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Dissent, Conflict, Enquiry: Is Environmentalism
Science Communication?

Abstract:

Environmentalists often present science-based agtsthat are designed to persuade
the public toward a belief that can be used tormftuture action. Can environmentalism
therefore be thought of as a form of scientific camication? In this paper | shall argue
that it can. Drawing on the semiotic logic of AkarS. Peirce, | show how feelings of
concern for the environment are transformed intoaestrations of concern, which are,
in turn, transformed into systems that guide actibecall these phases ‘three grades of
concern’. |link them to Peirce's semiotic catégmto show how three distinct styles of
environmental argument can be identified: whistt@aling (the category of feeling);
demonstrating (the category of reaction); and eydthe category of human-nature
mediation). These three grades of environmentdbrit are then applied to a case study
in which | examine an evolution of concern aboutfest destruction by unsustainable
logging. In the case study | show how the feeliofgsoncern for the environment of the
Penan people of Sarawak's rainforest became thecsubatter of demonstrations in
Australia, and how, in turn, the rainforest concdemonstrated in Australia became the
focus of a research publication called @eod Wood GuideMy paper's aim, then, is to
show how environmentalism can be viewed as a fdrapposition to established
knowledge, but not necessarily to scientific meth8aience, in its search for truth,
continually challenges tr&tatus quan order to create new ideas. In this respeatylie
that scientists and environmentalists share a cammethodology.



Introduction :

Can environmentalism be viewed as a form of
scientific communication? The question implies
an assertion that it can. In this paper | develop
systems view of the question and argue that
environmentalism is a practical form of scientific
enquiry. To show how | came to this conclusion, |
will give a short account of what it is thegmiotic
logic is, its historical development, some key
terms, and then apply the framework of
understanding to a case-study to demonstrate my
central claim.

Semiotic, as | use the term here, is a generahtheo
of representation and interpretation developed by
Charles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914). Peirce has
rarely been linked to systems thinkingowever,

in my view Peirce's semiotic should be regarded as
a systematic examination of all that is implicit in
the idea of a system (i.e., system considered as a
noun). For Peirce, a system is a sign, and aisjgn
“...something which is capable of revealing

Nl something experientially -- that is, as a
phenomenon, fictional or real -- to a being capableesponding to it (the sign)
appropriately” (Ransdell, 1994). In what followshall argue that the word ‘system’
can be substituted in the above definition withoretating a contradiction.

Bertalanffy defined systems as “sets of elemeiatsdshg in interrelations” (1968, p. 38).
Interrelations, in turn, are defined as elemerds $kand in relation, so that if one element
in a set is different in its behaviour from the sa@hement in its relation with another set,
an “interaction” is detected (p. 56). This defimit, when generalised, became “General
System Theory” (GST), an idea Bertalanffy firstgaeted in 1937 to a philosophy
seminar convened by Charles Morris at the UniwerditChicago.

Morris acknowledged an intellectual debt to Pe{afeSullivan, 1988). The influence of
Peirce’s semiotic on Morris’'s work, especially thsee-fold division among syntactics,
semantics and pragmatics, has in turn been infaléntcommunication theory to the

! Wherever possible, references in this paper adermPeirce’s writings by volume and paragraph lremn the
Collected Papers of Charles Peir(¥31-58). References of the type MS refer tode& microfilmed manuscripts, as
listed in Richard Robin’&nnoted Catalogue of the Papers of Charles S. Béir867). References of the type SS refer
to the page number fBemiotics and Significs (1977).

2 Although the systems concept has occasionally Hszussed in Peirce scholarship (e.g, Boler 1963;
Tursman 1987), | have been able to locate onlydmutorial dissertation and one journal article dedli
from this that is explicitly devoted to an examiaatof C. S. Peirce and systems theory (Herber@iO).



present day. Indeed, each of Morris’s divisions ézolved into a research discipline in
its own right.

Bertalanffy’s personal contact with Morris, inde#tkir shared interest in signs (e.g.,
Bertalanffy 1965, Davidson 1983) does not appeaate resulted in Bertalanffy having
any familiarity with Peirce’s conception of sem@tnor its potential relevance to the
concerns of GST.

The above oversight may partly explain why Peiregdsk has continued to be largely
overlooked by researchers and educators of systentsng. Sullivan (1988; 1991),
however, has identified a perhaps more importaagae for the early disconnection.
Sullivan argues that there are important differertmetween Peirce and Morris, the
former enunciating a “realist” theory of communioat the latter developing a
“nominalistic” or anti- realist position (cf. Sullan 1988, especially Chapter 3). Indeed,
Sullivan (1988, pp. 178-79) argues that Morris’dlskaown reading of Peirce has led
communication scholars to be concerned primarithwiesocio-psychologicatffects of
communication rather than theggical effects of signs.

Sullivan traces the roots of the Morris/Peirce diévto the Port-Royal treatment of
rhetoric. This early framework became assimilatg¢o the method and metaphysics of
Descartes (cf. Sullivan, 1988, p. 41 ff.). As isliknown, the Cartesian method takes as
its starting point an epistemolically privilegedodtion. It therefore eradicates a role for
invention -- the discovery of arguments. Indeadention was considered by Cartesians
to be something that only confused reasoning aaektbre it should not provide a
starting point for thought. Peirce, however, sdtet:

The feeling which gives rise to any method of fiximelief is a dissatisfaction
of two repugnant propositions. But here already i®gue concession that
there is somenething to which a proposition should conform. Ndpo
therefore, can really doubt that there are realit, if he did, doubt would
not be a source of dissatisfaction. (CP 3.254 jrmalgemphasis)

As Kevelson (1984) has also noted, one of the tesiiholding to a purely analytic view
of enquiry is that the method of science can beetkas something entirely split-off
from the domain of rhetoric, primarily because dhnietis considered to introduce a
fundamental disconnection from the real world.

Another of the outcomes from adhering to the aldautty disconnection has been that
the communication of science (as distinct fromdbig of science) is often thought to
involve value-judgements, therefore communicatirigrece is often seen to be a task that
should be left to socio-psychological manipulatibhe work of communicating scientific
ideas is consequently often allocated to expenmbiic relations these days. Under the
influence of a recently introduced split betweegidaand rhetoric, scientific logic is
understood to be the domain of science while rieetoses its epistemological

foundation.



As is the common experience of environmentalistout this vital linkage between
logic and rhetoric, the communication of environta¢concern by rhetorical means is
easily trivialised because it is deemed to be bas&eimotion” rather than “fact” (cf. on
this issue especially Latour, 2004).

One of the chief accomplishments of Peirce’s samiogic, then, is to re-establish the
epistemological function of invention, and thereftw also re-establish a scientific role
for rhetoric. Peirce achieves this, | shall argumore detail shortly, by including in his
conception of all that is necessary to a sign ystesn), a mode of inference that is
ontologically and epistemologically ampliative (j.anabductiveform of inference).
This is why, in arguing the case for an expandetesys-understanding for
environmentalists’ rhetoric, | argue it is apprepeito draw on Peirce’s integrated
semiotic logic. Using Peirce’s semiotic, rhetoriceention can be thought of as a vital
part of any method through which new ideas areraith elucidated, and ultimately
agreed upon.

Environmentalism:

| am sure that everybody has an idea or imagectimaes to mind when one hears the
term ‘environmentalism’. | also imagine we all kasome familiarity with
environmentalists, whether it was a local protestr@ housing development, or a
Greenpeace direct action seen on the news. \Widmatduggesting in this paper is that we
take a broader view of this activity, so that welude under the banner of
environmentalism the process of scientific discgyvetich | assume everyone is also
familiar with.

The argument under investigation is that the enmergef a new idea in science exhibits
the same communicational characteristics as antihd¢anvironmentalists hope to
introduce into the world. At first the new idea@ses unsupported, or as in aesthetics we
would say ‘appears grotesque’. Next, the specethods of science are engaged to
persuade us that this new form really does exglamething we are genuinely puzzled

by.

| want to make it clear, however, that in the pnés®ntext my primary focus is to
develop a semiotitheory May aim is to explicate a theory that is a mdtfar
discovering methods, specifically, a method thait valp to explain the method of
environmentalism. As a consequence, my reseachden largeltheory seekingather
thanfact seeking To obtain my purpose, | did not need to gatlesy data by special
techniques of observation. The data semiotic waikis is the everyday knowledge each
of us uses to think with every moment of the dAg.such, semiotic theory can be
applied to any special interest we might want tbipto.

The above noted, | am not by any means claimingsemaiotic is thenly method we can
use to find something out or make decisions baped.uFor example, we can use voting



rather than science to decide something about tnkel\wy next Tuesday, if we want to.
What Ido claim here is that semiotic is a scientific theomhis claim involves an
intellectual commitment to the belief that, if thethod of science is persisted with it
should eventually transform the ways we intera¢h\the world in a way that concords
with, or is compatible with, the ways the worlceifshinks. Thus, in my view science
can deepen our understanding of other beings aatibn our ability to co-exist
interpedently within a dynamic system.

To demonstrate how Peirce’s semiotic offers supjoorthe above view, in the next
section | will examine what semiotic logic is, wlzae its elements, and how these
elements interrelate to form a system for analystigntific communication, including
environmental communication. This will then bddeled by an application of the theory
to a case study in environmentalism.

Peircean semiotic framework

Semiotic investigates how wefer something from a sign. Put another way, semist&
theory of how signs work. In both these statemehts/e used the worsign The most
fundamental requirement for semiotic is an adeqdefmition of a sign. Why does
semiotic need this?

Let's begin by looking at a couple of well-known dets of communication. | will then
discuss why these models do not yield an adequedi@tibn of a sign for the purpose of
science communication.

Basic Transmission Model

Sender --> Encoded Sign --> Transmission --> Receiv--> Decoded Sign

|
_ I
Noise

(Source: Shannon & Weaver in Fiske, 1¢

In Shannon and Weaver's (in Fiske,1982) transmmssiodel of communication we can
see that the sign is thought of as a languagernoédond and is embodied in a code. We
are all familiar with how signs operate as codes, lzow coded messages can be
transmitted, for example, as a digital code trattsghithrough a modem which is then
decoded. What is being transmitted is informa#iod this must be decoded by a
receiver. To do this, the receiver must use cotwes, such as spelling and grammar.

| would welcome being corrected on this point, batn unable to see how the
transmission model would enable us to discover slamgnew about a world that is



independent of the code. True, we can detectemdransmission, such as mistakes in
spelling or grammar, but this model does not expfaw we are able to learn anything
new from this kind of error. All it does is sholat we can make blunders in our coding,
or that our transmission devices introduce errbsome kind.

The next model | want to look at was developed dysSure (in Fiske, 1982), a
contemporary of Peirce’s working in Europe. Satsguoposed that we need two things
to explainlanguage- asignifier and asignified

Saussure’s Elements of Meaning

Sign
|
|

composed of

/ \
/ \
signifier signified ----- > signification ----- > external reality
(physical existence  (mental concept) or meaning
of the sign)

(Source: Fiske, 1982)

Both the transmission model and Saussure’s modadaquate to explainitgnguage

as a system of signs-in-cod8emiology, which gave rise to structuralism,tpos
structuralism and postmodernism, is the study mgu@ge codes. With respect to
Saussure’s model, | am similarly unable to seeittetequately explains how a new idea
is introduced into a language code.

As Pierce might have put it, in making languageesoand code functions the focus, both
the models | have briefly examine, ‘commit thelitn oversight of forgetting that there

is a real world with real actions and reactiong’ other words, the above models
effectively eliminate the possibility of scientiftiscovery from the research interest. To
use a term from Peirce, these modelsdgaalic modelsf the sign. The signifier is
connected to a signified, which in turn is connddteanother signified, and so on, ad
infinitum. Put another way, if we add a straighelto the end of a straight line, we just
keep on obtaining a straight line.

In contrast to the above dyadic models, Peirceeatdgiiat we neethreethings to
adequately define the communicative function afja.s To find out things about a real
world that is independent of our language codes)eesl ssign, anobject and an
interpretant The triadic relation that obtains between treseents allows us to
communicate about a world that is independent obpinions of it, but not independent
of communication generally. Thus, a triadic acd¢mfrcommunication enables us to talk
about a world that does not depend solely uporeptablished codes for interpretation.



This means that a triadic model can allow us tedcetrrors and therefore possibly attain
a true conception of some aspect of the world weeih, if we were to persist in the
method for long enough. We may never get to thahate true opinion, but in science,
that is our cheerful hope.

Now, from my reading of Peirce’s vast corpus oftwwg and the secondary literature, |
have been able to identify more than one hundigad dfinitions given by Peirce. The
problem | have in presenting one of these techiefihitions here as the simplest and
most easy to comprehend is that Peirce’s defirstame triadic, and therefore cannot be
reduced to the simplicity of a dyadic definitiohat is, not without rendering the
definition incomplete and consequently inadequaieur task. So, rather than just give
the triadic definition straight up, | will followétrce’s method and present thgradesof
definition. | will explain why a triad of grades important to semiotic in detail shortly,
however, for the present, let’'s begin with a faamilotion of a sign and work toward a
more technical definition by adding elements toOmnce this is done, | will then present
an integrated definition suitable for the task nflerstanding scientific communication.

THREE GRADES OF SIGN

First Grade of Clearness
(The clarity of everyday use -- the purpose ojaksi

“A Sign [is a] Medium for the communication of arfd
(Source: MS 793
Second Grade of Clearness
(The analytic or formal definition -- the necessaonditions for a sign to act
as a sign)

“l use the word ‘Sign’ in the widest sense for amgdium for the
communication or extension of a Form (or featui@¢ing medium, it is
determined by something, called its Object, anémd@nes something, called
its Interpretant.”

(Source: SS 196)
Third Grade of Clearness

(Pragmatic or scientific adequacy -- does the gigrduce the habit the
concept is calculated to produce):

[A sign is] “something by knowing which we know sething more”

(Source: CP 8.332)




A DEFINITION OF SIGN FOR SCIENCE COMMUNICATION

“[Let us acknowledge as being possible] a univeasabf rhetoric, which shall
be the general secret of rendering signs effeciiviiding under the term ‘sign’
every picture, diagram, natural cry, pointing fingsink, knot in one’s
handkerchief, memory, dream, fancy, concept, intinatoken, symptom, letter,
numeral, word, sentence, chapter, book, librarg,iarshort whatever, be it in
the physical universe, be it in the world of thoyghat, whether embodying an
ideaof any kind (and permit us throughout to use teis to cover purposes and
feelings), or being connected with somaéstingobject, or referring to future
events through some existing object, or referrmfyture events though a
general rule causes something else, its interpreting sigbetdetermined to a

corresponding relation to the saidea existing thing or law.”

(Source: MS 774)

The integrated definition is especially appropriateour present purpose. Peirce
formulated it for an audience interested in thgettbmatter that | am examining here:
scientific communicatiarn this last definition, then, we see an impatriararacteristic
of Peirce’s method that | want to draw out in sateil. Note the repeated triatba,
existing thing or ideaandlaw or rule

Peirce’s theory of semiotic draws upon his phenastogy. Phenomenology is the study
of what appears before any mind. Based on hig/sitidhat appears before any mind,
Peirce developethree categories of beingrhese categories correspond to three
distinguishable modes of being, which he calledthess, Secondness, and Thirdness:

THREE CATEGORIES NECESSARY FOR REASONING

Firstness (idea):

Potentialityis the absence of Determination...not of a megatiee kind but
a positive capacity to be Yea or Nay; not ignordnata state of being...

Secondness (existence):
Actualityis the Act which determines the merely possible...
Thirdness (law):

Necessitations the support of Actuality by reason...

(Source: MS 277 in Fisch, 1986, p. 177)




Now, in relation to what | was saying earlier abowyt method of researching the question
‘Is environmentalism a form of science communiaa®o we can see that my method is
primarily located in the mode of Firstness. |s@eeking a theorthat will enable me to
evaluate the rhetoric of environmentalism. Thiegjion was at first vague inasmuch as
there was no pre-existing determination of ‘yes’mar to my question. Instead, there
was a possibility that Peirce’s theory would prewde useful if the necessary
consequences of its being true could be tracedmdithen applied and tested. This latter
testing activity takes place primarily in the madeThirdness. In this modality the
researcheseek out fact® support a theory, which is the exercise wenake engaged in.
The rationale for linking these two realntisgoryandfacts falls into the mode of
Secondness because in this mode, the consequédrbedlzeory are logically necessary.

Thus, following from the above, in the mode of fiess, the principle of contradiction
does not hold. A real possibility both exists ashs yet does not exist in actuality, thus
Firstness is what the mathematician might calliageterminate limit between A and
not-A’. Similarly, in the mode of Thirdness, thergiple of excluded middle does not
apply. When we act on the basis of our reasomeglo not know for certain whether
our prediction will afford security. Our ideas aapable of falling somewhere in-
between true and false, or as Werner Heisenbergtthaye put it, in Thirdness there is
necessary uncertainty.

Peirce’s discovery of triadic logic was motivatetielieve, by his desire to combine
rhetoric with logic. In formal or dyadic logic, tteeare rules for reasoning that one is not
supposed to be able to breach if the reasonirgbe tonsidered valid. Yet in triadic
logic, this is precisely what must happen if wetarkearn something new. Thus, Peirce
discovered a way to combine logic and enquiryvathiiout abandoning his commitment
to the discovery function of rhetoric.

Triadic logic, then, or what | shall call thegic of dissentdoes not involve any denial of
traditional or dyadic logic, but rather, it invokvanadditionto it. We can see this by
noting that the idea of Thirdness presupposedie of Secondness, which in turn
presupposes the idea of Firstness. Put in modatteéhe ‘would be’ of law presupposes
the ‘must be’ of actuality, which presupposes thay be’ of real possibility.

Still another way to put the above is to say thatde’s theory of signs implies that all
deductivereasoning, including mathematics, must involvehl@tperimenand
observation. | have now introduced another termrnguires some explanation.

From the beginning Peirce recognised three kindsgimentabduction deduction and
induction What he did to arrive at this triad was to opgpthee logic of mathematics (or
what was called analytics) over against the lofjgcgence (or what used to be called
synthetic reasoning). The opposition of theseftwms of reasoning yielded a triadic
classification of argument, each with its own rigkastrength according to its modality:



CLASSIFICATION AND RELATIVE STRENGTH OF
ARGUMENTS

1) Abduction

...produces assurance of thay-be-- Plausibility -- which is related to the
iconicity of the relationship between premise aadatusion.

Starts with scrutiny of the puzzling phenomenon pratiuces a conjecture
that would explain it.

2) Deduction

...produces the assuranceactually is-- Certainty -- which is related to the
indexicality of the relationship between premisd aonclusion.

Explicates the conjecture and renders it distiaet! this is followed by a
Demonstration.

3) Induction

...produces the assurance dfabit, the what-we-take-to-be, which if it is
not true, is open to correction by future enquikjerisimilitude -- that
which is related to the symbolic nature of thetreteship between premise
and conclusion.

Ascertains how far the conjecture accords with erpee - if it is sensibly
correct, requires modification, or must be entirelgcted.

(Source:Peirce CP 6.469f.)

Note that in these three grades of argument, time €ategorical entailment | mentioned
earlier is also identifiable. To use an inducfieen of argument, that is, to test our
abduction, we presuppose that a deduction haslgltesced out what we consider to be
the necessary consequences of the idea. Simitkdiyction presupposes that an idea or
quality has been abstracted from the realm of pdggj and that this idea or quality is at
least plausible. From a semiotic point of viewthbabduction and deduction are equally
ideal. Itis not until the inductive stage, (tlealm of scientific argumentation) that we
test the idea in a world that is external to oeaicconstruction of it.

Another important consideration | want to mentisthat an abduction is not necessarily
based in a pre-existing term. Although connectid and arising out of our pre-existing
knowledge, the idea may need an entirely new terdescribe it. It is &ormintroduced

to explain something that could not be explainedhyctive reasoning. For example,
until Kepler the orbit of Mars was assumed to lbeutar. New observations were made
that could not be explained by this theory, so Kepitroduced the idea that the orbit of



Mars might be elliptical. This idea did not existespect to Mars until Kepler asserted
the idea, yet it was always a possibility, anduhst already existed. Kepler, like all
good scientists, became a dissenter for a redd@reasoning was later confirmed by
observation.

At this point | must forego any further theoretiealquiry and move to the application of
semiotic theory to actual events.

Application:

In my master’s thesis (author details suppress2@i3)l | analysed the method of
nonviolent action used by an environmental grodjeddahe Rainforest Action Group.
The present research is essentially an extensitrabéarlier work. This time around,
however, | have been more interested in a theatyrtiight explain the method of
environmentalism and less interested in the detbagipspects of the research.

In this earlier study, it seems that | was vagiegding in the direction of a Peircean
framework. | proposed that environmentalism fokoathree staggrocess sequence:

PROCESS PHASES OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL DRAMA

Breach or Separation- the law of mounting stakes
Crisis or Conflict- the law of emerging contradiction

Reintegration or Schism- the law of shifting terrain

(Source: Turner 1982, p. 69; Foss & Larkinr88.9p. 60-63)

It did not occur to me at the time that this precemd could be linked to Peirce’s
semiotic categories, or indeed, that Peirce’s seenidfered a way to describe the
movement of thought in environmentalism generaligf is, at the most general level, the
movement of thought as a system.

This time around | am seeking to link logic to peses. The present investigation is a
study of thdogical methodf environmentalism. | can now ask, “Does the rodtlor is
the method if persisted in, likely to attain itsndirom a logical point of view?”.

So, what is the aim of environmentalism? | defim=aim of environmentalism as the
development of reasoning that has an attractiohviog facts. In other words, the aim
of environmentalism, as | define it, is to reasom ivital or organic manner, so that our
interventions into nature can be accommodated twy@arather than cause dislocations
or dissociations. Thus, environmentalism, in #ese | am using it here, aims to



cultivate rationatepresentation®f thought, and in doing so, environmentalism
presupposes a commitment to ethics, and also a toment to aesthetics.

THE TRIVIUM OF ENVIRONMENTALISM

Aesthetics

Considers things whose end is to embody feelings

Ethics:
Considers things whose end lies in action - that examines wise or
foolish conduct
Semiotic (Logic):

Considers whether or not the representasioows us something is actually
operative.

(Source: Peirce in Turrisi 1997, p. 71)

I next hope to show why Peirce’s semiotic methodralysing the method of
environmentalism yields the above triad.

After completing my master of environmental sciedegree, | worked on a publication
called theGood Wood GuideThe Good Wood Guides a document that arose out of the
Rainforest Action Group’s protests about rainfodestruction by unsustainable logging.
The question th&ood Wood Guidattempted to answer was, if we accept your asserti
that rainforest logging is unsustainable, what #nstshould we avoid, and which timbers
are ‘good’?

The first thing | want to note about this questi®that it arose out of considering the
conceivable effects of rainforest logging, and ¢hesnceivable effects were drawn to the
attention of the public by the method of environtaéprotest. The environmental
concern itself, however, was based ondhmtiveexperience of a group of people living
in a rainforest - namely, the Penan people of Sakaw



Desperate Penan block : tp’: regtho.rg)

The Penan noticed that the theory they used fdaisuisg themselves in the rainforest
was no longer yielding predictable results. Thgliaption of their theory of living to a
rainforest environment was yielding surprises r-éwample, they noticed that the rivers
they relied upon for fishing were becoming hostil@quatic life, and that they could no
longer rely on their rivers as a source of fooa. ekplain this failure in expectation, they
had to, as a matter of survival, develop a them®xplain their surprise. Their theory
was that the commercial logging of rainforest wakimg life in the rainforest impossible
to sustain.

In this next diagram | hope to show that the puepafstheGood Wood Guidaas to see
whether the distinction of good or bad conduct draut by the oppositional protest of
the Rainforest Action Group, which in turn arosé ofithe felt dislocation of the Penan,
could be found to be operative (that is, could perationalised) in the choice of timber
products.

Put another way, thecientificresearch as to whether or not a particular claas e
came out of theital experience of a group of people living in the rarest - primarily
the Penan of Malaysia. The research, as sucle awdf the experiences and
difficulties of people attempting to live in harmpowith their environment, but the truth
of their claims was in no way dependent on theiniops alone. Aheorywas proposed,
and thefactsthen investigated.

What | hope the diagram below shows is that thel fieea theory did not arise out of
nowhere, but rather, that the need for new knovdextgse out of an application of
science to the real world: the Penan sought ayrheaxplain a failure in what they took
to be reliable habits for living (the science ofrlig in a rainforest). The theory of logging
being used by the loggers in Sarawak was produciegpected consequences for the
Penan. The loggers, for their part, did not noéicg surprising variations in the quality
of the environment because they did not expecthamytof the environment except that it
should continue to offer them a cheap source dieim



APPLICATION: THREE STAGES OF ENQUIRY

1) PENAN - SARAWAK
Abduction:
The logging of rainforest would explain the deteaten of the environment.
Expression feeling -Firstness

Validity - Instinct

2) RAINFOREST ACTION GROUP - MELBOURNE
Deduction:

Australia is implicated. Australia imports raindst timbers from Sarawak.
This can be demonstrated.

Expression epposition- Secondness

Validity - Explication

3) GOOD WOOD GUIDE
Induction:

Timber can be distinguished by point of origin @edsumer choices can be
made on the basis of environmental concern.

Expression scientific - Thirdness

Validity - Evaluation

Something had to be done to draw out the unexpeceskequences of unsustainable
logging. The Rainforest Action Group found a wayrtake experimentation with the
idea possible and then demonstrated this. Theinodevas to interpose themselves
between ships laden with timber bound for Melbouaral in doing so they literally
embodied a diagram that demonstrated the envirotaneoncern.



The Good Wood Guidéhen sought out facts to evaluate the theory adiet) by the
protesters. Some of these facts confirmed thestiiest rainforest logging, as it was
being practiced, was not sustainable, while otberdirmed the thesis that alternative
timber products and forestry methods existed.

The Responsible and Su:

"Use of Timber

A FRIENDS OF THE EARTH PuU

The second point | want to make about
the Good Wood Guides that itgrew.
TheGood Wood Guideegan as an A4
flyer and is now a book length
publication. The ninth edition is
currently being researched in Melbourne.

The business of semiotic, in a nutshell,
then, is to investigate how idegsow,

that is, how thought evolves. The testing
of a theory has now grown into a
substantial body of research, and this
research is ongoing. This, | suggest, is
how science grows - the growth of
science it is essentially@mmmunicative
practice

The next point | want to make in relation
to theGood Wood Guides that the
guestion it investigated can be restated in
apragmaticform:



If a consumer wants to consider the mearmhgmber, this idea will consist entirely in
the effects that the idea could conceivably hawilrsequent thought and experience

The question put in this form is a question infthren of what Peirce calledhe Maxim of
Pragmatismwhich is:

PEIRCE’'S PRAGMATIC MAXIM

Consider what effects that might conceivably haeetcal bearings we
conceive the object of our conception to have: tloein conception of those
effects is the whole of our conception of the dbjec

An alternative but equivalent formulation:

The maxim of pragmatism is that a conception carelm logical effect or
import differing from that of a second conceptioweapt so far as, taken in
connection with other conceptions and intentiohs)ight conceivably
modify our practical conduct.

(Source: Peirce in Turissi 1997)

I include the last definition because it makesrtbed for an adequate definition of a sign
more easily manifest than the former.

The last thing | want to say about tBeod Wood Guides that in the process of
researching and writing tf@ood Wood Guidd found myself interacting with a group of
people with a common special interest in the comseges of timber use. As such, we
formed ascientific communityan important consideration in Peirce’s view, @srge is
essentially aocial activity

Conclusion:

The focus in this paper has been on whether ervieotalism is a form of dissent that
adheres to the communicational commitments thatggscientific communication. My
conclusion is that environmentalism is a form gpagition to scientific knowledge, but
not necessarily to scientific method. Put anotiny, in a semiotic account of
environmentalism, the method functions to keep camuoation closed (through its self-
referential autonomy) and simultaneously open (tbhoits communicational
commitment to active engagement with its subjectteng(cf. Luhmann, 1986).



| define dissent, then, as ‘thinking otherwiseattls, to think in a manner that confronts
and opposes knowledge that is held to be authestdixed, proper, right, or natural.
Thus, from a semiotic point of view, all reasoniagd here I include scientific reasoning
challenges the status qudf this is admitted, we are also led to the dosion that all
thinking is fallible. The recognition of a necagdor error enables us to see that
whatever we presently hold to be ‘true’ is somaghwre can move on from, expand upon,
or overturn.

| have also argued that via Peirce and his semiaican identify three grades of
environmentalism, each corresponding to a predamimadal form of argument. To
review briefly, in the first grade of environmentaincern the greatest emphasis is placed
on the feelings associated with an issue of conckrthe second grade of concern, the
feelings identified in the first grade of concere given existence in the mode of
dualistic struggles, often expressed in terms sschhe conflict between nature and
development”. In the third grade of environmewtahcern, experimental reasoning
becomes predominant. At this level of concern, mmmentalists work to foster a co-
operative community in which to evaluate whetheritteas that we use to guide us are
achieving what we expect. From the point of vidwg@miotic dissent is a necessary part
of the process of evolving new value.

As it was Peirce who laid the foundations for seinjd will leave the final word on
dissent to him:

“Do not block the way of inquiry’
(Peirce in Buchler, p. 54)
Bibliography:

Bertalanffy, L. von (1965). “On the definition df¢ symbol” In Joseph R. Royce (edgychology
and the Symbol: An Interdisciplinary Sympositvew York: Random House.

Bertalanffy, L. von (1968)General System Theory: Foundations, Developmerjegpions.New
York: George Braziller.

Boler, J. F., (1963)Charles Peirce and Scholastic Realism: A StudyeafcE's Relation to John
Duns ScotusSeattle: University of Washington Press.

Buchler, J. (Ed.) (1955Rhilosophicalwritings of PeirceNew York: Dover.

Davidson, M. (1983)Uncommon Sense: The Life and Thought of LudwidBestalanffy (1901-
1972), Father of General Systems Thetaons Angeles: J. P. Tarcher.

Fisch M. H. (1986).Peirce’s Semeiotic and PragmatisiBloomington: Indiana University Press.



Fiske, J. (1982)ntroduction to Communication Studiésandon: Methuen.

Foss, D. A.& Larkin, R. (1986Beyond Revolution: A New Theory of Social Movem@ritical
Perspectives in Social Theoryyestport, Conn.:Bergin & Garvey.

Herbenick, R. M. (1970) “Peirce on Systems Theplyansactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society,
6(2), 84-98.

Kevelson, R. (1984) “C. S. Peirce’s speculativeaohe” Philosophy and Rhetorid7(1), 16-29.

Luhmann, N. (1986Llosure and Openness: On Reality in the World of.\M&orking Paper No.
86/234, Florence: European University Institute.

Peirce, C. S. (1931-1958)he Collected Papers of Charles Sanders PeMads. 1-6 Charles
Hartshorne & P. Weiss (Eds.). Vols. 7-8 A. W. Bu(Ed.). Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.

Peirce, C. S. (1976).he New Elements of Mathemati@gol. IV) (Carolyn Eisele, Ed.). The Hague:
Mouton.

Peirce, C. S. (1977%emiotics and Signific€harles Hardwick (Ed.). Bloomington I.N.: Indiana
University Press.

Ransdell, J. (1994). Peirce, Charles Sanders (1929). In Thomas A. Sebeok (E&hcyclopedic
Dictionary of Semioticg2nd edition). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Ransdell, J. (1997) “Sciences as communicationainconities”, Internet:
http://206.50.164.200/arisbe/menu/LIBRARY/ABOUTC&fsdell/physics.htm

Robins, R. (1967)Annotated catalogue of the papers of Charles ScBelWorcester; Mass:
University of Massachusetts Press.

Sullivan, P. (1988 he Pragmatism of Communication: A Realist Philtsopf Communicatian
unpublished dissertation, University of Kentucky.

Sullivan, P. (1991) “Pragmatics and pragmatigthilosophy TodaySummer, 175-184.

Turrisi, P. A., ed. (1997PRragmatism as a Principle and Method of Right TimgkAlbany:
State University of New York.

Turner, V. (1982)From Ritual to Theater: The Human Seriousness ay.Mew York: PAJ
Publications.

Tursman, R. (1987 eirce’s Theory of Scientific Discovery: A Systdrhagic Conceived as
Semiotic Bloomington: Indiana University Press.



