on their own operations, while being aware of the contents of the
original operations.) WX AR IR LRI B4EHI M, JRATRE S BRI A R e, 28

ZEAERE, WA REE R g, WA HAsh W IR 7. E
AT DA e ORI T AR o LR BT EARMERE Y, R N SRt 2 anitt, 5% WA & fX3IE W
S RIEE  CRERBDVFEE HAL NS MATIrE IR IR 08 o 5t
BRETA RIS, R M B R A 2 R 2 5 U . SR, B3R
AMRBCA FEAD “I&2 Mt (qualia) FREEE IR (H 28R MR ARRE AR, |
WREE EATHEA L “oEZ”  (meta-qualia) , WEIXHEATH CHILR AL, A
WA AN WEATFTR, BIEE. (& BB AR KSR o] 5 2 1F
KIJIRF 5, AR TCE AR ARA TR I, RIS 2 AT B S A T N T
o REWMAR. R, FARTRERZS, MR —F, o Tirhkk, AEAE
AR EEER AT AT B3, WRFETEENET L IR —EkE .

BABEERCRE W 7T AR TEN AR NIRRT, B2 BRIRIZITIER
EONEIAR Y, BRI R AN R FE T SR B, ISR
WATATHER IS . MEFRICE IRV LA I A LS 7 E R R, (AAh A2 5 A Fr
TE. MR A 5GP R TR R IR R E AR . AR, SHZERTE
fhft) (HE/RUTESE)  (Cartesianische Meditationen) — (Husserl, 1950) @k 1. iX
B VF R Z A M RN “ RS RRIUTE” B, AR ARUNAE AR IR N B 2
TR EBE RRVCIIIREE, H—HBMNaaEEMARESINLD « T /E
RHA EARTTIERR (me) SO RIS %, 1EaEE LLRFE R 7 2k 1 oA

27 The term preconscious should not be understood in the Freudian sense, but almost literally, as that which is not a subject
of awareness at the moment (and/or habitually). It goes without saying that the term unconscious should not be
understood in a Freudian, Lakoffian, or any other mystical sense. Nor should it be understood as equivalent to physiology
and/or what is in present day jargon known as the subpersonal level.

28 Although this is subject to further investigation, this seems to me to be a tougher requirement than the kind of meta-
operational position while abstracting from the contents of the individuals acts, which Piagetean psychology supposes to
be a stage we all attain during development.
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M. A=A OISR, AR R SR, $ZER MRG0 BoR— Lk
gEK, EAIAR GEaH) R, thn, EJURAFE LT, S ETA
EERZ A e, 2R R 2 P RRIRATTIL [F R At SR R b A, A
ZAE RS SUA, BT Send IR S AT TILAE Tovk A AR SR AT Re 1t , At ) 7 R
BZEMAT (GRae—HEFZTE) , HERBEZEN GRS (BDREAEHD HILAMAMN
AT s R ZE 3 T (cf. Zahavi 2003)

XL IR BB A, HIRICRA e . SR, RLEHE H X e 2 Tk
(I A N R Z AN . T RS A (HERERE R —FID &,
MG ETTEZ VLB A INFIF IR O S, R, AR F T (B—L5%
%), AREEZTEIE AT LR IR B L ] A7 A

IXEEHR L A ZE /R 3 A ISR IR ME O U R 2 T0 0 R . R USR5 07 V51T G
TN — 2SI O LR T IX — . — S BRI AR RRSH 28R 7 Ve I A
tetm, EFEFHAIEE AR T, J00E (ngarden) Fl /RYEZF, #BHE 481X FhiX 65
BHZE RN b2 BB R —— I R R BUR TR AL .

ARG P HEL EXCGREARER. AR “dEd” BREEEN, MAERR
“xHr

3.5. \NASEEHEIBARFENER

FIHACNIE, - ERERZARATNEAR SRR DGR ETR GRA MR T3
RYERIWT S« (HEME, ZXROTEE S ai R, ALk 52 RA N
NBAZRIREIBR Y, 2R E AR ZIR—— PRI e — 2B R R KT S
ARG, A HORERE QAR

IWFIRHE LR — AR R I 2 G, BRI E CGRH 1 i 1 il L
i, BRSBTS Py, P U RO e I s =
DL, To TR M EAL IR TR RUBESR B, 3 NS Sl A I ) RUE SR B 30 dm ke
RS, R R B 22— BRI SR 1 — SeXiA /R SR B
BEAL IR R T o — OBk, RERMEJLMELRIE S ¥ a, DR EE
BUTWHIC I SEVERT T ORI A AR R I AGSRI A 42D, R R A&
G LS SR B . R T R R IR NS S I AR B ) B, T LT 1R
ZAGFT LA, (EATROAR 2 IR P S se, BT HLR AN 52 O™, 2 A
XA TR . ARt BT, AR IR U, SR PRI & A S ez o,
i P P R BER T 3R (B, H RGN o FSE b, Al AR AR A
IRIIEFSZEAE (Galen 1985) {44 K UL, IXEEEEHA S I 2. AR, AifL
W AIRAE BN 40 SERUSIE TR RS AR TAE R T s, MBI, MRS
WEFC I NR DN A I — AL 5t
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SR, AT — AN RRTF I @ D7 SE TR AT LA R 2 R R AR R
R —ANAH 24800 () R 2 e, PRORIX ]S Rk R 1 RO sE B A AR
WER VA2 KON EE, IRERIA R SCH IR R —Fh AR50 . AR A AT AT B &
8. I, ARTRe A RIS Y. AT, IR FFA LRI G 2200 i A BE B K i
PR DR A REAS AL . MG F I DR IRIEE IR TR E R
AFPARF K SHZERICX PP AR NSRS . SRT, AV R T EANNZ
[l (BermUdez 2005) , IEWHZAIEEAMATE H AREE, X — 2 H iTCEA E ] E 4k
Ak, eI T — AN ER R, XA, ERIEAEAE, H, EERER
&, AR, AR FRAEEE A A, ot aiah s 7y, #RReRE il
FEHCHF LR RNE ). X —FHLIFRA R B R A IERAER R G, AR
ARSI R 22T S BRI, FRATD T HEACHN B AR 0 BTG RS 0 02 (B 4521, A
I 58 = NFR R A

BHZEIRTE (fEFLY  (Krisis)  (Husserl 1954) w423 7 IRATTIAE SCVE P AN o) |3, 18
YR, DB e e R R 2 e N SR SR & (1), AR RIS A0 AR o RAETE R
WHIN. B, XK RS HIRFIER L FEhl. BA RS 7E 19 tH
QW HEHZE R H QR I 95 2224 « Mife¥EW% (Franz Brentano, 1924-28) $2H
A IPE SR OB W s, SR )5 B /DE— B b R R BB R . 7EHH 2%
IRER, DR PEIAREE N 28 K B, AEDT S 2 B ORE A2 A% R
PIsETise) o BAEJUAMHZSHT AR E R, BARCGT & a) R B 32 S B
Ko, AFE B FISENIN A SCRHE SR IR S, B AIEEME OIS T SR B
X — I FRAE 2RI AR AE RN A A AR TRt 2 M DG R 7= 48 T fall, R0,  “ERAT 4R
FIt 5”7 (world taken for granted) , HHZE/RATIEFEEFT/R 3 E 1 « 4778 (Alfred
Schttz) Jakfrz Ay: B AKKHA, BRI FAT “UER7 N, ST AE.

FIHAT NI, IR BRI AE i E e iR 50T 27 (Horkheimer & Adorno
1947) JEZEWBEHIEERIZH, i1 H, BERFBEMEEAESTHAFNES, BF 7T
HEAEFERIBELE, XRASFBEME TRENCNE Z IR F XA TR R 450 K
No FESEJER, KEUR « 4] (Michel Foucault 1994) DL— ikl 2492 % 5 4E 24 Ik 2X
RN G, XN EFBEAEEENT —HERNIE, AR REEHA A
MLRE IR TR, B 7B sm e, AFEREAOURAS B o R 22 v 4 2R
—FE, ARATRIR NI R — P e AR R R, SR IR P K e 2 Tei el 1) BHZE IR
(53758 AR R . AR AL « 57K (John Milton) 482 135t A 77 20 1E 24 1
—FE, BHZE IR ARAR AR VE T I STt S g AATTR A AR 2 B 2™ . TE 2 BRI AN
K, IREAGUBE. WRFETFRIT it RSl ——3 P54 .

REME,  (HRED BEFATERRE SRR ER . 2RI E TH
SRR . FRATATRE S0, FRATEIG 1ME— Bt St 2 A vE e L, R &Rt
SR, (EMSEIR RIRHE, A E O S AN AR GES R atl: W R R RS
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PR~ I #85 RAHE FU R A S5 R (13, At AT BEIC R I 38 A — A %W BB 5T 0t
BRI, WD, WEFTELE BT A JE R R . a0 SR 5 0] At ) S5 ) R 27 )
GHATHETS, RFEEF A AR U B UR TA R R 2 A . R WA At A
MA, B RS R R XN JE SRR /R B 1 « &79% (Alfred Schitz
1967) ] HFR, pfickid, BREth A LR 248, TR, ZARMSREH A,
R AR AL (Schidz p. 229.) , RATEARMA A AR S LA T PLRE .

HIE K, B FRRR AR L0 — D LI A . A £ —FhiE
WA RE . (HRRE I IR — NG E LRI ZIAR T GRAGTCBURN £ 338 TR+
ARIERIED o« BRI, BB, il E e el mmlpiEesg b, A
FHHEBERNA 2, REEE « 2% (Smith 1999; Smith & Varzi, 1999) 5| HAZ
ARG R A TE TR NN “AERA” (niche) o BERAE “HM”
(mesoscopic) JZIf F I, AT HHE 2 ik MO 202 2 6], (He5fEM
ANZIAER—2 X ER R JE% g, M AW - 54 (James Gibson)
[RIR R R O A ZE /R B, BHZE /RN R AT, AR RLS:, A =2 LS.
WARIXFEH AR A ZE R B RIE A 28 /R B AR Y, IR IR EE B M
KA 41 (cf. Sonesson 2001) o ZEANFRATTARAR AT BeA slid i B, W35
AT REREERER AN — RV SRR AFE RIS G o X SR UL TG 2k, IX /2 1R
B B, IRBIE, X EEWRE CHASE RS =FOR I, BRI AR I AL 11X
FERE R — 3L R/ T . BRIk, PR B SRR Py Pt 518 5 & Bk
Famar ). [FRE, £ 20 thad, JETRIHLURE A —MIAT B R G B AL A8 ok
1), B2 AR H RO E R R T B RS BRI EERE . XXt
VISR A S B AR G PN ST, B — B E AR K — B TR P AT DAARRE L ) E i
J& R T FAE A R PHZ R g 2 A . WA X B, FRNAFAZE/RR S
HSRBL2E A R AR AR RN BLSE i — R AL R, BRI R iZIE e RN A2 B
AL RIFABRERZXMEE BB BT R RA TN, HE, &
TSR RA TR B AR ME— S, e R LU B CRE F ORIE

Her b, A LB WA B R SE RN A AR B O ST BRI BTN
(2D 1989 45k — ELIXFERIY, [Sonesson 1989]) , A AR AN FE O FE 22 H AR
IR — . F b, AW « SMRKZEFIRFN « 5 (Gibson 1969;
Gibson & Pick, 2000) , HAMAMZ 5 772 R E AR ELL (SLbr ERAMATA
W) , ERET IR AL, XEWE, EEREE, BAIAmEN—Y)
ORI T, HERAIERAR TP R, AWK &, e ETEER
. £ (BBHIME)  (Pictorial Concepts [Sonesson 1989, p. 316ff]) w1, AT
T ) S ARHS R Ul BX — i T, P I & IR R —FE . B IS [ 442
AT BE2 R I 2 (WRTE P AT )], X e 2 A kR Wtz K, LA T-3RA7
AR MEFR AR EA A AT ZE ) o ARARATTE) SRR 22 RIG A AFAE . XSt — DK
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AT R, WRBATREI R = ARSI R E 7 1L
RO B, BATHRE E HGL B RRHA N AR IR 2RI, I BEATIRAR R L
AVETE AR . S BATR B IO AT Z W 5, 38 ARG LU i 5n] I
(RrZse, H s g th A PR TE R AR, AR 20 I I8) R RS2 — P R L 57— 28Ry
RRTLAE E o X TR AP R A T R B T A4, ATRESE BRI . PTLL,
PATLAHE — L ST R EK, VENGNE MR T, AERLRARIEZ R . BtH
AT &, IXEEF AR L L. ABARATT 44 AR AT TRt 1 = T i) — V)
HE LR £ A

4. ELHEROHEG: BRENEETHIRE

M FE/RAE 20 40 30 4EAX (Husserl 1954) Sl (fEHLY I, R ETHENE
ORI ARSI H 5. A B H A s 28 /R A R I AC I N 28 1 — N3RSk,
EVEEME R R Ca it T HARE 2K, IR e O TR R, TERL T I 7E & JE
(R AR 22 AN [ RUASE (%) i o |6 ) — 3 53 o ERARBAZE /R AR N2 “SE =75 ”  (Third Reich)
(K52 FHH, RS ZR B EAVE AR AT H T E SR AR H I, Eeandh Ry 4 pir g
NIRR A, Forb i 544 W 2 2 AR B AR UK N3 5 - N 15 At 4 SR AN TE X B
PERIEE R o AETBANII G, WVFRA NGRS, Bra RN SCE, 20 R 354G,
H AT AR B AR RN NN T A 025 Joy R 2 1 2 T I s 2 (R P 58 . RNl v
DUEE « A EHr (Norbert Elias 1939) FIK &R « 84 (Michel Foucault 1994) LIAH4
ANFEFARIESE H . HETHER (Horkheimer 1967) 5 ¢ TiX £l @i, %A
IR AR 22 i B 35 B, AthdE T 2R A “4ME” (tout court) EEVEIF. 445K, AR
YERABABAIAREIN B TR S — Ml il s R 3R 2 4 O ALEAR AR TP AR BeTh
Mz H 7 ENE , ARSI AR SSRGS AT GEED Rl 2R
M, WANGRENE, —5E RGHAHRPIFR KL G858 U MG K48
e 15 IR L — 37 A AR ART WA 22 G0 U1 Sl IR o J R 46 5 P B (A1) 2 e 3 A2 T B B R R A
FREIS KA K4 2 JFIARI P AR, BIE T R ZE s b i EE R, &
St T SNBSS R, BAERBZIE, MASH AR A, KARA R
5, REERIR S NR BT YIRS, EAE RN — A RIGR I B &8 LU
KTy — RGN LIS L5k T 2.

MR CR B HBIMESR )87, NIRFERS T8 Zisah ke 5 5%
PIEE, ARG EE R X — S — A B2 FE R T, RAAFEXZE D EEEN
Jil . FEABAEMIS R 2 4 S E Y, RS s sh ik A NS B K B BORFER A
FETBUH AR B FE (Kant 1974) o 25, B — A0 e v A seia 45 5550 i
Bl (cf. Sennett 1977) , R L RHE Wi 8 B R Ji 1) At ] RE PR A BUR A (£
AVERAEVA TTRY 32 OX AN B & S E, AR SC X iefl 7D, (H=ZTosEn, g —4
B Z WS EIE . ANERE, WDEUREERSRUI NS, X8 ZiEsh KA
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FoAtrg =, MEHEEE—ERR T M RMBUGE X 2T G R R0 DT
(1) T.{E[Habermas 1995]) 5 LA, fRAHT (ARG, ARUHIRERES THA
(iilt, Z/DTEGS, @R VR IR H B AN NS O DU, sk B AR
FATACHRIRS TR —5D , BEEIN TR A RN R, 2

R, BB gt A 64T, (Habermas 1962) 5t & ilifii 7 1 st . =Zckki, Al
AR DA — R PR T R VMBS R ZE KR, Ui eI S
MTEARFI R, DUXBEONATA 25 T Bold AL s F i & . A, BEREE
KA RRT, HBCr U Z K FrA L BEIE SR AR IR N R s k. =T
AL E R, e G SEra KR Z A m i, Kimskil, AL
W2 /a5 N aIAE, BRI Y —1F, AU E A2 2k B 225 A H
MBUE BRI R A& i o R, AR A A AR W AL . HAR BRI SC
T WNMETE BT (Sennett 1977) ,  UNATCEERE A L IS UL T AN HEARR 1) DTk B Y
o IAFAME B F IS e m BRAEMME. 2810, WA VG RSB E ) s
3, MBS E5RER MeshFEE B A RR, WRREE . IED DU G R AER: 7L
(Destutt de Tracy) . KEJEH#r (Pierre Jean Georges Cabanis) . fEA*:% (Degerando)
G5, R A IAURR E SR B — AN TR R AT RE A1), G B S SRR
RS s el W, o IX M Woe 52 T 55 2. BUE . BT HAd B s Ccf.
Gusdorf 1978; Rosenfeld 2001) . MiXAME X b, 7RIS SRR I ) 2 FL 45,
PR G X U P At e s 11 VA LT 8

FEIRANE N B, EMEHZERSE e, B EE s MR PRV, By, B RAERK
s BT — IR BARIXFIME SRR A A A IR 2 e, (HARBHE, 7ERRINZ
SMHEARIL T, E R EERFEA R MFRAIRAE BN E DRI AT E 5
FHIC,  FRATTIX B8 A= 35 AE RO N B 12 9 AR B el H R i R AR T anitk S b )
FAETERR R BIHAT NI, EHASCH IR R E KA X . R B AERR
MIAEAEZ A 1655, BB HILHS 2 55— DN BRINETE, BV 5 R 55 A 3 SRR AR
Jix — 8 HA H A A E R (Jones 2003) ALK ZR, (HXFhx R W IEAER T 5
o IR I B ZE R RIS BB = AL R R . INIXAN A FERE, ol & Ik &
DAE, Sav9Er. RHIELEER I gABAT AR o B E K BT R S
R (ZTCEEMZEIEMHL) AR ARA T T 2 BB BN E M A A IEXS RIS, AT
seath T (BRARMEATREIEAESE ), ESEE -+ RIER AL ETEE ) « AT
AR, B 2R RATKLER P s — AN, #H B IER B R MME.

29 Of course, there is only a limited political sense to us, not to Kant. To him, as to many important figures
of the Enlightenment, representative democracy may have seemed a fantastic (even Utopian) idea (but to
others, who were rather elitist, the idea would be rather frightening), which would open up an arena of
general rational discussion. For complex reasons (the age-old power games, the development of the media,
and so on), things turned out differently.
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X—RREZ, FoNEFEEEIER B EE— R get:, b AT 4
HATEVERITHE, AR, BUABF MR RS WS R BRE] . 5506 DD 8 s
FI, IXRECHER AT e A R IE MBUATES) (FEIEMBUE LR E X B, BN
A X R BTG H BG4 E e R H I B AT SEBr A i, ez 25 SRS 28 Hh 36
TIX e B RO I AN KAEAT AT R E R E 2, B A 5 7R AN SR AL
Eox, HEMERBUEHE T CLZR 1, HERBIEAZR A N RIEZ .

ERINESIE RIS i, KREHNBE AT RFEE B AR W N £ 5,
XA B NANAE Sl JUAE A E A T N5 B — LoV, bl ()3 DUR 2245 3 4%
FeiEtgs (Paul Krugman) . REBR TAEF#24N, BARE TIHWEZE H H
MR R, ERERIERSF RGN KT, WARARI Az, &
BT CEE) A E. KRR EIEIFIERZ N T IPFEUERIZS, MRZRN T
AT B0 FUTE R RO

B SR IR AN R IR Ay, B R L E R E R I R RN R . Bz, BHEERINES
e AR T IR . BRI ZE R NRIZFE Ui, (HEFRE N SCtE
SREAN T ERAEM IS E M —E (F) &2 FfFSRE. HNXNE L
i, WRFAS EE S ——HE——RIFERN Y. BEE— N LTIE MR B IEF G
[PIEFE o

MIRAN S BB, B — N ASWOE [ B SR AR . B KA T BRI A
G, BUBHZERE “ERAEE” (lch-Gemeinschaft) o ‘B /&l A Hridkis i) «
UEME”  (Evidenz) [UIBS-, BREARYE—Flot B /R BT AT BE e, B X ANl 4 A 1) e
LARRERIRFR . EIRAVEE R AME 2 Fr, BEVERIER YD) & SR 7Kz I8 SR 58 47 A
W, [RI AR R A E FRATTEILAE e 0 1 2820 B FRATTHE R B R B B el S0 3 . AE R Tk
BIE S ARS8 2, YN — 7 B ZIER T R BRI — N E AR . X
LR AT AN IR 5 2 75 S I 5 1) A T R B

faid

BRI TR AR, Fo— EAERZR B FEM T B BB R TAE, JCHZM
BAE RS20 (Centre for Cognitive Semiotics) M3 H i HI TAELLR (%50
H B 2009 FFHJEREME R 2ETFGE,  HH3m 8 E AT ORI BT B, 1R 28,
IR IVERIVF 2 0] AR & FH G « A HLR (Seren Brier) [ ERAR M5 K. {HAn X
e CE, WRAE— R4 IR E QR SR, IR —ArEE L PR L 5K 4R
(1), FEFhE S ERE2dEE OO AR S B AR TS, B BRI Bk LE . ACE S
T ZATH e, fEE, RikE) ToRBZH - 250045k (Jordan Zlatev) 5w B
Hr « SERG (Chris Sinha) XA S H B % SR, FREDHRATLL A TBALEE 4 PP
Ao
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