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Diplomacy utterances seem to be senseless pure tokens. These tokens only achieve their direction in the context, through interpretation. Behind the statement that diplomatic utterances are pure insensible flatus voci, there is the presupposition of atomistic causal theory of meaning. Account of meaning as convention is holistic. Yet holism is impeded here because one precondition of meaning is left out of the picture: the rich morphological background that not only chromatically illuminates but that enables the meaning. Subsymbolic dynamic non-symbolizable background is precondition of meaning, of the thetic phase. A sublime balance is needed between the subsymbolic and symbolic. Morphological background enables total cognitive states by holistically supporting them. Intertwining between the intentional and between phenomenology should not be a grounding, but identity of intentionality and phenomenology implementing relation. It turns out that diplomacy talk is really not shallow; skilled diplomacy deals with sublime quality. The detour of convention based account of meaning is used to lead to this conclusion. 

1. Diplomacy utterances seem to be senseless pure tokens. 

Diplomatic utterances, on the face of it, are a shallow kind of talk. Folk wisdom has it that a diplomat will not engage into any tricky revealings or information unless really necessary, and that in the case he says something sensible, this should not be really taken at face value. "Your country is very nice", the diplomat will say, although he may be of a quite contrary opinion. A diplomat will try to avoid offending his audience, and in this sense then he will really take care not to say anything tricky, i.e. anything interesting. A person's diplomatic behavior may be described as the one avoiding any edgy and dubious dealings: a good diplomat will try not to offend anyone, but also, in the same sense, not to convey any sensible information. So, diplomacy utterances really seems to be senseless pure tokens. Their absence of trickiness matches the absence of their informational or relevance value. Or at least this is what the diplomatic talk seems to be at its face value.  

    One of the early trial at the diplomatic talk is described in a book about "The Man of Court", which consists of numerous indications how to avoid tricky rough talk and behavior in order to preserve one's position in an important surrounding, and how to eventually thrive in it. So a diplomat has to consider a fragile balance in a normatively loaded environment, with the aim to preserve and improve his own position. 

2. Diplomacy tokens only achieve their direction in the context, through interpretation. 

Now, we should take a look at what happens to the diplomatic talk once as it is pronounced in an appropriate setting. Well, it gets interpreted. TV moderators and commentators will try to interpret the shallow diplomatic talk, looking for the clues that may provide some meaning to it. What did a diplomat of this country really have back its sleeves as he was making this pronouncement? What is the meaning of the fact that he did not say something that one expected him to say? Are the pronouncement of a diplomat from that totalitarian regime indicating a new openness? May one expect some basic policy change, or is this just another smart maneuvering of the power in the direction of preserving status quo and the government hold on power? What happens here seems to be the following: the shallow and senseless pure tokens of diplomatic talk obviously need some interpretation as they get positioned into the wider context, looked at from several dimensions, and being evaluated in it. Diplomatic assertions that may seem to be shallow per se will get their true meaning in a contextual interpretation and evaluation. But even here, the disambiguation will not be complete. So diplomatic talk, in a sense, is a double talk. 

3. Behind the statement that diplomatic utterances are pure insensible flatus voci, there is the presupposition of atomistic causal theory of meaning. 

Our starting discovery as we took a short look at diplomatic discourse is that it is a shallow talk, which needs an elaborate contextual interpretation that tries disambiguating it. But in fact, on the other hand, contextual interpretation may hint at some hidden excellency of diplomatic talk which really persists in the balance preserving ambiguity: sometimes it is much better and even appropriate not to say everything that is on one's mind. A lie may be beneficial, such as saying to a lady inviting you to the dinner which she took great care and a lot of time in preparing but unhappily resulted in an objectively uneatable food: "You are a great cook and you just served us a tasty masterpiece." If you would tell the truth, offense and conflict would be behind the corner, so it is better to stay diplomatic. A diplomat will also take care to keep open as many possibilities for future engagement as he can. 

    Considering all this, one may ask what the background is to our first reaction concerning the diplomatic talk, namely that it is shallow and insensible. The answer is that such a reaction and estimation gets powered by a certain conception of meaning, which may be quickly described as atomistic and causal. According to this theory the word "cat" means cat because of the causal link that is there between my utterances of the word "cat" and between cats that are out there in the world. Theory is atomistic because it centers at a possible direct link from the specific word to an isolated entity out there in the world, so that this link may be called a string connecting the two just mentioned items. Diplomatic utterances certainly are shallow, flatus voci, if measured by this causal atomistic kind of meaning theory. But our short contextual considerations hinted in direction that this may not really be all of the story yet. 

4. Account of meaning as convention is holistic. 

In order to clear this point, we can take a look at other accounts of meaning, of which we will choose the meaning by convention story. As I first heard about this overall approach, it really sounded as the earlier provided rendition of the diplomatic talk. It went like this: "Words and sentences, taken all by themselves, are free floating senseless tokens, which only get their meaning through the context where they appear." In counterdistinction to the just mentioned causal theories of meaning, this diplomatic-like account is not atomistic but holistic, because it actually says that the meaning of senseless free floating tokens will only get its weight in the setting of the entire, whole framework in which it appears, such as framework of a certain language, or of a situation in which the utterances of language are employed. From this point of view, this sounds like a conventionalist holistic approach. Theories of communication-intention may be read as stressing the normative side of providing the meaning to tokens and disambiguation. The conditions under which a certain utterance can mean something and produce a certain effect become important then, and not anymore the direct link to the item in the world. Convention account of meaning goes further yet, for it conceives meaning as not dependent upon normativity (which would already introduce what needs explaining, according to this interpretation). It takes the meaning as an outcome of cooperation games (as opposed to pure conflict games). Here are two illustrations of the background of this. If both of us row in a boat, our actions may happen not under an explicit, but under a tacit kind of agreement between us. It is in our interest to coordinate our rowing activities in such a manner that the boat will proceed smoothly. Another illustration of conventional coordination would be my interest in driving on the right side of the road if most of people follow the same practice; this may be reversed in the case I enter the country where most people drive on the left side of the road, and I may find myself in a rather uncomfortable position finding myself in an area where circa half people drive on the left and half on the right. This shows a benefit of conventional cooperative accommodation. Now the idea would be that conveying meaning to utterances of language follows the same pattern: I profit from your cooperative linguistic behavior of calling cat a cat and not rhinoceros, as for that matter. We will all profit from this kind of conventional coordination. This short presentation of a holistic convention based theory of meaning has shown us its opposition to the atomistic, causal or teleological theories. Meaning does not depend upon a direct word-world relation, but upon a holistic setting into which the otherwise free floating shallow tokens get interpreted by the mutual conventional coordination. But can this really be a whole story? 

5. Yet convention meaning holism is impeded because one precondition of meaning is left out of the picture: the rich morphological background that not only chromatically illuminates but enables the meaning. 

The convention based coordination account of meaning is holistic, and in this sense it differentiates itself from direct causal or teleological link meaning stories. We can agree with this direction of approaching things. Yet we also believe that this embracing of holism does not go deep enough. For words to mean something, we believe, a much more subtle holism needs to be added to the picture. We think that a rich cognitive background is a precondition of meaning. This background we call morphological content. Adopting a connectionist models of mind talk, we can then say that morphological content resides "in the weights" of a very rich multidimensional virtual landscape, presenting many dimensions that our mind is able to embrace. Morphological content is not the occurrent content, but the content residing in a dispositional manner in the background of a cognitive system. It is not the explicit content of what is said in a joke, but the background that enables you to get the joke. It is not linked to what you say, but to the background coloring what you say with the specific accent you use, perhaps even not being really aware of it. The relation of the rich dynamical morphological content to the meaning of the occurrent is in short as follows. Morphological content chromatically illuminates the occurrent explicitly available content. We think that introducing morphological content background is a necessary supplement to the coordination convention holism, for without it there could not be any meaning out there at all. So pure convention holistic account of meaning still leaves us wanting. 

6. Subsymbolic dynamic non-symbolizable background is precondition of meaning, of the thetic phase. A sublime balance is needed between the subsymbolic and symbolic. 

In order to make the just tackled point more salient, we can help ourselves with the semiotics project embraced by Julia Kristeva. Here is how we understand it. Semiosis or chora is a material dynamical activity, of a non-symbolic and non-symbolizable kind. Chora is a kind of material dynamical blobject that is there before differentiation into elements, all in being precondition of their partition (the elements being water, fire, earth and air): once the elements are differentiated, chora or semeiosis does not go away, but persists in the background as a dispositional force enabling their being there. Semeiosis is another name for this dynamical subsymbolic activity, which shows itself in the richness of poetic language, in echolalies accompanying mother-child early language acquisition relation. Now, it is certainly important to stress the existence and importance of subsymbolic activity. But it would be a mistake to stay with this activity only, at all occasions. The subsymbolic layer finds its true place of interaction at the symbolic thetic layer. It would be, on the other hand, wrong to eliminate subsymbolic semiotic processes from the thetic symbolic phase. The right way to go is to persist in the fragile subtle balance between the subsymbolic and symbolic. We think that there is a vicinity between the just described subsymbolic background and between the dynamics of morphological content, in its interaction with the symbolic layer. We now turn to a short elucidation of this point. 

7. Morphological background enables total cognitive states by holistically supporting them. 

Morphological content, as we said, enables total cognitive states by supporting them, and this seems to be very close to the subsymbolic semiotic processes being a precondition of symbolic meaning. First, it seems to us that total cognitive states of a cognitive agent at some specific time, such as beliefs, could not have been there at all if there would not be the support of the background dynamical sub-symbolic, say, morphological content. Just imagine yourself to have a thought, to mean something, without also experiencing some phenomenology or what-it's-like side of meaning this at the same time. This shows that morphological content enables total cognitive states. But the subsymbolic morphological content cannot itself explicitly appear at the level of total cognitive states. For morphological content is of dispositional nature, whereas total cognitive states are of occurrent nature. Well, in some way morphological content does appear at the total cognitive state level: by chromatically illuminating their occurrent appearance, from the background. This is not a contingent coloring though, but the very precondition of total cognitive states' existence and of their meaning. This will be shortly tackled now. 

8. Intertwining between the intentional and between phenomenology should not be a grounding, but identity of intentionality and phenomenology implementing relation. 

There are roughly three possible relations between the morphological content or phenomenology as its chromatic illumination effect, and between the meaning or the intentional. In order to simplify things, we will now call morphological content P (for Phenomenology), and we will call total cognitive states or symbolic meaningful states I (for Intentionality, for these total cognitive states, such as belief, tend to be intentional, i.e. directed at something). The possible relations are then (i) I supporting P or I -> P, (ii) P supporting I or P -> I, and finally (iii) I being identical to P. The possibility (i) may be taken by somebody believing that I is the grounding thing, to which P may come as adjoined, but needs not really do so; this may be interpreted as contingent appearance of P upon I, P somehow uncommittedly accompanying I, and this would allow for separatist interpretation. Now some people would adopt Phenomenology or consciousness as grounding Intentionality, and this would then be a grounding relation in opposite direction, (ii). Notice that this may also allow for separatist interpretation. Both of these grounding relations are, according to us, effectively overcome by (iii) identity I = P relation. Separatism would be precluded by this approach, and the thesis of Intentionality of Phenomenology and Phenomenology of Intentionality intertwining can really unfold. An intuitive take on this identity proposal would go like this: It is impossible for an occurrence of intentional total cognitive state in the world to be there without phenomenology: each thought that we entertain needs to be conscious, qualitative. So, the relation of P and I intertwining should not be grounding, but a base of identity relation. Each total cognitive state we entertain comes with an ineliminable quality. 

9. It turns out that diplomacy talk is really not shallow; skilled diplomacy deals with sublime quality. The detour of convention based account of meaning is used to lead to this conclusion. 

Our starting look at diplomatic talk lead us to conclusion that diplomacy talk is really shallow and noncommittal to the extreme. But we also realized that such a talk needs a holistic contextual disambiguation. This lead us to realization that shallowness is just a consequence of sticking with the presupposition that meaning is atomistic and that it should be accounted for causally or teleologically. As opposed to this, there are holistic approaches to meaning, of which the prominent one is convention coordination take on things. All in embracing holism, we then realized that it is not deep enough for production of meaning. We still need the effectiveness of the background layer of morphological content chromatically illuminating the content of total cognitive states. Semiosis provides a further insight here, for it affirms the beneficial activity of dynamical subsymbolic and not symbolizable chora, all in holding that the symbolic layer should be there as well: geno-text supports pheno-text. The desired outcome is their balance though, a fragile equilibrium between subsymbolic and symbolic. Going back to morphological content, it reveals itself to be a precondition of the total cognitive states, of the intentional and therefore of meaning. In fact, the relation of phenomenology of intentionality should not be a grounding one, but the one of identity. So each utterance or meaning is conscious or qualitative according to this account. As applied to the diplomatic discourse, this gives the result that it is not really shallow but that it is basically qualitative. The real diplomatic talk is impregnated with sublime quality. This is the lesson of the detour by meaning theory of convention for the diplomatic discourse. It brings us close to poetic quality, and I presume that somebody like Machiavelli was up to this; the specialists in the area should confirm it. 

