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The thesis examines the phenomenon of media usage throughout time as the 

History of Mediation. It is a response to the Medium Theory distinction between the 

Oral, Literate and Electronic stages of mediation, and the notion of transformation 

between these stages. Through a distinction between physical and psychicd media, it 

illustrates how the history of mediation is a dialectic between surface interaction and 

society's deep structural properties. This is descnbed in juxtaposition to five related 

literatures. The thesis anaiyzes Stnicturalisrn and Poststnicturalism to highlight the use of 

media and its relationship to subjectivity, Stnicturation Theory to outline social interaction 

in relation to deep stmcture, and Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory to map the 

history o f  rnediation. This enhancement upon Medium Theory reveais mediation as an 

evolutionary process whereby our history of social interactions exists in dialectical relation 

to the history of our collective structures of signification. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Title Page ..... 
Approval Paga .... 
Abstract.... . 
Table of Contents..... 

Epigraph ..... 

Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION 

A. Introduction to Mediation..... 

B. The Problem of Mediation. .... 
C. The Research Question ..... 
D. The Context of Inquiry ..... 
E. The Chapter Outlinc.. .. 

Chapter II: MEDIUM THEORY 

A. Introduction ..... 
B. First-Generation Medium Theory ..... 

i) Innis ..... 
ii) McLuhan ..... 
iii) Ong ..... 

C. Second-Generation Medium Theory..... 

i) Meyrowi tz..... 

D. Revising Medium Theory ..... 
E. Sumrnary ..... 

i 

ii 

iii 

iv 

vii 



Chapter ïU: STRUCTZTRGLISM 

& POSTSTRUCTURALISM 

A . Introduction ..... 
..... B . S tructuralism 

i) Linguistics via Saussur e..... 

..... ii) Anthropology via Lévi-Strauss 

..... iii) Bermeneutics via Ricoeur 

..... . C Poststructuralism 

..... i) Difiérance via Derrida 

..... ii) Discourse via Foucault 

iii) Identity via Poster ..... 
..... . D Summary 

Chapter IV: STRUCTURATION 

.... A . Introduction: The Duality of Structure 

B . Key Concepts: 

i) Social versus Systern Integration ..... 
ii) Disembedding and Reembedding ..... 
iii) Agency. Consciousness. and Timc .... 
iv) Meaning Exchange and Agency ..... 

..... . C Summary 

Chapter V: SOCIO-TECHNICAL STUDIES 
& SYSmMS THEORY 

A . Introduction ..... 
..... . B The Socio-Technical Approach 

i) The Social Construction of Technology ..... 
..... ii) Actor Network Theo ry 

iii) The Systems Approach ..... 



..... C . Socid Systems Theory 

i) Systems Theory via Panons ..... 
ii) Maturana and Varela's Concept of Autopoiesis ..... 

..... iii) Luhmann's Application of Autopoiesis 

iv) Leydesdoms Scientometrie Model ..... 

Chapter VI: SmTHESIS 

A: Introduction ..... 
B: Medium Theory Review ..... 
C: Key Similaritics and Differences ..... 

i) Symbolic Approaches ..... 
ii) Modeling Approach es ..... 

..... C: Enhancing Medium Theo y 

Chapter W: CONCLUSION 

A: Revisiting the Research Question ..... 
..... B: Conclusions and Implications 

..... C: Directions for Further Research 

END NOTES: 

..... Notes to Chapter I 

.... Notes to Chapter IL 

Notes to Chapter III ..... 
Notes to Chapter IV ..... 

..... Notes to Chapter V 

Notes to Chapter V L.... 



vii 

EPIGRAPH 

The rules, the sign language and gramrnar of the Game, constitute a kind of 
highiy developed secret language drawing upon several sciences and arts 
and especialIy mathematics and music (andor musicology), and capable of 
expressing and establishing interrelations between the content and 
conclusions of al1 nearly scholarly disciplines. The Glass Bead Game is 
thus a mode of playing with the the total contents and values of our 
culture; it plays them as, say in the great age of the arts a painter rnight 
have played with al1 the colors on his palette. Al1 the insights, noble 
thoughts, and works of art that the human race has produced in its creative 
e r s ,  al1 that subsequent periods of scholarly study have reduced to 
concepts and converted into intellectual property -- on al1 this immense 
body of intellectual values the Glass Bead game player plays tike an 
organist on an organ. And this organ has attained afmost an unimaginable 
perfection; its manuals and pedals range over the entire intellectual cosmos; 
its stops are almost beyond number. Theoretically this instrument is 
capabIe of reproducing in the Game the entire intellectual content of the 
universe. 

Herman Hesse 
me Glms Bead Game 
(Magister Ludi) 



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

A. introduction to Mediation 

The electronic age in which we are intertwined is the culmination of an incredibly 

long process. This process may be referred to as the history of mediation. Media are the 

tools that we use to communicate, and throughout time media usage has been integral to 

the fhctioning of our societies. Human communication is mediated, and this statement 

alone provides enough to establish an inquiry into the history of human interaction with 

respect to media. Mediation is a phenornenon which must be understood as a central 

concept in the context of Communication Studies. It can be understood as an 

evolutionary process of syrnbolic and technological expansion. 

Two Canadian scholars, Harold Innis and Marshall McLuhan, originally 

popularized the study of mediation as an academic probiem. Since the 1950's Innis' work 

has motivated a substantial line of inquiry regarding the nature of media; recently this 

tradition has corne to be known as Medium Theory, a term established in the work of 

Joshua Meyrowitz (1994). As an inquiry into the history of mediated communication, this 

paper wiIl seek to establish a relationship between Medium Theory and several other 

academic disciplines which implicitly or explicitly address mediation as a central concept. 

With respect to Communication Studies mediation must be understood as an 

exceptionally broad concept. For example, an inquiry into the nature of media encounters 

similar problems as an inquiry into communication. This c m  be illustrated quite concisely 

with respect to the fact that human communication exists bothphysicaliy and psychically.' 

Communication exists physically in the sense that Our media such as text, telegraphs, and 

televisions are technological means of cornrnunicating. And cornmunication exists 

psychically in terms of syrnbolic forms of media such as the spoken word and human 

memory. This distinction between physical and psychicai media will be a key point oj 



focus for this inquiry into the nature of mediated communication. Both forms of media 

are generaily understood as means of communicating, but if considered as integrai to 

meaningfiil human interaction, key questions arise: just how far back does Our usage of 

media extend, and what are the implications of this ongoing relationship? 

If media are the continual means of communication throughout history, then 

research regarding that process is required. Print, radio and television can be considered 

media (as means of cornmunication), so can language, kinesics, gesture, and intonation -- 

even patterns of interaction within social groups, institutions and organizations. With such 

a broad conception of media the very idea of mediated communication becomes an 

extremely cornpiicated issue. To address this complexity, one can place media with 

respect to human usage dong an historical timeline. Medium Theory outlines an approach 

delirniting thtee key stages of mediation: Oral, Literate and Electronic. This frarnework 

will provide the initial springboard into a discussion of mediation as an historical and 

transformative process, and as a central issue in the context of Communication Studies. 

B. The Problem of Mediation 

The problern of mediation is precisely this: if we as a species have used media as 

our rneans of communication throughout time, can they then be realized as an inlegral 

component of the communication process? Can we even speak of an unmedicrred form of 

communication? The distinctions between the Oral, Literate and Electronic stages 

indicate that we have long employed media for social interaction. Seemingly, media are 

central to the ability to comrnunicate - even gesture can be understood as a mediated 

form of communication, as it requires human memory for interpretation. Media are 

therefore the objects that we use to comrnunicate (whether physical or psyctiical), and 

mediation c m  thus be understood as the phenornenon of media usage throughout tirne. 

The issue of mediation therefore introduces a problem with respect to its centrality. 



Media have been central to the ability to comunicate throughout history, and thus the 

problern arises as to how we can we sort the cornplexity of their interrelation. 

This problem cm be contextualized by distinguishing between surface interaction 

and deep structure. Like Chomsky's surface and deep structure, this distinction addresses 

human social interaction as structured performance. Interaction will be addressed here as 

a surface phenornenon as distinct from deep structure. Surface interaction can be 

understood as social communication which is both enabled and constrained by the use of 

media. By contrat, deep structure cm be conceptualized as that aspect of mediation 

which remains outside of individual cornprehension. Which is to Say, in processes of 

surface interaction we reference a deep structure, and this cm be understood as a 

referencing of Our collective or shared cultural memory. The sum total of our collective 

deep stnicture is inaccessible to any individual, each of us only understands a fiagment of 

its totality. Deep structure and surface interaction are involved in a dialectical relationship 

throughout time. From the Oral, to the Literate, and then to the EIectronic stage of 

human communication, we c m  understand that the dynarnics of surface interaction have 

changed with each subsequent stage, and that the deep structure which is referenced in 

contexts of surface interaction has aiso changed throughout these stages. Social 

interaction relies upon foms of physical media (such as print), and upon psychical f o n s  

(such as speech and memory) to reference deep structure. With each subsequent stage, 

the way we interact in social contexts changes, the way we reference the deep structure 

changes, and the actual deep structure itself changes. Media usage throughout time has 

fonned a matrix of media relations. 

We can use the example of the game of chess to descnbe this relationship. The 

beginning of a chess game, prior to any of the pieces being moved, is a moment in which 

there is no history of movement. Once the game has progressed we can understand the 

game as having two unique charactenstics. First, the location of the pieces in 

juxtaposition to each other can be perceived as a mutual involvement through which the 

position of each piece is somehow related to every other. We can understand this as 



representative of the dynarnics of surface interaction. The second chatacteristic of the 

board, mid-game as it were, is that there is an underlying structure of rules and resources 

which we must deduce or intuit tfuough looking at the history of earfer movement. 

Which is to Say, we cannot look at the chessboard mid-game and determine ai1 the relevant 

aspects invofved, we must look deeper into the whole history of interactions that have 

preceded the present moment. Surface interaction is thus understood to have a.distinct 

history. Similady, deep structure has a separate, albeit related, history of its own. Thus, 

the history of surface interactions (on the chessboard) reveals how deep stnicture enables 

and constrains movement, but we cannot 'see' the deep structure, we must tacitly assume 

its existence. With respect to mediated communication, if we are to determine the 

parameters of the history of mediation we must inquire into both its surface interactional, 

and deep structural aspects. 

Let me provide another exarnple of the relationship between deep structure and 

surface interaction. Picture three people sitting around a table talking. The fact that 

these thee people are in the same space, at the sarne time identifies this as a moment of 

surface interaction. They use the medium of speech for communication, and in so doing 

they reference deep structure. Deep structure can be understood here in terrns of the turn- 

taking mles that structure interaction, and also as the collective or social memory that 

these three people reference in order to effectively cornmunicate. Deep structure is the 

aspect of the collective psyche which is referenced in order to make meaningful 

statements, it represents that which is comrnon to each of the people involved in the 

context of interaction. But the reader should be clear that the deep structure is not 

understood in its totality by any of the individuals involved in this moment of surface 

interaction. Ody fiagrnents of the whole of deep structure cm be accessed in any given 

context. Thus, the medium of speech permits communication between people in everyday 

contexts, and its usage pemits mutual reference to deep stmcture. So, like the game of 

chess, dialogue can be understood to reference deep structural qualities (as rules and 

resources) which enabIe and constrain human social interaction. 



The position 1 d l  take with respect to tfus problem of mediation is that 

commlrnication requires media; fiirther, assurning that media are integral to the process of 

communication, both surface interaction and deeper structural patterns must be 

understood to be involved in a continuai didecticd relationship throughout history. Thus 

the fact that communication requires media as the means of its transmission is therefore 

not so much a problem as an interesting and productive premise with which to begin this 

anafysis. 

In the context of this study we can consider Medium Theory the primary literature 

regarding mediation. As an academic discipline it is problematic in two ways. First, the 

approach in general tends to be overlooked or discounted by other acadernic disciplines as 

technologically deterministic. This is a crippling stigma but has in some sense been 

resolved by the transition fromfirst-generation to second-generation through the recent 

work of Joshua Meyrowitz (1994). First-generation Medium Theory is generally 

concerned with media as objects, as things to be studied apart fiom the actual media 

content. The approach is limited in the respect that it ofien downplays an important 

element of the communication process: human agency. Meyrowitz's second-generation 

Medium Theory bridges this gap by trying to show how social identities are formed within 

social information networks. But, as Meyrowitz contends, this still requires comection to 

other areas of ~ t u d ~ . ~  Thus, the second problematic of Medium Theory is that the theones 

generally lack an interdisciplinary link with similar approaches such as cognitive 

psychology and symbol theory. 

Medium Theory in general provides a basic historical fiamework with which to 

build relationships with other existing Iiteratures. 1 will explore the three stages outlined 

by Medium Theory and will then discuss other approaches to mediation with respect to 

the dialectic between surface interaction and deep structure. This paper seeks to integrate 

similar yet distinct approaches to understanding media as the means of commu~cation. 

Briefly stated, 1 see two major trends in Communication Studies that this thesis will 

highlight: theories which tend to concern themselves with the syrnbolic and often 



phenomenological irnpIications of mediated communication, and theories which tend to 

focus upon the larger aspects mediation, particularly with respect to modeling the social 

world as a system of human and non-human elements. The often overlooked but essential 

variable, human agency, wiii play a key role in establishing the history of mediation as an 

integral issue for Communication Studies. 

C. The Research Question 

Through an analysis of the existing literature on mediation, this project seeks ta 

enhance our understanding of the Communications History tiarnework of Oral, Literate 

and Electronic stages of mediation. 1 contend that these stages entail a deep structural 

pattern that affects human social interaction. My research will focus upon this fiamework, 

and will argue that the dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction can be 

used to describe the phenornenon of mediation. My research question specifically asks: 

how can Medium Theory be enhanced by theories regarding language and subjectivify, 

human action, social structure, und the socio-technoIogrcal relationship. given their own 

versions of the dialectic beiween deep structure and surface interaction? The question 

addresses how the dialectic can assist the integration of related yet disparate approaches in 

order to enhance Medium Theory. 

In this context, media rnight be understood as a universal category (e.g., 

language), which is to Say that media are integral to communication; they form the basis 

with which we can indeed cornrnuni~ate.~ This research question seeks to embrace certain 

literatures regarding media in order to improve upon the general concept of mediation as a 

dynamic process. This will assist in the construction of a general fiamework of 

communication theories with which we c m  expand Our understanding of what the history 

of mediation means to us in the current stage of this process: the age of eIectronically 

mediated communication. 



D. The Context of hquiry 

This study is intended to enlarge the discussion of mediation as a key issue in 

understanding human communication. The range of possible discourses which could be 

addressed by this inquiry is vast but will be lirnited with respect to the type of approach. 

For example, recent approaches to Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) will not 

be addressed, nor will the current literature regarding Computer and Information 

Technologies and Services (CITS). %le valuable with respect to current foms of 

mediated interaction, these approaches lack the breadth of historical analysis. In addition, 

discourses regarding the History and Philosophy of Technology will not be addressed 

because of their lack of attention to issues of human agency and the overall technologically 

deterministic tone. 

My analysis will be two-fold: first, 1 will explore the criticism that Medium Theory 

is technologically deterministic, and will address mediation as a process in which human 

actants play a key, but not central, role. Second, I will integrate various communication 

theories regarding the nature of media with respect to the Stmcturalist dialectic between 

surface interaction and deep structure. Other relevant material regarding mediation will be 

addressed in this sequence: theories of lmguage and subjectzvity (through an overview of 

Stmcniralism and Poststmcturalism); theories of humm action and social structure (via 

Structuration Theo y); and theories regarding the mapping of the relationship between 

the social and the technologieal (through a juxtaposition of Socio-Technical Studies and 

Systems Theory fiameworks). 

This thesis will analyze the above approaches with an eye to how each of them 

theorizes the historical dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction. The 

reader should be clear that with the exception of Structuralism, none of these discourses 

actually uses this particular language, but each has a frarnework which can be assessed 

using the dialectic. Thus, each approach treats the issue of mediation differently. It is 



interesting to note that whiie the concept of surface interaction remains basically the same 

for each of these traditions, deep structure represents something different in each of the 

approaches. In part, this thesis seeks to highlight these dioerences in order to describe 

how the notion of deep structure is representative of a range of primarily unconscious and 

virtual phenornena. Generally, deep structure can be understood historicd1y as a layering 

of different media forms throughout time, and phenomenologically in tems of the 

cognitive and episternological aspects of media usage. The primary goal here is to outline 

key concepts and models fiom these related approaches to assist in the construction of a 

revised approach to the history of mediation. Ultimately this dialectic provides a 

framework which can be used in the context of Communication Studies for the integration 

of related communication theories. The following plan of chapters illustrates precisely 

how this analysis will be perfomed. 

E. The Chapter Outline 

Chapter II will provide a more detailed introduction to the general problems of 

mediation as seen through the lens of Medium Theory. This chapter will analyze this 

historical approach in three distinct sections. The first two sections will suntey four key 

theorists of the Toronto School: Innis, McLuhan, Ong, and Meyrowitz with respect to the 

latter's distinction between first and second-generation Medium Theory. The third section 

will argue for a deepening of the historical framework to include a stage pnor to the Oral, 

and will outline a revised history of mediation highlighting a fourth possible stage: the Pre- 

Oral. 

The survey of the aforementioned theonsts will review several key concepts of 

Medium Theory; specifically: the three stages of mediation, the notion of transfomation, 

and the usage of both physical and psychical media for effective social interaction. Once 

surveyed, these central concepts will be contextualized through a revision of Medium 

Theory. The revised framework: Pre-Oral, Oral, Literate and Electronic stages will serve 



as a rougb tiamework with which to build relationships with Stmctudism, 

Poststnicturalism, Structuration Theory, Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory. 

The goal in this chapter is to highlight the key concepts relevant to understanding the 

history of mediation as a deep structural pattern that influences the very nature of surface 

interaction. This chapter will also seek to examine how surface interaction simultaneously 

alters the organization of deep structure. 

Chapter III wiii focus upon the medium of language as an object of study. 

Language will be discussed with respect to the operation of meaningfùl surface 

interaction, and as representative of a deep structure. Structuralism and Poststnicturalism 

are two related approaches to the study of language and rneaning which irnplicitly contend 

with mediation as a central concept. They are addressed in this chapter as an overarching 

approach to understanding media as central to communication. Further, they are 

addressed in the same chapter because together they reflect this thesis' diaiectic between 

deep structure and surface interaction. Structuralism is relevant because it assumes the 

priority of a deeper structure at the expense of analyzing human social interaction. In its 

attempt to locate meaning Structuralism isolates the medium of language as a static object 

of study quite distinct fiom speech. The survey of Stmcturaiist ideas which pertain to 

mediation will address the Stmcturalist Linguistics of Saussure, Stmcturalist 

Antluopology via Lévi-Strauss, and Structuralist Hermeneutics tluough Ricoeur. 

Poststructuralism is relevant because it reverses the Stmcturaiist assumption thar 

deeper structurai patterns precede meaningfùl surface interaction. The survey of 

Poststructuralism will address Demda's deconstructive project, discourse via Foucault, 

and the nature of identity in Poster's Second Media Age. Overall, this chapter will sketch 

key arguments regarding meaning, difference, subjectivity, intersubjectivity, and the notion 

of the transcendental signified in an effort to highlight the syrnbolic impiications of 

mediated communication, and how these implications rnight enhance Medium Theory. 



Chapter IV wiii pursue the key concepts of Anthony Giddens' Structuration 

~ h e & y  (ST). With respect to the history of rnediatio~ ST provides an invaluable critique 

of Medium Theory, Structuralism and Poststructuralism: it analyses each position and 

reformulates their key assumptions into a general argument concerning the reproduction 

of social and institutionai stmctures. ST introduces the concept of the rhruliry of structure 

which addresses the comection between surface interaction and deep structure. The 

duality of structure, however, does not perceive deep structure and surface interaction to 

be involved in a dialectical relationship, rather, the dualiîy addresses these as simultaneous 

phenornena. 

There will be four core sections in Chapter IV: i) Social versus System Integration, 

ii) Disembedding and Reembedding, iii) Agency, Consciousness, and Time, and finally iv) 

Meaning Exchange and Agency. The first two sections will illustrate Giddens' elaboration 

upon Medium Theory, the third section will serve as a critique of Stmduraiism, and the 

final section reveals Giddens' critique of Poststructuralism. In general, this chapter will 

contextualie Giddens' concept of the duality of structure inasrnuch as it describes the 

nexus of the dialectic. 

Chapter V will analyze Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory as two 

approaches which diverge from the aforementioned approaches to the symbolic and 

phenomenological implications of mediation, and focus more upon the relationship 

between the social and the technological as a network of relations. The Socio-Technical 

approach is valuable to this study with respect to its ernpirical methods of mapping the 

s u ~ a c e  interaction of social systems. The Socio-Technicd section will address three 

distinct methods: the Social Construction of Technology, Actor-Network Theory, and the 

Systems approach. 

The Systems Theory section will begin with an analysis of Talcott Parsons' action 

systems as representative of the social systern, and then proceed to a description of the 

shift fiom first to second-order Systems Theory through an overview of Maturana and 



Varela's concept of autopoiesis. The focus will then tum to Luhmann's concept of system 

dzerentiation as an example of a second-order Systems Theory. Finally, Leydesdorffs 

operationalization of Luhmm's neo-iùnctionalist approach will be examined as a mode1 

which reflects this thesis' dialectic. This chapter will provide an interesting web of 

concepts useful in mapping the temporal, symbiotic relationship between surface 

interaction and deeper structure as the history of mediation. 

Chapter VI will synthesize the key concepts discussed in Chapters II through V. 

The chapter will be set up in three distinct sections. The first section will review the 

revision of Medium Theory outlined in Chapter II. The second section will highlight the 

key similarities and differences between the concepts and models illustrated throughout 

the previous chapters. In particular, this section will examine the distinction between the 

symbolic and rnodeling approaches to mediation. The third section will highlight how 

each of the respective discourses directly enhance Medium Theory. It is expected that this 

will reveal the history of mediation as a dynamic and transfomative process. 1 will argue 

in this chapter that the history of rnediation, perceived as a dialectic between surface 

interaction and deep structure, should be seen as an integral point of focus for 

Communication Studies. 

Finally. as the concluding chapter, Chapter W wiil review this thesis' research 

question in light of the synthesis chapter. Additionally, this chapter will discuss the 

implications and relevance of this revised history of mediation for future studies. and will 

outline fertile ground for pursuing analyses along these lines. Ultimately this thesis seeks 

to conclude that the dominant communication theories outlined in this thesis can be related 

using the dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction. This analysis seeks to 

isolate the cornrnon ground between these disjunct approaches, md provide a valuable 

framework for studying the phenomenon of mediated communication, in general. This 

analysis pertaining to the relationship between related approaches is expected to enhance 

Medium Theory. 



CHAPTER II: MEDIUM THEORY 

A. Introduction 

The historical approach to communications as outlined by the Medium Theory of 

the Toronto SchooI provides a solid basis with which to contextuaiize the distinction 

between surface interaction and deep structure, Medium Theory wiIl be examined here to 

illustrate two key points. First, media usage throughout history cm be outlined in tenns 

of epochs: Oral, Literate, Electronic -- these are representative of surface manifestations 

of the deep stmctural pattern of media usage. Second, new media enable transformations 

between these epochs, and these transformations can be understood to represent the 

consequences of surface interaction. Medium Theory, then, provides two basic concepts: 

histoncaily contingent epochs and the transformation between these epochs. These 

concepts help iliurninate deep structure as both a collective 'psychic' social memory, and 

as a layering of different communication technoIogies throughout time, and surfact 

interaction as communication that is enabled and constrained by said deep structure. Thif 

chapter will survey a selection of medium theorists with respect to these concepts, and wil 

seek to surpass the technoiogically deterministic stigma commonly associated witt 

Medium Theory. 

A distinction will be drawn between first and second-generation Medium Theoq 

as outlined in the introductory chapter of this thesis. The key difference between first an( 

second-generation Medium Theory is that while the former analyzes the implications O 

something akin to the structuralist notion of deep structural patterns, the latter focuse; 

upon the usage of media in everyday situations. The dserence has to do with humai 

agency. In general, the first-generation examines the stages of mediation in terms of ; 

rnacro-historical and technologically deterministic framework, whereas the second 

generation stresses the importance of human actants with respect to that media usage 



This chapter wiil analyze Medium Theory in order to establish the connection between 

deep structure and surface interaction as a key issue regarding human communication. 

The folfowing sections wiii sketch the key concepts of Medium Theory through an 

analysis of four key theorists with respect to Meyrowitz's distinction between the first and 

second-generation. Briefly stated: huis and McLuhan as first-generation medium 

theonsts will be anaiyzed with respect to their understanding of mediation as macro- 

historical; Ong c m  be considered as borderline between first and second-generation as his 

work develops the notion of transformation theory; and Meyrowitz as the second- 

generation medium theorist, will be analyzed to the extent that he addresses the necessary 

linkage between deep structure (epochs) and surface interaction (transformation).' The 

reader will note that this dialectic is not embraced or contained within Medium Theory, its 

actual roots stem fiom the stmctural tradition which wiii be outlined in the following 

chapter. However, the reader wiil note that the dialectic is intoduced here in the analysis 

of Medium Theory because: 1) the key concepts to be addressed here can be interpreted 

through the dialectic, and 2) as an inquiry into the history of mediation 1 deem it necessary 

to analyze this approach p i o r  to Structuralism, in order to fiame my argument. Thus, 1 

empIoy the dialectic here in order to explain how Medium Theory could be perceived in 

this way; in so doing 1 hope to provide a language with which to analyze the related 

literatures in subsequent chapters. 

B. First-Generation Medium Theory: 

Collectively the work of Harold Innis and Marshall McLuhan has changed the fact 

of Communication Studies forever. As distinct fiom the behavioural bent which wa! 

characteristic of concurrent studies of communication in Chicago and elsewhere south O 

the border, Innis and McLuhan predominantly focused upon the medium O 

communication itself Their work has since formed a central tenet: Media are the mean: 



of communication, and when media usage is viewed macro-historically, the relations 

between media reveal deep structural patterns. The distinction between content and 

medium oriented communication studies is that while the former generally tends to view 

mediated communication in terrns of surface interaction, the latter views media with 

respect to historical depth. 

The first-generation medium theorists: Innis, McLuhan, and Ong, will be analyzed 

in this section with respect to the deep structural patterns revealed through their macro- 

historical approach to mapping communications. It should be noted that whiie first- 

generation Medium Theory primarily constxucts a deep structural history of mediation, the 

notion of surface interaction is not lost in the process. This will become evident as this 

section progresses. 

i) Innis 

Innis' early work regarding the political and econornic development of Canada 

centered around what is now generally known as the s t q l e s  thesis. The thesis suggests 

that regions develop according to the exploitation of staple resources fiom the 

environment and that this process serves to reinforce centralized power, often resulting in 

an imbalance of power, or access to said resources. The staples thesis provided a basis for 

understanding the historical development of Canada as a complex networking of resource 

exploitation, trade relations, and modes of transportation. This ultimately provided Innis 

with a conceptual Erarnework he could apply in his later work as the bias of 

communication. 

One year before his death in 1952, Innis published The Bias of Cornmutiication. 

This text and his earlier Empire and Communication (1950) mark a distinct shift fiom his 

earlier work on the political-economic development of empires via staple resource biases. 



to a more mature theory regarding the sustalliability of empires due to their ability to 

balance the varied biases of media. The premise is simple: empires rely upon various types 

of media for continuity, and media inherently hold a bias towards either time or space. For 

Innis, early empires which relied upon heavy substances such as clay or stone for 

information storage and transmission were time biased and tradition oriented. By contras, 

those empires which relied upon lighter forms of media such as p a p p s  were biased 

toward space, emphasizing centralized social control over great distances. Innis argued 

that an empire's ability to maintain continuity depended upon its ability to balance the 

interna1 biases of its dominant media, but also that the stabilization of this imbalance rarely 

occurs in any permanent sense. We c m  understand this dialeaic between time and space 

as representing inherent instabiliries, wwhich, depending on an empire's ability to balance 

these biases either permit it to flourish, or usher it into decay. To this extent Innis' 

understanding of media is technologically deterministic: dominant media have inherent 

properties which influence the way we communicate. 

An empire's continuity depends upon its ability to stabilize inconsistencies and 

maintain centralized control. From this perspective, Innis' concept of the communication 

bias suggeas that media are integral to the functioning of al1 social institutions, yet at the 

same time are a source of inconsistencies which must be stabilized to assure continuity. 

Innis' concepts of staple resources and the bias of communication are therefore relevant to 

the distinction between surface interaction and deep structure. The inherent media bias 

towards either space or time orientation reflects the possibilities and limitations of situated 

human action with respect to the dominant media of any aven epoch. An empires 

continuity is determined by its surface interactional ability to balance the deep structural 

biases of particular media. 

Innis' staples thesis and his concept of the bias of communication provided the 

means necessary for a macro-historical understanding of media usage. These two central 

developments of Innis' unique approach have a logical comection to a larger historical 



framework than the existence of a given empire, at a certain time in history. As Crowley 

and Heyer acknowledge in their introduction to the new edition of me Bias of 

Communication, Innis perceived history as a series of epochs which are separated by 

discontinuity. (1 99 1 p i )  The inherent biases within media, when applied to a historical 

fiamework, reveal that dominant fonns of media throughout time overlap and are in 

conflict due to particular biases to either space or tirne.* Thus, for Innis epochal divisions 

are perceived as a causal result of the differences between the dominant media of each 

particular age. For Crowley and Heyer, this approach to media is essential because: 

From the oral tradition of pre-Iiterate cultures, through different types of 
writing and print, to the electronic media of our own tirne, communications 
have been integral to the fiinctioning of al1 social institutions. (ibid;xvi) 

They argue that for Innis, each epoch relies upon dominant forms of media which 

transfonn information into systems of knowledge. The consequent 'interaction between 

media form and social reality create biases, which strongly affect the society's culturd 

orientation and values'. (ibid;xvi) Systems of knowledge, then, are intncately bound 

within the network of media relations that exist within a given epoch. Innis' project 

constructed a general fiamework outlining an epochal history of mediation; the view is 

macro-historical, and is perceived as an history of society seeking to balance disparate 

media biases. This process becomes more complex with each successive stage of 

mediation. This is a key concept with regard to the dialectic between surface interaction 

and deep structure. 

The Oral stage relied upon speech as the dominant form of media for surface 

interaction. Later, with the deveiopment of the alphabet and writing, the dominant form 

for surface ineraction became print. In the Literate stage we comrnunicated via text, but 

we did not lose the gift of speech; it was simpIy no longer the dominant medium. It is 

precisely here that Innis' concept of balancing inherent biases is most applicable. Speech 

and writing each have an inherent bias; together, he would likely suggest, the two biases 



are ih conflict and out of baiance. We know, for example, that the method of storing 

information in the Oral stage must have been considerably different fiom the methods 

employed in the ~ i t e r a t e . ~  We have not lost speech due to print, and we have not lost 

writing in Our current stage of electronic communication. Media, therefore, are not 

mutually exclusive but are interdependant and form patterns of re~ation.~ Innis' epochd 

fiamework of balancing media biases greatly influenced the work of his student, Marshall 

McLuhan, and provides this paper with an example of the deep structure that perpetually 

influences human communication. 

ii) McLuhan 

Marshall McLuhan's work in the late 1950's and early 1960's reflected Innis' 

postulation that communication technologies affect the social, political and economic 

development of civilùations. In this respect, McLuhan also sought to expand the general 

understanding of the deep structure of media relations. Adopting Innis' fiamework of 

epochal development, McLuhan argued that media not only determine the structural 

possibilities and limitations of societai development, but also affect the interplay of our 

perceptual and cognitive processes. For McLuhan, media are extensions of the body and 

of the mind. In his 1964 text Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man. McLuhan 

argued that through media, humankind has been involved in a three thousand year process 

of extending Our selves, Our bodies, and Our minds. For McLuhan, this expansion process 

had reached its apex after a century of electronic technology: the eiectronic age signals an 

implosion process. 

M e r  three thousand years of explosion, by means of fiagmentary and 
mechanical technologies, the Western world is imploding. During the 
mechanical ages we had extended our bodies in space. Today, &er more 
than a century of electric technology, we have extended our central 
nervous system itself in a global embrace, abolishing space and time as far 
as Our planet is concerned. (1 964; 19) 



This abolition of the distinction between space and time in the electronic age is perceived 

by McLuhan as a process of reversal: media usage for thousands of years has fiagmented 

experience and distanciated space and tirne, but with the electronic age we have reached a 

culmination point where space and time reunite. For McLuhan, the distinction between 

space and tirne impIies more than the biases of any particular media: he expands the 

distinction into a general concept of space-time distanciation. Space and time are 

perceived as separated via technological expansion. Writing is perhaps the most concrete 

exarnple: the developrnent of print technolugy pennitted the distanciation of space and 

time with respect to the abiIity of inscribed information to travel across space and through 

time. In this sense space and time are not individuai biases afFecting a particular empire's 

development, rather, space-tirne distanciation is perceived as a multi-epoch process of 

symbolic and technological expansion. (ibid) 

Sirnilar to Innis' postulation that empires need to balance the inherent biases of the 

dominant media, McLuhan suggests that in the electronic age we are engaged in a similar 

process of balancing the biases that different media inflict upon Our senses and cognitions. 

In a sense, McLuhan refonnuiates Innis' idea of the bias of communication to suggest that 

media bias certain senses over others, and that this is a fragmenting experience. Media 

cause perceptual changes, and as extensions they demand certain reception habits Erom 

those who adopt them. McLuhan notes that there is very littie research done on the 

psychical effects of media usage, particularly pnnt. (ibid; 156) By way of addressing this 

lack he argues that media, as extensions of the body and mind, appear to be 'an 

amplification of an organ, a sense or a tùnction, that inspires the central nervous systern to 

a self-protective gesture of numbing of the extended area'. (ibid; 157) The phenornenon 

isolated by this statement is precisely that the usage of media cause a closure, or 

displacement of perception, and this, McLuhan suggests, puts us in the position of 

Narcissus-narcosis -- subliminal awareness and numbness in relation to images and 

ourselves. (ibid;55) In a word: media code experience. 



For McLuhan, media (as extensions of body and rnind) fragment experience and 

dispiace perception; fiirther, these 'massive' extensions of our nervous systems have 

enveloped Western man in a 'daily session of synaesthesia'. (ibid;275) Synaesthesia cm 

be understood as sense re-combination, or as a baiancing mechanism; it entails the 

integration of sense and perceptual biases. Just as a baiance between disparate biases must 

be maintained if a traditional empire is to survive, in the electronic age, McLuhan 

suggests, there is a sirnilar demand for a recombinatory balance of segregated senses. The 

hybrid of media is precisely that moment where we can surpass this narcotic state, and find 

an appropnate balance. 

The hybrid or meeting of two media is a moment of truth and revelation 
fiom which new fonn is born. For the parallel between two media holds us  
on the frontiers between forms that snap us out of the Narcissus-narcosis. 
The moment of the meeting of media is a moment of fieedom and release 
fiom the ordinary trame and nurnbness imposed by them on our senses. 
(ibid;63) 

In a nutshell what is being expressed here is that media train our senses to react in a 

certain fashion. The usage of any medium, for McLuhan, affects the entire field of the 

senses. (ibid;54) The only way out of this paradigm -- that media code experience -- is 
either through the hybrid of existing media (and therefore a demand for new reception 

habits), or through the usage of one medium in juxtaposition with another. McLuhan 

postdates that 'not even the most lucid understanding of the peculiar force of a medium 

c m  head off the ordinary closure of the senses that causes us to conform to the pattern of 

experience presented. (...) To resist TV, therefore, one must require an antidote of related 

media like print'. (ibid;287) Al1 media engage us, demand certain reception habits, and 

reorganize our senses; fbrther, al1 media have inherent biases (in this case psychical 

reception habits with respect to senses and cognitions), and resistance to them is only 

possible through the use of one form of media to interpret another. 



To briefly recap: McLuhan used Innis' epochal divisions to illustrate that media 

cause psychical tranformations, as  weli as economic and political ones. This point 

establishes McLuhan's project as similarly macro-historical, attending to the deep 

structure of media relations. He argued that after three thousand years of expiosion, our 

electronic media cause an implosion process which now instantly interrelate ail human 

experience. Given this we can see McLuhan's project as an effort to understand that 

media not only have inherent physical biases to time or space, but that they sirnilady have 

inherent psychical biases to specific senses, perceptions or patterns of recognition. These 

biases code perception, or command conformity to specific patterns of expenence -- 
resistance to this phenomenon, McLuhan contends, lies in the moment of media 

juxtaposition, of cross-media or cross-modal translation. 

Let us now relate McLuhan's work to my interest in the relationship between deep 

structure and surface interaction. As indicated, first-generation Medium Theory tends to 

focus on the mocro-historical, not everyday interaction. McLuhan offers a history of 

mediation that contends with the interrelatedness of al1 media, whether physical or 

psychical, and he provides concepts relevant to understanding how surface interaction is 

iduenced by these deeper structural patterns. For exarnple, in Understanding Media 

McLuhan argues that the development of the alphabet entailed a separation of the gesture, 

sight and sound associated with the spoken word. (ibid;147) Elsewhere, he argues that 

the alphabet permitted the use of the unconscious via internalization, which served to 

fragment and distanciate experience, ultimately causing the spiitting of percept and 

concept allowing us the capability of dialectic, logic, philosophy and so on.' (1988;15) 

The alphabet as a form of media is understood by McLuhan as having a panicularly 

profound effect upon our perception of the world. With respect to deep structure we can 

understand the development of the alphabet as a psychical technology, representing 

psychical transformations, forever changing the way we communkate. The alphabet 

demands a numbing, a certain 'closure of the senses' that causes us to coriforrn to the 

'pattern of experience presented'. This is perhaps the most concrete example of the type 



of closure that McLuhan attempted to characterize. The alphabet simultaneousIy 

separated the combination of gesture, sight and sound characteristic of oral cultures, yet 

allowed for an entirely new form of communication to We can therefore 

understand the technology of the alphabet as effecting the very nature of social interaction. 

The work of McLuhan is usefiil to the dialectic between deep structure and surface 

interadion in two significant ways. First, his work expanded Innis' epochal ffamework to 

address the nature of psychical change due to media usage, and therefore enhanced our 

understanding of the deep structural patterns which continue to influence surface 

interaction. Second, his work used the concept of synaesthesia, the term he used to 

describe the phenornenon of sense recombination, and media juxtaposition. This, he 

argued, fiees us fiom the numbing Narcissus-narcosis associated with media 

appropriation. It was suggested above that this is similar to Innis' concept of bdancing 

inherent media biases, but more importantly the concepts of numbing, synaesthesia, and 

media juxtaposition imply that conceptual space is not a given, but is a result of media 

usage. ' 

The next theorist to be discussed wili contextualize the key concepts established in 

the above overviews of Innis and McLuhan as first-generation medium theorists. As 

outlined in the introduction to this chapter, first-generation Medium Theory is invaluable 

to this thesis because it provides a solid fiamework of the deep structure of media 

relations. The work of Walter Ong provides my project with a usefiil segue into a 

discussion of sudace interaction through an analysis of Meyrowitz's second-generation 

Medium Theoqr. Ong will be addressed as a mature version of McLuhan. Ong's project 

will be treated as a point of departure fiom the first-generation, and as an introduction to 

second-generation Medium Theory; it represents the shift fiom an epochal approach to the 

history of rnediation, toward an approach which addresses surface interaction in tems of 

transformation. 



iii) Ong 

The work of Walter Ong provides a logicai comection to McLuhan's notion of 

psychological transformation; together their projects can be placed under the generai 

rubnc of Transformation ~ h e o r ~ . '  The preceding section on McLuhan isolated his key 

arguments conceming the psychological effects of media usage, similady, this section will 

outline Ong's theory of transformation regarding the psychodynamics of the media user. 

Ong's project wiU be surveyed with respect to the material covered in his 1982 text, 

Orality and Literacy: The Technologking of the Word. My analysis will focus upon 

Ong's contribution to the epochal h e w o r k  of Oral, Literate, and Eiectronic stages of 

mediation. It wiii be addressed with respect to the notion of Transformation Theory as a 

way of conceptuaiiing the shifts between these epochs. 

Ong's project reflects McLuhan's in the sense that both understood media usage as 

capable of profoundIy altering Our cognitive and perceptual processes. What fo1Iows will 

be an overview of Ong's key arguments conceming the differences between the respective 

psychic frameworks of oraiity, as distinct from that of literacy. Also, this section will 

examine Ong's postulation that recent changes in our thought processes via electroriic 

media indicate a new form of oraiity, a secondary orality. Ong argues that the thought 

processes characteristic of each stage of media usage undergo radical transformation when 

a new form of media is appropriated. The notion of transformation can be understood as 

the byproduct of the process of surface interaction; and this notion can only be understood 

in relation to deep structure. 

To begin this anaiysis we need to characterize what constitutes the oral mode of 

communication. In oral culture there is no such thing as an inscribed text, there is no 

extemal reference point, and knowledge is generaily stored 'intemdly' via memorhtion. 

Later, with the development of writing, we begin have what is understood as a physical 

medium. This is an important point becausa without a physical medium to store 



information, oral-cultures must have had some form of remernbering stones, images, 

narnes. It follows that there must have been some form of psychical media employed. A 

characterization of this psychic framework is precisely what the work of Walter Ong 

provides for this thesis. Ong refines the distinction between oral and literate modes of 

communication, and thus between psychical and physicai foms of media. 

Ong describes speech as an event; like any other sound, the spoken word is an 

occurence that '.. .exists only as it is going out of existence'. (1 982;3 1-32) He describes 

the act of speaking in oral culture as a dynamic process, and as a mode of action. (ibid) 

Oral culture is perceived as a continuous process which is characterized by Ong as having 

persistent features. Orality, he contends, is 'additive rather than subordinate', and 

'aggretative rather than analytic', suggesting that specific ways of rernembenng were 

employed to maintain cultural tradition. (ibid;37-9) Redundancy in storytelling proves 

beneficial because there was no other storage mechanism for spoken words outside of the 

psychical media used to remember the general framework of a story. The oral utterance 

vanishes the moment it is spoken, and this tends to make oral cultures 'conservative or 

traditionalist'; which is to Say that they inhibit intellectud experimentation as a self 

protecting gesture. (ibid;40-41) Ong argues that oral culture is necessarily close to the 

human Lifeworld, that there is always the need for reference to what is known, and in this 

sense must be understood as homeostatic. Stories are always context bound; and 

therefore oral culture is participatory, not distanced. (ibid;42-49) 

The act of speaking produces sound, and this, Ong suggests, makes oral memory 

significantly different kom literate mernory. Oral memory has a high somatic component, 

indicating a bias toward sound; literate memory, by contrast, biases sight. (ibid;67) Orality 

engages the body; al1 interaction in oral culture is situation bound and reflects upon the 

present context. 

The oral word, as we have noted, never exists in a simply verbal context, as 
a written word does. Spoken words are always modifications of a total, 



existential situation, which always engages the body. Bodily activity 
beyond mere vocalization is not adventurous nor contrived in oral culture. 
(ibid;69) 

The psychic fiamework in the case of orality continuaily references the oral culture's 

lifeworld. Thus, oral memory is significantly linked to the sound of words. It is through 

this hi& somatic component of prirnary orality that oral culture can constmct psychical 

fiarnewdis for remembering information. Rhythm is a key element in this construction. 

Formulas help implement rhythmic discourse and also act as rnnemonic aids 
in their own right ... (...) They form the substance of thought itseif 
Thought in any extended form is impossible without them, for it consists in 
them. (ibid;3 5) 

Orality is.characterized as a stage in which there is a developing form of psychical media. 

Ong suggests that thought is only possible in oral cultures as part of this psychic forrn~la.~ 

Formulas can be understood as the formation of complex mythical structures to answer 

questions of origin and to motivaîe towards the future, and this is accomplished through 

consistent reference to everyday context. Ong points out, following Milman Parry's work, 

that Homer's texts contain certain recognizable features of these psycSc fiarneworks. 

"Indeed, most words in the Illiad and the O4ssey occur as parts of identifiable formulas." 

(ibid;59) But as written text, they can hardly be representative of more than a glimpse of 

the deeper structural fiameworks employed throughout prirnary orality. 

Ong argues that literacy employs different mental frarneworks and sense biases 

than orality. Writing is perceived as a technology which signals a new type of 

intemalization, or interiorkation process. Al1 technologies are interiorized, and Orig 

argues that ... '[tJechnology, properly interiorized does not degrade human iife but on the 

contrary enhances it.' (ibid;83) Oraiity, in this view, implements something into social life 

which results in an interiorized psychic framework. In this respect Ong echoes McLuhan's 

argument that the alphabet ailowed for the development of conceptual space. In a sense 



Ong stretches this notion fiirther back to the development of formulas for remembering 

stories; an oral grammar. 

Writing and print provided our species with the ability to take another step in 

tenns of psychical developrnent. Just as the spoken word 'models' reaiity, a textual, visual 

representation of the word, is not the real word, but indicates a 'secondary modeling 

system'.10 (ibid;75) With the development of writing, words are both psychical and 

physicai phenornena. Writing in this sense is not perceived as an appendage to speech; 

Ong argues that it causes a psychic transformation '.. because writing moves speech f?om 

the oral-aura1 to a new sensory world, that of vision, it transfonns speech and thought as 

well'. (ibid;85) Again, Ong echoes McLuhan: the interiorization of new media alter the 

sensory biases aiready in place with the previous dominant medium. Like McLuhan, Ong 

argues that writing deepens our psychic fiamework, and that print deepens it fiirther still. 

Ong suggests that the shifi fiom orality to literacy indicates a shift fiom a hearing bias to a 

sight bias; and fùrther, that 'print both reinforces and transforms the effects of w-riting on 

thought and expression'. (ibid; 1 17) Considered as technologies, oral memorization, 

writing, and print can be understood as a succession (or deep structure) of different media 

forms ernployed for communication which tend to bias certain senses and cognitions over 

the previous modes employed. 

Ong's notion of transformation between epochs reveals a deepening psychical 

fiamework with each successive mode of communication ernployed throughout history. 

As for McLuhan, our new electronic media signal for Ong the next stage of psychic 

development in this epochai fiamework: secondivy orality. Electronic media provide a re- 

privileging of the oral / aura1 bias that was suppressed with the development of writing and 

print. This is due in part to the possibility of instantaneous information transmission 

through cornputers. Secondary orality is distinct fiom primary orality in the sense that it is 

a more deliberate and self-conscious orality, as it is pennanently based on the technologies 

of writing and print. (ibid;I36). What intrigues Ong about electronic media is the 



communal sense that they evoke; he believes that the development of telephones, radios 

and televisions have signaled a new transformation in our psychic makeup." This new 

transformation via electronic media is sirnilar to primary ordity in the sense that it 

establishes a sort of group sense - but larger than any tnbe in primary oral culture - a 

McLuhanesque global village. "Like primary orality, secondary orality has generated a 

strong group sense, for listening to spoken words forms hearers into a group, a true 

audience, just as reading written or prhted texts turns individuals on themselves." 

(ibid;136) Yet secondary orality is also perceived as being substantially different from 

pnmary orality. Ong argues that with primary orality, we turned outward to the world as 

reference point, because there was Iittle occasion to tum inward; with secondary orality 

we turn outward to the world as reference point because we had previously tumed inward 

with writing and print technologies. (ibid; 136) Like primary orality, secondary orality is 

spontaneous, but it promotes spont aneity because via analytic reflection we have 

determined that it is a good thing. Orality, therefore, has corne more into its own with this 

new transformation; in secondary orality we are grouprninded self-consciously and 

programrnatically. (ibid; 136-7) 

This analysis of Ong's ideas has illustrated two key points conceming the psychic 

transformations concordant with the shifls between the Oral, Literate and EIectronic 

stages. First, Ong ' s transformation theory reflects McLuhan's assumption that the 

alphabet provided the foundation for conceptuai space, and places the development of 

psychical media in the oral stage. He contextualizes McLuhan's notion that each new 

medium demands different sense biases and cognitions, and that over time these modes of 

communication overlap, representing a deep structural framework. Secondly, this survey 

deepened our understanding of surface interaction as transforming deep structure, which 

was earlier described through the distinction between psychical and physical media. With 

the development of writing as a secondary modeling system, as distinct fonn the p n m w  

modeling system of speech, we developed a physical medium to store symbolic 

information. This type of physical medium is quite distinct fiom the representations found 



on ancient pottery and totem poles (the physical media of pre-oral, and oral cultures). 

Physical media in the Literate stage imply the ability to store large arnounts of symbolic 

information across space and time. With the development of complex physical media, the 

deep structural h e w o r k  that influences the nature of surface interaction becomes much 

more stmcturdly complex. 

Ultimately, Ong's project provides a systematic oveMew of McLuhan's key ideas. 

With primary orality we can understand surface interaction as situation bound, and as 

predorninantly influenced by the psychical media of the culture. Later, with print and 

writing technologies the equation becomes more complex; the deep structural patterns of 

cognitive and sensual orientations once biased by orality are altered and this influences the 

operation of everyday social, surface interaction. Thus, Ong's refinement of the oral / 

literate distinction provides this paper with a beîter understanding of this dialectic between 

surface interaction and deep stmcture, and with a clearer distinction between what we 

have termed psychical and physical media. 

C. Second-Generation Medium Theory: 

The tenet descnbed in the last section: Media are the meam of communication, 

and when media usage is viewed rnacrc+historicaliy, the relations between media reveul 

deep structurai pQt1ems, concisely describes the importance of first-generation Medium 

Theory. Second-generation Medium Theory similariy provides us with another central 

tenet: me relations between media fm deep structurai patterns which infuence the 

wture of surface interaction; the process of surface interaction, in tum, transfrms 

deeper structuralpattenzs. Second-generation Medium Theory stresses the importance of 

human actants with respect to media usage. 



The ideas of Joshua Meyrowitz will be surveyed in this section with respect to this 

second central tenet. As indicated, Ong is considered by Meyrowitz to be a first- 

generation medium theorist. This distinction is relatively sound, but 1 believe that the 

notion of psychodynamics that Ong outlined warrants an analysis of its contribution to the 

understanding of the dynamics of social interaction, and its subsequent influence upon 

deep structural patterns. Innis, McLuhan, and Ong each contend with the notion of deep 

structure, dthough the latter emphasizes the socid aspects of the history of mediation. 

Similady, Meyrowitz contends with deep structure, but biases the social aspects of media 

usage. Following Ong's indication that the moment of transformation (as the moment of 

surface interaction) alters deep structure, this section will analyze Meyrowitz as the 

quintessential second-generation medium theotist.12 Surface interaction and sociaiization 

via mediation are the key issues in this section. 

Meyrowitz: 

The work of Joshua Meyrowitz is perhaps the most crucial of al1 the medium 

theorists employed in this chapter as he not ody supports various tenets of Medium 

Theory, but places the scholarly tradition itseif within an historical framework, providing a 

distinction between first and second-generation. As indicated in the introduction, 

Meyrowitz resolves the technologically deteministic bias of Medium Theory through 

establishing an approach which deds more directly with everyday social interaction. 

Meyrowitz argues that as a tradition it needs a better integration with other perspectives; 

particularly with respect to the constitution of what we have terrned surface interaction. 

Meyrowitz's distinction between first and second-generation is relatively 

straightforward. First-generation is perceived as a theory of civilization sternming fiom 

the macro-histoncal, epochal approach isolated by Innis, developed by McLuhan, and 

solidified through the work of subsequent thinker~.'~ Overall, he argues that as a tradition 



Medium Theory establishes a history of civilization that describes media as not only 

channels for conveying information, but also as shapers of new social environments. 

(1994;5 1) This is perhaps the key issue for Meyrowitz. First-generation provides a 

framework of the deep structural pattern yielded through media usage, and of the physical 

and psychical transformations involved, but this approach lacks the hard quantitative data 

achieved through media content studies. (ibid;5 1) The resolution lies in the application of 

Medium Theory to everyday social interaction: second-generation Medium Theory. 

In his 1985 text, No Sense of Place: ne Impact of EIectronic Media on Social 

Behavimr Meyrowitt establishes what can be considered a second-generation Medium 

Theory. Meyrowitz forms a general theory concerning the dynamics of everyday social 

behaviour through combining the insights of various medium theorists (particularly 

McLuhan), with a sociological analysis of social situations (via Gofian).14 He argues 

that traditional Medium Theory leaves a question unanswered: 

Why and how do technologies that merely mate  new connections among 
people and places lead to any fiindamental shif t  in the stmcture of society 
or in social behaviour? One potential answer to this question rests in the 
ways in which discomectedness -- the separation of social situations and 
interactions - shapes social reality. ( l98S;23) 

For Meyrowitz social reality is constituted through interactions among people. He 

considers the physical setting of situated interaction less important that the informational 

worlds that are being exchanged via media within given situations. The nature of 

interaction between people, he argues, is more influenced by the patterns of information 

flow, than the physical setting. (ibid;36) The usage of media as the means of information 

transmission is thus implicated in this disconnectedness that shapes social reality. For 

Meyrowitz, media alter social behaviour, and he argues that this is an important focal 

point for Medium Theory because social roles are bound by communications media. 



Meyrowitz's more recent work elaborates upon this missing aspect of Medium 

Theory: everyday social behaviour. It is in this later text that Meyrowitz argues for the 

distinction between first and second-generation, and clearly establishes the importance of 

role theory in understanding social behaviour. For Meyrowitz, social roles are tied to the 

types of media employed in everyday interaction, and further, that '[s]ocial identity does 

not rest in people, but in a network of social relations'. (1994;58) And this is a key point: 

Meyrowitz argues that social roles operate as Somation networks. The 

discomectedness caused by the separation of social roles and interactions due to media 

usage can thus be understood in ternis of access to social information networks. The 

patterns of access to social information, he contends, are Linked to the patterns of access 

to social situations. (ibid;59) Thus, distinctions in behaviour, identity and status are 

created and maintained via segregating people into difTerent informational worlds. This 

too is an important point; as Meyrowitz states: 

In general, the more siluations and pmricipnts are segregated, the 
greater d~flerentiation in status and behaviour. Conversely, the more 
situations and participants overlup, the less social dgferentiation in stattrs 
and behaviour. (ibid;59) 

What is of distinct importance here is the notion that social situations should be perceived 

as information networks; it is the combination of factors that contributes to the general 

constitution of a given situation. Situations are determined by pattems of information 

flow and social identity is similarly determineci, but more crucial to Meyrowitz's project is 

how we perceive situated interaction. For Meyrowitz, situations should be seen as 

information-networks, or informational systems. (ibid;59) 

As indicated, Meyrowitz employs both the epochal framework of first-generation 

medium theory and the role theorem of sociological analysis; together they fiame the 

arguments for a second-generation Medium Theory. The epochal framework provides 

Meyrowitz with a backdrop with which to place his reformulation of role theory. In NG 



Seke of Place he devises a role tnad: group identity, socidization, and hierarchy. l5 Later, 

in "Medium Theory" (1994) he places this role theory in juxtaposition to the stages of 

mediation: Oral, Literate, and Electronic. This will require sorne contextualization. 

Meyrowitz's group identity, sociaiization and hierarchy are best understood as 

universally shared roles. The first can be represented by the fact that we are al1 either male 

or femaIe; we therefore experience a group identity. Sociaiization cm be understood in 

terms of the transition fiom childhood to adulthood; we al1 experience tfüs process. And 

hierarchy is described as a relationship to political power; we are ail either political leaders 

or average citizens. These three roles are fbrther contextuaiized in terms of access to 

information, and herein lies the cmx of the matter. Meyrowitz argues that 'group identity 

depends upon shmed, but secret information', 'socialization involves staggered access' to 

information, and 'hierarchy rests upon non-reciprocal access to information'. (1994;60-1) 

As indicated, Meyrowitz describes social reality in terms of information systems, and 

clearly these roles define social behaviour with respect to information access. 

The role triad is best understood in the context of this paper as a set of social 

behaviours which outline the parameters of surface interaction. As universal, behavioural 

roles they provide an heuristic to study the history of social interaction. Meyrowitz 

combines this roie triad with the macro-historical deep structure provided by first- 

generation Medium Theory. He employs the thee stages of mediation to the extent that 

they indicate the formation of particular sociaI behaviours. For example, in nomadic oral 

societies there is Iittle role distinction and therefore little distinction between information 

systerns: this 'tends to involve everyone in everyone else's business'. This lack of 

boundaries, Meyrowitz contends, 'leads to relatively egalitarian maldfemale, childadult, 

and leaderlfollower roles'. (1995;62) Oral culture represents a segregation of the social 

sphere into secret, but s h e d  informational worlds. With the settling of nomadic tribes ta 

specific places, social spheres begin to segregate and new forms of social differentiation 

begin to arise. (ibid;63) Orality is thus perceived as the first stage of mediation in which 



there is a segregation of the social sphere. The settling of nomadic tribes and the 

development of segregated living spaces led to a shift in the oral culture's informational 

system. The role triad is used to indicate how informational shifts are present with each 

stage of mediation. 

Meyrowitz suggests that with each subsequent stage of rnediation we have 

experienced a sirnilar shift in terms of patterns of access to Ulformation. The development 

of print technology, and the consequent spread of schooling provides him with concrete 

example of the existence of the role triad in the Literate stage. The division between 

childhood and adulthood in the sixteenth century is explained as a fragmenting experience: 

"All-age roles, behaviours and dress begin to splinter into separate spheres for people ol 

different ages and reading abilities." (ibid64) Socialization in this context is described a2 

staggered access to information. Hierarchy is described in terms of the disserninating 

powers of academic and religious institutions, and with respect to the concurreni 

deveIopment of the nuclear farnily and nation-state. 

The development of bounded nation-states with centralized leadership is 
paralleted on a Iower level by the isolation of the nuclear farnily fiom the 
extended community of kin and neighbours. The spread of literacy, with its 
emphasis on hierarchy and sequence, supports a linear chah of cornrnand, 
from God-the-Father, through a strong national leader, to a father who is a 
god to his wife and children. (ibid;66) 

The development of literacy, for Meyrowitz, served to perpetuate the social segregatior 

that occurred with the developrnent of separate living quarters and differentiation of rolei 

in oral cultures. With literacy there is an increasing differentiation between social spheres 

"Indeed, every category of age, sex, and class begins to be increasingly isolated fiom thi 

information and experience of others." (ibid65) With electronic media the impact of prin 

technology still persists, but for Meyrowitz they herald a reversa1 of this trend towardi 

isolation. 



Meyrowitz indicates that electronic media such as the telephone, radio, and 

television 'make the boundaries of ail social spheres more permeable', and this he argues, 

has broken the 'age-old co~ect ion  between where we are and what we know and 

experience.' (ibid;67) The role triad in the electronic age is characterized as similar to the 

nomadic lack of role distinction and its unifonn information system. Group identity, 

socialization and hierarchy are afEected by television: 

Television has lifted many of the old veils of secrecy between children and 
adults, men and women and politicians and average citizens. By blurring 
who knows what about whom and who knows what compared to whom, 
television has fostered the blurring of social identities, socialization stages, 
and ranks of hierarchy. The electronic society is characterized by more 
adultlike children and more childlike adults; more career onented women 
and more farnily oriented men; and by leaders who act more like the 
'person next door', just as average citizens demand to have more Say in 
local, national, and international affairs. (ibid;68) 

Meyrowitz argues that electronic media drastically change the operation of the social 

sphere; there is again a form of shared information environment sirnilar to what Ong 

termed secondary orality. Moreover, he argues that while this reversal back into shared 

information environrnents does indicate a homogenization on a macro-societal level, the 

opposite is true for the micro-personal level of the individual; experience in the Electronic 

stage is characterized by more variety. (ibid;68) 

Meyrowitz's role triad provides a link to theories established in the work of Innis, 

McLuhan, and Ong. The tnad is best perceived as an heuristic device which can be used 

to conceptualize the dynarnics of surface interaction in each stage of mediation. What is a1 

issue here is the notion of individual and collective psychic transformations which occur a: 

a result of surface interaction, and also the social changes which result fiom media usage 

McLuhan and Ong were most concemed with individual psychic changes as a result O! 

media usage; Meyrowitz is most concemed with the collective psychic changes arisin~ 

throughout the history of mediation. Likewise, with respect to the social changes whic! 



result from media usage, McLuhan argued that in the electronic age we are expenencing 

an implosion process after three thousand years of explosion. Ong indicated an emerging 

secondary orality. And, Meyrowitz's role triad indicates that in the Oral stage there was a 

process of social segregation due to the establishment of segrnented living environs, and 

the dserentiation of roles. In the Literate stage there occun a deepenuig of this 

segregation through the further differentiation of roles due to excessive categonzation and 

continued separation of roles into institutional frameworks. The Electronic stage, for 

Meyrowiîz, indicates a reversal of this continued segregation process which mirrors both 

McLuhan's implosion process and Ong's secondary orality. 

The second-generation Medium Theory outlined by Meyrowitz as the role triad 

offers this thesis a strong exarnple of a way in which Medium Theory in generd can be 

combined with other approaches. For Meyrowitt this is crucial because although first- 

generation Medium Theory has developed provocative arguments regarding the nature of 

the deep structural patterns created through media usage, it generally lacks a clear 

co~ec t ion  to surface interaction as collective human communication. The role tnad 

provides an example of how a second-generation theory might bridge this gap in the 

existing literature. As indicated, media establish new connections, but they also tend to 

deepen existing foms of social segregation. For Meyrowitz, media not only connect us in 

new ways, but the separation of social situations and interactions results in a simultaneous 

disconnectedness. The role triad thus provides a model which assists Meyrowitz in 

formulating a new and improved Medium Theory: indicating precisely that media are used 

in everyday situations and serve connect and disconnect the social spheres and 

informational worlds. Social reality is shaped not only through the connections that media 

make possible, but also through the fiagmenting and disconnectedness fostered by media 

usage throughout history. Again, this reflects the Transformation Theory of McLuhan and 

Ong. 



D. Revising Medium Theory 

The preceding sections isolated sweral key features of Medium Theory. This 

section wiII serve to place them in respect to the epochal approach to mediation. My 

intention here is to use the aforernentioned concepts to enhance the reader's understanding 

of the three stages of mediation: the Oral, Literate and Electronic. In addition, tbis review 

is designed to revise and extend these ideas into a cohesive fiamework. The purpose of 

this revision is two-fold. First, although Medium Theory clearly estabIishes a macro- 

historical framework, the depth of its structure is d l  lacking in regards to a stage prior to 

the Oral -- the three stages of mediation are best understood as four: Pre-Oral, Oral, 

Literate, and Electronic. Second, a revised history of mediation will prove invaluable as a 

general mode1 of reference through the particulariy wide berth of related thwries covered 

in Iater chapters. 

The argument for an earlier stage of mediation than orality has already been 

established within the Medium Theory literature. In their introduction to the new Bias of 

Communication Crowiey and Heyer argue that in addition to Innis' original trichotomy of 

media developmeot we should now add systems of gesture as perhaps the eadiest and 

most residual of our hurnan communication faculties. (1991;mii) Similarly, the work of 

Davidson and Noble (1989) references a Pre-oral stage. This is an important point 

because the epochal framework outlined by Innis implies that our earliest form of 

communication was speech. Orality is generally considered as a higNy complex mode of 

interaction that generates its own rnythology regarding questions of origin and the 

establishment of roles. With systems of gesture as the earliest form of communication we 

can now consider a stage pior to the Oral: the Pre-oral. We can imagine that our original 

systerns of gesture were extremely complex, but must have lacked the mythoiogical 

structures constructed through the oral medium. 



A Pre-oral stage is a difficult notion to grasp, and perhaps the best method of 

charac tehg  it in juxtaposition to orality. In Preface to Plato Eric Havelock suggests 

that literacy developed as a proto-literate stage alongside the already existing medium of 

~rality. '~ Similar to Havelock, 1 understand the history of mediation as the development 

of media alongside each other; a proto-oral stage can therefore be outlined -- a stage 

whereby speech develops alongside an already established system of gestures. The Pre- 

oral stage is thus best understood as a period in which systems of gesture develop prior to, 

and then alongside, the development of a vocabulary. The combination of gesture and 

words -- kinesics - fonn contexts of interaction; and kinesics help establish social 

cohesion. 

Recall that Meyrowitz's characterization of settling nomadic tribes involved thc 

segregation of social spheres; we can assume that this occurred alongside a developin~ 

orality. Meyrowitz noted that the oral medium provided the means for role dserentiation 

but with gesticular and kinesic modes of communication in the Pre-oral stage, we coulc 

likely assume that the role triad was in place even in this early stage. This suggests tha1 

settling nomadic tribes likely had already established fonns of role differentiation prior tc 

the deveiopment of complex mythical structures. l7 Further, this indicates that the settlinj 

of peoples into specific places coincides with the devdopment of segregated social sphere: 

and with the transitional phase of proto-orality. The formation of routine, and of rolc 

establishment through kinesic and gesticular modes of communication yields thc 

establishment of stable place and the formation of tradition. Gesture and kinesics in thi 

Pre-oral are among the first means of re-presenting the world, they fom the first socia 

memory. 

The distinction between the Pre-oral and the Oral is fiindamental. The distinctioi 

is between an initial conceptual space yielded by systems of gesture, and th1 

transformation of social memory into a cohesive and formed narrative. This statemen 

echoes McLuhan's postulation that the development of the alphabet yields a conceptua 



space; yet 1 argue that it is likely that the kinesics of the Pre-oral and the vocabulary of the 

Oral indicate a form of memory, and thus a conceptual or psychical space. 1 therefore 

characterize the Pre-oral stage as a break with the unconscious as no-form, and as a 

development of social memory via kinesics. This psychical form of media is deepened 

with the development of oral modes of communication, yielding the ability to store large 

amounts of information as songs or rhythmic stones. 

Orality is best understood in tenns of the development of highly cornplex 

mythologies. The Oral stage is characterized by a more elaborate fom of social memory 

than that apparent in Pre-orality. The fact that oral cultures deveiop stories to establish a 

sense of origin, a sense of place, and to deepen the differentiation of roles indicates the 

causal development of normative techniques empioyed for information storage and 

retreival. Orality thus implies a deeper structure than the pre-oral systems of gesture. 

Surface interaction in pre-orality is limited to gesture and kinesics. In the Oral stage, 

surface interaction is lirnited to situated dialogue, gesture and kinesics. In both cases the 

deep structure is perceived as predominantly psychical, and the surface interaction is 

situation bound. Later, with the development of writing, this equation becomes more 

cornplex; we begin to develop physical means of information storage, and surface 

interaction is characterized by a greater degree of space-time distanciation. l8  

The reader will recall McLuhan's argument conceming the distanciation of space 

and time. Similar to Innis' understanding of the space-tirne bias inherent in media, 

McLuhan argued that the medium of inscribed information fosters a differentiation 

between the space-time in which something is written, and the space-tirne in which 

something is read. Inscribed information in its physical form is the same whether read a 

day later, or in years to corne. We can Say then that the inscnbed word caries, or is 

embedded with certain characteristics of the environment in which it was actually written; 

it operates as a space-time envelope. In this way we can understand the reading or 

interpretation environment as influenced by the inscribed environment. Interpretation is 



therefore subjed to radical change over time and space. The physical storage medium of 

text carries information across space and over tirne and influences the situated presence of 

the reader. This interpretation of media resembles Meyrowitz's argument that situations 

are detedned by patterns of infonnation flow. 

For the moment let us return to the Oral stage as a point of analysis. Orality was 

characterized as h a h g  a more elaborate fonn of social memory than the Pre-oral stage, 

and it was argued that this was due to the ability to store and remember information. 

Storage and retrieval suggest a psychical medium which is determined by the techniques 

employed to remember rhythm and narrative. Recall that for Ong this process engages the 

body, because the ability to store information in oral cultures relies upon rhythrnic 

formulations and symbolic gestures. We can therefore understand the oral-culture's 

lifeworld as a situation bound social sphere which implies a bodily CO-presence, but which 

is simultaneously characterized by a slight distanciation. To be clear, the space-time 

distanciation of text is due to the ability to inscribe information into a physical medium. I 

contend that the normative techniques employed for the storage and retrieval of 

information in the Oral stage indicate a similar process of inscription, only in this case this 

the medium is purely psychical. Here, the inscription process is very schematic and not at 

dl like the capturing of detailed information that most physical inscription processes entail. 

Thus, the space-tirne distanciation characteristic of the Literate stage is present in oral- 

cultures in the fom of mental inscription. The stability of social memory causes a 

dismption in the spontaneous social sphere of the ~re-oral.'9 

The ability to physically inscnbe text yields the development of a new form of 

social memory. Oral culture is homeostatic, which means that when myths are repeated 

they are keyed toward the present situation; it is therefore more spontaneous than literate 

'bookish' culture. Literate culture is characterized by the keeping of records, and by a 

fixing of the past via writing. This indicates a deeper pattern of media relations than was 



present in earlier stages. The Literate nage therefore represents a paradigm shifi with 

respect to information storage. 

The Literate stage cm be defined by four substages. The first is inscription, which 

is marked by the development of cuneiform writing, and pictographic scripts, such as 

hierogIyphics - text that resembles the world it describes. This is pre-aiphabetic script. 

The second is copying or transcribing which is marked most noticeably by the 

development of the Phoenician / Greek alphabet, and later by the development of 

normative techniques for information storage such as pagination and indexing. The third 

substage marks the beginning of copying, the reproduction of physically inscribed text -- 
scribal culture. Findly, the last major substage in the Literate stage is rnechanized print. 

Each of these substages entails an encoding of information into physical form; but 

moreover, they aIso imply psychical transformations. As indicated, Ong traces two major 

developments of information storage; the first is the oral-to-literate shift, and the second 

from chirographic-to-print." These can be understood as periods of transformation, as 

shifis in the mentality required to operate these new forms of information storage. These 

transitiond phases represent the psychodynamic changes which accornpany the 

development of new communication technologies. 

Literacy as a stage of mediation indicates the shift from predominantly psychical 

forms of media such as rhythm and speech (obviously alongside physical media such as 

totem poles and inscribed pottery) to an environment in which physical media become the 

predominant form of information storage and exchange through wrinen music, story and 

myth. This distinction is crucial as it implies a deeper structural pattern of media relations 

than in any earlier stage. Orality, it was argued, represents a reflection process; a mental 

reflection to retrieve psychically stored information. Sirnilarly, the Literate stage 

represents a reflection process, but includes another dimension of reflection because of 

extended (physical) signification. This, arguably, reveals a deeper structure. In the 

Literate stage we referenced physical texts for information retrieval, but there is an 



additional level of mental reflection -- remembering the meaning of words, for exarnple. 

Literacy thus implies a deeper process of reflection, and therefore a different 

internalization process. 

Remember, the encoding of information requires a subsequent decoding. Whether 

information is inscribed psychically in the case of memory, or physically in terms of text, 

there is a implicit distanciation between the inscriber and the de-inscriber -- encoded 

information, when interpreted, disrupts the spontaneous presence of the 'de-inscriber'. 

Throughout the stages of mediation, the degree of distanciation increases, and 

compounds; the later the stage, therefore, the deeper the mediati~n.~' Deep structure cm 

now be realized as deep not only because each new communication medium relies upon 

the former psychodynamics employed, but because with each new media the complexity 01 

the reflection process is intensified. Surface interaction at any stage of mediation requires 

a reflection process in order to retrieve stored information, and with each subsequenl 

stage the reflection process becomes further layered. This last statement will be 

contextualized in the following paragraphs regarding electronic media. 

The Electronic stage of mediation, like the Literate, entails both physical and 

psychical forms of media. Physical media can be characterized in terms of informatior 

flow. Information flows uni-iaterally, in terms of text and television; these are one waq 

media and they generally prevent response. Information also flows bi-laterally in the case 

of face-to-face interaction and telephone communication; these invite or even demanc 

response. Finally, with the new electronic media we have a form of information flow 

which is multi-lateral: the Internet is the prime example. Multi-lateral media sirnilarl) 

invite response, but moreover they signal an implosion process. For McLuhan, Ong anc 

Meyrowitz, the new electronic media indicate a reversa] of the trend towards thc 

distanciation of space and time. McLuhan believed that electronic media act as ar 

implosion mechanism which re-tribalizes humankind, reversing the three thousand yeai 

process of explosion. Ong believed that electronic media reveal a form of secondaq 



orality through the simultaneity of action that they allow. Mejrowitz similarly believes 

that electronic media bring back the simultaneity of action, perception, and reaction; thus 

suggesting that sensory experience once again becomes the prime fom of communication. 

(1994;57) For each of these theorists the new media environment suggest a new social 

form. This stage is perhaps best understood in terms of McLuhan's synaesthesia as sense 

(perceptual and cognitive) recombination.* 

Al1 media entai1 a reflection upon a social or shared cultura1 memory. The 

psychicai media of oral-cultures imply an internaiization process, and the retrieval of this 

memorized information demands reflection. With literate culture in which there are both 

physical and psychical fonns of media there is a similar intemalization process, but also an 

externaiization process as well. Thus, reflection upon stored information in the Literate 

stage was both a reflection upon memorized information and a reflection upon 

extemalized information. Literacy therefore demands a double reflection process: physical 

in terms interpreting inscribed text, and psychicai in terms of remembering techniques for 

this interpretation. Electronic media similarly entail intemalization and extemdization 

processes, but here reflection is redoubled: reflection in the Electronic stage is best 

understood as a triple reflection, a compounded level of interpretation due to the abiIity of 

electronic media to recombine disparate senses and cognitions, spaces and tirnes. 

Synaesthesia is the key. The spontaneity or high-presence of the Pre-oral and Oral stages 

is dismpted by print, and the distanciation characteristic of the Literate stage is reversed 

by electronic media. The Electronic stage demands synaesthesia, indicating a renewed 

spontaneity, or high-presence availability. For this thesis, synaesthesia descnbes an 

important phenornenon of mediated communication with regard to the recombination of 

the deep structure of sense, perceptual, and cognitive biases, and with respect to surface 

interaction as the moment in which these biases are balanced. In generai, synaesthesia can 

be perceived as a reversa1 of the space-time distanciation characteristic of ail media. In 

this sense, dl surface interaction can be understood as a continua1 synaesthesic process. 

Viewed macro-historically as a deep pattern of social transformations, this indicates that 



human communication is characterized by continuai process of balancing the deep 

structure of disparate media biases through meaningfbl social interaction. Surface 

interaction, then, can be seen as the perpetual present through which we attempt to 

balance previous and current modes of communication. 

The four stages of mediation outlined above create a deeper structural rnodel of 

human communication than the generaiiy accepted three stage approach. The additionai 

stage provides a model of human interaction stretching far before the development of 

vocabularies and narrated stories. Perceived as an historical process of surface interaction, 

human civilization cm be understood as a dynamic process through which human beings 

employ media to interact on a syrnbolic level. The portraya1 of the human use of gesture 

as the prime and original means of cornmunicating suggests that we began to use symbolic 

modes of interaction prior to the development of speech. It follows that interaction 

involving systems of gesture established what we can loosely define as symbolic memory, 

because a symbolic gesture would cease to have meaning if it could not be re-cognized. 1 

contend that gesture as a medium permitted the formation of a syrnbolic memory, quite 

different than the memory of environmental factors such as day vs. night and seasonal 

patterns, or of kinship relations involving nourishrnent, safety, and procreation. This is an 

integral distinction because with the four stage approach to mediation, systems of gesture 

begin the formation of a long line of media usage and concurrent psychodynamic 

transformations including sensory biases and memory techniques. The history of the 

evolution of deep structure, in this light, can be perceived as being in a dialecticai 

reIationship to the history of surface interactions. With each new form of media and 

psychic transformation this stmcture becomes deeper and more cornplex. 



E, Summary 

By anaIyPng some of Medium Theory's insights into what we have termed deep 

structure and surface interaction this chapter has outlined a revised history of mediation. 

The revision is precisely this: through an historical anaiysis Medium Theory has revealed 

that media are both psyçhical in tems of mental form, and physical in tems of material 

form. Mediation as a genera1 concept can be used as an heuristic device to map the 

general fiarnework of the history of hurnan communication. Understanding gesture and 

kinesics as a physical means of communication invites an equivalent understanding of the 

psychical means necessary for meaningful comprehension. Deep structure is thus 

perceived as a matrix of media relations stretching from the gestural, to oral, literate and 

electronic modes of communicating. But moreover, it is perceived as dialectically related 

to the successive history of surface interactions which lead to transformations in our 

physical and psychicd modes of communicating. 

The perception that media are the leading agent of social change indicates a 

technological deterrninisrn. Innis argued that media have inherent characteristics which 

influence social cohesion; a view which is decidedly deterministic. Sirnilarly, McLuhan's 

extension of the argument to include psychic dimensions to the problem of media is 

deterministic. We c m  even say that the work of Ong and Meyrowitz is sirnilarly biased. 

But arguably, if we look at the history of mediation as an inherently social as well as 

technological process we reach the necessary conclusion that as far back as we can 

possibly measure there has been some form of media employed for communication. This 

is unavoidable, media are the markers employed by Medium Theory to measure how we 

have communicated before. Nevertheless, the second-generation approach outlined by 

Meyrowitz through the role triad does in a sense resolve this deterministic bias. The role 

triad: group identity, socialization, and hierarchy are al1 social behaviours. Viewed 

historicaHy the role tnad indicates that every stage of mediation can be perceived as a 



network of relations; roles as informationai systems are present throughout the history O: 

mediation, and each indicates a particular level of access to information. 

This analysis has provided an explanation regarding the structurai depth of medi: 

relations through the survey of first-generation Medium Theory, and the dimensions O 

surface interaction through the survey of second-generation materiai. This chapter ha! 

ernphasized the centrality of mediation for Communication Studies. The frarnework O 

deep structure as an epochal history of mediation, and of surface interaction as a history O 

conquent transformations was established, but stifl lacks refinement. Establishing thc 

missing connection between Medium Theory and similar approaches to understandini 

human communication will be the task of the following chapters. 



A. Introduction 

Structuralism and Poststructuralism are two related and yet distinct traditions of 

thought. For the purposes of this thesis they will be analyzed together as an overarching 

approach to understanding the medium of language and its role in social communication. 

Through an analysis of three key theorists ftom the structuralist tradition and three from 

the poststructuralist, this chapter will seek to isolate and integrate each respective 

approach as it pertains to either deep structure, surface interaction, or both. In generd, 

Structuralism will be examined as an approach which is concemed primarily with the 

symbolic aspects of mediation; it will be employed prirnarily to enhance our understanding 

of what we have termed deep structure. Poststructuralism will be examined as a neo- 

structuralism which provides both a critique the stmctural approach, and a better 

understanding of the phenomenological implications of language as a medium in terms of 

its usage for surface interaction. As indicated in the last chapter, the stmctural method 

can be interpreted as the roots of the distinction between deep stmcture and surface 

interaction. Although not addressed in these specific terrns, the notion of the dialecticai 

play between deep structure and surface interaction is developed through structural 

analyses, not media analyses. 

The relationship between Stmcturalism and Poststnicturalism is sirnilar to the 

distinction between first and second-generation Medium Theory. First-generation medium 

theory was concerned with the deep structure of media relations, while the second- 

generation integrated surface interaction as a key feature of the history of mediation. 

Structuralism similady attempts to outline a deep pattern underlying social relations 

through an analysis of the medium of language. Structuralism generally perceives 



language as an object of study, as a system of operations which is quite distinct fiom 

speech; it isolates language fiom social interaction in an attempt to reveal its deeper 

structural patterns. Poststructuralism, like second-generation Medium Theory, is 

dedicated to describing the deep structural pattern outlined by its precursor and seeks to 

integrate the human element of media usage - writing as mediated interaction. Chapters 

Ii and III are therefore quite sidar in that each parent tradition isolates a deep structure, 

and as the tradition develops, later theorists attempt to amend the former deterministic 

approach through reference to social context, or surface interaction. It is important to 

realize, however, that while surface interaction may be essentially the same phenornenon 

for Medium Theory, Structuralism and Postsructuralism alîke, the notion of deep structure 

for Medium Theory means a Iayering of media (and the accompanying conceptuai and 

perceptud biases), for Structuralisrn it means something diEerent, and again for 

Postmcturaiism it means something else. This chapter is therefore dedicated describing 

how Structuralism and Poststructuralism cm be analyzed using the dialectic, but will pay 

special attention to the different conceptions of deep structure as they anse. 

B. Structuralism 

Structuralism embodies a long tradition of thought involving numerous 

philosophical, sociological and hurnanities approaches. This section will trace the 

development of this tradition fiom the structurai linguistics of Ferdinand de Saussure, to 

its appropriation into the stmctural anthropology of Claude Lévi-Strauss, and finally 

through to the structural herrneneutics of Paul Ricoeur. Each of these theorists is integral 

to providing a substantial overview of Structuralisrn. Briefly stated: the work of Saussure 

early this century provided a unique mode1 for the study of language as a system that did 

not exist before.' Lévi-Strauss extended structurai linguistics into a generai mode1 for the 

study of social systems. And Ricoeur isolated the integral distinction between language as 

a system (as an act) and language as a structure (as an event). 



Smicturalism is ernployed in this chapter to reinforce the previously established 

diaiectic between deep stmcture and surface interaction. The analysis of these theotists is 

intended to outtie the key eiaments of the structural approach, the goal is to touch upon 

various theones which will assist in our understanding of deep structure as it pertains to 

the history of mediation. It is interesting to note that Medium Theory is in a sense a form 

of Stmcturalisrn, but there is no explicit association between the two discourses.' Thus, 

mediation is to Medium Theory, what language is to Structuralism - a deep structure. 

Medium Theory builds a stnicturalist history througb d e k g  radically different epochs. 

Here, Structuralism will be anaiyzed through the lens of Medium Theory. 

i) Linguistics via Saussure: 

Structuralism is a school of thought that followed fiom the work of Ferdinand de 

Saussure. Although Saussure never actually published, he established and taught a 

framework for the analysis of language. This framework was posthumously published by 

his students as Cours de linguistique générale, in roughly 1916. The text outlines 

Saussure's endeavours to construct an ahistoncal and synchronie science of language 

through the isolation of language as a system of operations as distinct fiom everyday 

social context3 This marks a distinct shifl fiom earlier linguistic endeavours which sought 

to estabiish iustorical patterns of language use. 

Saussure rnakes a distinction between language as an object -- langue, and 

language as it is used in surface interaction --parole. For Saussure langue is composed of 

signs which are the smallest reducible elements of language. He detennined that words 

have meaning in terrns of how they differ fiom other words, so if 1 write CAT. you know 1 

am not refemng to a MAT, or a DOG. Meaning for Saussure is established through the 

juxtaposition of words with each other. This includes binary oppositions, such as hot 1 

cold, non-binary oppositions like Monday / Tuesday / Wednesday, and also complements 

such as man / woman. This is Saussure's notion of digerence. 



Difference suggests that the sign: as spoken or k t t e n  word/image, exists as a 

duaiity. Each sign is composed of both a signifier and a signified. The signifier is the 

matenal form that a word or image takes - whether spoken, printed or otherwise 

reproduced. The signified is the conceptual form that the material form invokes. This cm 

be illustrated as such: 

The basic assumption in this formulation is that the signifier (the word or image) refers to 

something in the 'real' world. The word CAT for example, refers to the thing itself, but it 

does not refer to a specific CAT, rather, it refers to an inherent CATness. This is 

suggestive of the Platonic ideal. The signifier thus refers to a transcendental signified: a 

PIatonic CAT, if you will. 

word: CAT 
CAT = 

inherent CATness 

This formulation assumes that meaning is established via reference to a transcendental 

signified, as opposed to aspects of the everyday social context. For Saussure meaning 

'happens' through difference. Language is therefore perceived as an enormous 

semiological system of differential relations composed of words which only have meaning 

in relation to other words. Signs (or words) refer to a transcendental realrn because they 

cannot mean their objects. We can therefore understand Saussure's langue as a deep 

structural and internally self-referential system which needs no reference to social context 

for the determination of meaning. 

Saussure's project earmarks an important shift in thinking about language. His 

linguistic mode1 isolated something entirely new to the humanities, a system of operations 



which functions entirely outside of social context. Difrence is therefore a virtual mode1 

which represents a deeper structure than we are normdy aware of in everyday surface 

interaction. This is an extrernely important point; Saussure's notion of difference removes 

the system (langue) h m  the environment (parole) in an attempt to 'locate' meaning. 

Saussure's langue assumes a universal meaning: difference indicates that words refer to a 

transcendental signified, not to everyday social c o n t e ~ t . ~  This formulation is sirnply 

inadequate because both human beings and social context are integral to how meaning is 

achieved in processes of exchange. 

The virtual system isolated by the concept of difference exists outside of social 

context, and it therefore also exists outside of time. DEerence, then, is perceived as 

system devoid of any reference to context. Saussure's analysis of language therefore lacks 

a diachronie element, difference does not account for temporality. Difference is a 

synchronie system which negates a basic element of meaning -- human expenence over 

time. The distinction between langue and parole permiaed Saussure to conceive of a 

language system which refers to a deep structural pattern of signification. However, this 

separation of system from environment negates that the processes of meaning production 

and reception involve human agency. 

Herein lies the importance of Saussure to this chapter: he isolates a deep 

unconscious structure which influences everyday surface interaction. He idealizes a viriual 

system which exists outside of context, and indicates a deep unconscious structural pattem 

independent of individual human agency. In a sense this reflects the technoIogical 

determinkm of first-generation Medium Theory: for both McLuhan and Ong the 

technology of the word was absolutely central to their respective investigations. Saussure 

is linguistically deterministic: human agency is negated in his formulation, and meaning is 

assumed to exist as virtual system outside of time or context.' Saussure's association to 

given universals, and the concept of difference provided the foundations for what will later 

become the structural paradigrn. 



ii) Anthropology via Lévi-Strauss 

Claude Lévi-Strauss' work is significant for this chapter because it extends 

Saussure's structural linguistic fiamework into a general paradigm for the social sciences. 

This section will survey several key features his 1963 text: Sz?ucturaI Anthropoiogy. 

First, 1 will review how stmctural linguistics influenced Lévi-Strauss' structural approach 

to anthropology. Second, I will address Lévi-Strauss' view that kinship systems entail a 

similar 'Ianguage' as linguistic systems, and finally, 1 will review the implications of Lévi- 

Strauss' structural anthropology as it concems the distinction between deep structure (as 

the structural model) and surface interaction (as systems of social relation). 

Saussure's structural approach to language sparked keen interest fiom other 

traditions. However, it was not this linguistic tum that influenced Lévi-Strauss so much as 

the interpretation of structural linguistics provided through Troubetzkoy's PsychoIogze du 

language ((1970)! Troubetzkoy studied the diReremes between the new structural 

linguistics and older linguistics and determined several central tenets periaining to the 

structural approach. Lévi-Strauss outlines Troubetzkoy ' s tenets as four basic operations: 

First, structural linguistics shifts from the study of consczous linguistic 
phenomena to study their unconscims infrastructure; second, it does not 
treat tenns as independent entities, taking instead as its basis of analysis the 
relations between terms; third, it introduces the concept of w e m  - 
'Modem phonernics does not merely proclaim that phonemes are always 
part of a system; it shows concrete phonemic systems and elucidates their 
structure' --; finally, structural linguistics aims at discovering general laws. 
(1963;33) 

These tenets help ciystallize Saussure's original intention: to uncover deep structural 

patterns through a science of language, and they help us understand how Lévi-Strauss was 

influenced by structural linguistics. Troubetzkoy is employed here to illustrate how 

structural linguistics reveals unconscious structures, because this is precisely what Lévi- 

Strauss attempts to illuminate through his stmctural anthropology. Further, Troubetzkoy 

is noted to isolate the distinction between systern and structure; he describes phonemes in 



terms of a system, and describes stmcture as deep and unconscious. By this 

interpretation, conscious linguistic phenomena operate systernaticaily - as surface 

interaction - which remains in juxtaposition to deep unconscious Linguistic codes.' 

In light of Troubetzkoy's anaiysis, we can see Lévi-Strauss' structural 

anthropology as an effort to uncover the general laws or universal features of the social 

stratum. Lévi-Strauss' work is explicit about the analysis of societies' unconscious 

thought pattems which hfiuence behaviour. He uses the example of the kinship group to 

illustrate this argument. For Lévi-Strauss, the key unit of analysis for structural 

anthropology is the bnship group, it is perceived as a fiindamental building block of more 

cornplex systems. (1963;48). He describes the atom of kinship as a system which like 

phonemic systems, are built by the mind on the level of unconscious thought. (ibid;43) 

Thus, for Lévi-Strauss '[a]lthough they belong to mther order of redity, kinship 

phenomena are of the s m e  ppe as linguistic phenomena'. (ibid;34) 

This raises a senous question: can al1 forms of social phenomena be analyzed with 

the structural method? Lévi-Strauss' is keenly aware of this problematic. He asks: 'do 

they (forms of social life) consist of systems of behaviour that represent the projection, on 

the level of conscious and socialized thought, of universal laws whjch regulate the 

unconscious activities of the rnind?'. (ibid;59) Lévi-Strauss' application of rhe structural 

method to Anthropology reveaied for him that any culture can be viewed as an ensemble 

of conscious and unconscious symbolic systems -- such as language, marriage, law, art, 

science, and religion. 

For Lévi-Strauss social phenomena can be studied on same terms as structural 

linguistics, in order to Iocate whether there are underlying patterns; the goaI of his 

structural anthropology is to build relationships between these systems. He contends that 

the structural method employed in linguistics, when used for the study of al1 social 

phenomena, cm reveal certain relationships between these 'languages' and therefore 

enhance Our understanding of society. 



As soon as the various aspects of social life -econornic, linguistic, etc. - 
are expressed as relationships, anthropology will become a general theory 
of relationships. Then it will be possible to anaiyze societies in terms of the 
ditrerential features characteristic of the systems of relationships which 
define them. (ibid;95-6) 

Herein lies the fundamental distinction between the structurai approach to Linguistics and 

the structural approach to anthropology. The anthropologicai project served to isolate the 

relations between systems such as language or kinship groups; whereas the linguistic 

project merely analyzed relations within the intemally referential system of language itself 

Recall for a moment Troubetzkoy's synopsis of the structural method. His 

analysis revealed that structural linguistics sought to uncover the unconscious stmcture of 

language. Similady, Lévi-Strauss' structural anthropology seeks to elaborate upon an 

unconscious structure, yet in this case the focus of arialysis is the realrn of social 

phenomena in general. What this implies for the dialectic between surface interaction and 

deep structure is precisely this: structural linguistics isolated a language system which 

reveals a deep structural pattern -- the theoretical importance of surface interaction is 

generally negated through this view. Structural anthropology, by contrast, atrempts to 

isolate unconscious stmctures of social phenomena revealing a pattern of rela~ionships 

between social foms such as kinship and phonemic systems. These two views differ in the 

respect that the former describes a closed, intemally referential system, whereas the latter 

seeks to reveal the patterns of association between systems. In both cases the problematic 

is the same -- how can we deterrnine the deep unconscious stmctural codes that influence 

behaviour. These two approaches both tend to explore deep stnicture at the expense of 

determining aspects of surface interaction, but it should be noted that Lévi-Strauss' 

project does distinguish between social structure and social relations. 

This point can also be clarified through Troubetzkoy's distinction between system 

and structure. For Lévi-Strauss, the social structure must be understood to have nothing 



to do with empirical reality per se, but rather, the tenn sociai 'structure' refers to the 

models which are built up &er it. 

This should help to dari@ the diference between two concepts which are 
so close to each other that they have often been confùsed, narnely, those of 
sociai structure and of social relations. It d l  be enough to state at this 
tirne that social relations consist of the raw materials out of which the 
models making up the social structure are built, while social structure can, 
by no means, be reduced to the ensemble of the social relations to be 
described in a given society. (1 963;279) 

Social stmcture is understood to be that which is revealed through the study of social 

relations. Kinship and phonemics, then, can be viewed as systems which enable and 

constrain surface interaction, and thus, the conscious or unconscious structural pattems 

revealed through the study social relations indicate a deep structural matrix of relati~ns.~ 

Social relations can thus be understood as systems of operation which are irduenced by 

these deep patterns -- phonemic systems and kinship groups are the prime examples for 

Lévi-Strauss, as they are the foundation upon which more complex stnictures cm be built. 

Phonemics and kinship groups provide Lévi-Strauss with a means of applying the 

structural mode1 to systems of social relation. The distinction between system and 

structure can thus be understood as a reflection of the distinction between surface 

interaction and deep structure.g Recall for a moment the conclusion reached at the end of 

the last chapter: it was noted that deep stmcture has a history which is contingent upon 

the history of surface interactions. Sirnilarly, we can understand the distinction between 

structure and system in tems of this diachronie stance. The structural mode1 employed by 

the anthropologist reveals general aspects of the systems of relations between social 

phenomena, and this suggests that like forms of media, systems of relation can be 

understood as layered upon one another. That is, over time systems of social relation have 

formed a deep structure. 'O 



iii) Structura1 Hermeneutics via Ricoeur: 

This section will survey Paul Ricoeur's stnictural hermeneutics as a refinement of 

the structural framework. Ricoeur will be employed here in order to enhance our 

understanding of Stnicturaiism as a overall tradition of thought. As illustrated, Saussure's 

original application of the structurai fiamework isoIated language as a virtual system of 

differences existing outside of social context, and this approach was shown to be a unique 

yet inadequate theory of meaning. Lévi-Strauss7 application of the stnictural mode1 to 

social phenomena such as phonemic and kinship systems expanded the original tiamework 

by introducing an aspect of structural analysis Iacking in Saussure's linguistics -- the 

interaction between systems, as opposed to a singIe internaily referential systern. 

However, Lévi-Strauss' adaptation of the structurai method to the study of social relations 

similarly lacks an adequate account of human subjectivity. That is, aithough Lévi-Strauss 

added the social dimension to structural analysis t i is approach maintains a determinkt 

slant; bis project fails to address human agency itseifas an integrai aspect of social change. 

By contrast, Paul Ricoeur's adoption of the structural fiamework does address 

language as used. The two previous approaches emphasized a deep unconscious structure 

but tended to negate how this structure afects surface interaction; Rkoeur's structural 

anaiysis expands Lévi-Straussy (and Troubetzkoy's) distinction between structure and 

system ioto a fiamework which does. In this respect Ricoeur's work is arguably 

poststructuraiist, but his dependence on the structural model, and his critique of 

Saussurean and Lévi-Straussian Structuralism piaces his project at the end of this 

structuraiist analysis. Ricoeur's work will be addressed as a reworking of the structuralist 

paradigm, and as marking the shifi between stmcturaIist and poststmcturalist forms of 

analysis with respect to human interaction. 

This overview will address several key points. This section wilI trace the 

development fiom Saussure's structural linguistics through Lévi-Strauss' structural 

anthropology to Ricoeur's position. It wiIl then describe Ricoeur's adaptation of the 



structural framework into a mode1 which addresses not only deep structure, but also 

everyday social interaction. Ricoeur's project in general can be categorized under the 

general rubric of Interpretation theory. Briefly, interpretation theory isolates the moment 

of discourse as the point in which we ernpIoy the 'systems' of language, to communicate 

'stmctured' meaning. This approach acknowledges human beings as an integrai aspect of 

the meaningtiil process, and as such, this section wiil review interpretation theory as a 

structuralist approach with post-stnicturalist tendencies. Two key texts will be addressed 

here: Ricoeur's 1974 text: The Contict of Interpretutions; Essays in Hermeneutics, and 

1976 text: Interpretation îheory; Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning. 

Ricoeur begins his interpretation of the structuralist approach by retuming to 

Saussure's science of signs. The reader will recall that the sign is perceived as a duality, it 

consists of both a signifier and a signified. The signifier was described as a sound, a 

written pattern, a gesture or any medium that connotes a message. The signified, by 

contrat, describes the sign in terrns of its differential value in the lexical system. This 

science of signs is important for Ricoeur because the distinction between signifier and 

signified allow for two different kinds of analysis; phonological and semantical. He 

argues that this definition reduces language to a self-sufficient system of imer 

relationships. (1976;6) Through this view, Ianguage as discourse has disappeared. For 

Ricoeur, Saussure's science of signs excludes the primary intention of language, which is 

to Say something about something; as he states: 'speaker and hearer understand this 

intention imrnediately' . (1 974;84) 

Ricoeur argues that Saussure's approach assumes several presuppositions whick 

irnrnediately render it handicapped." Saussure illustrated that language can be perceivec 

as an object through the distinction between langue and parole, but this distinctior 

negates everyday context. This is an inadequate formulation for Ricoeur because il 

overlooks discourse. For Ricoeur the study of language should determine both a scienct 

of states of system -- a synchronic linguistics, and a science of changes - a diachronie 

linguistics. Saussure applies just the synchronic analysis, and hence, Ricoeur argues 



change remains unintelligible to his project. (1 974;8 1) Saussure's collection of signs 

(difference) must remali a closed system in order to be analyzed, because change is not a 

part of this stnictural equation. (ibid;82) The essential point here is the closed state of the 

linguistic universe. For Ricoeur the 'units of meaning eiicited by structural anaiysis signify 

nothing; there are only combinatory possibilities. They say nothing; they conjoin and 

disjoin'. (ibid;77) The stnictural linguistic approach as a theory of rneaning is thus 

handicapped by its own presuppositions; its lack of diachronie analysis, and its inability to 

account for changes in the meaning system itself render it inadequate. Simply stated, 

structural linguistics negates the changes that the rneaning system undergoes through 

processes of surface interaction; as such, it remains a primarily deep structural analysis. 

Thus, Ricoeur argues that the main achievements of linguistics concem language 

as stmcture and system, not as used. (1976;2) For Ricoeur this oversight needs to be 

addressed, and thus his project is to reclaim for the understanding of language what the 

stmctural mode1 excluded; language itself as a speech act. 

For those of us who speak, language is not an object, but a mediation. 
Language is that through which, by means of which, we express ourselves 
and express things. Speaking is the act used to overcome the closure of 
the universe of signs, in the intention of saying something about something 
to someone; speaking is the act by which language rnoves beyond itself as 
sign toward its reference and toward what it encounters. (1 974;SS) 

We can see Ricoeur's project as an effort to return the notion of surface interaction to 

linguistic analysis. indeed this is precisely what his project seeks to establish: a theory of 

language which does not presuppose a closed universe of signs, one which can account for 

changes in the structure of meaning. For Ricoeur a message is a temporal event, while the 

code is atemporal (as a synchronie system). Thus, a message is intentional because it is 

meant by someone, whereas the code itself is anonymous and not intended. In this sense 

Saussure's langue is an unconscious stmcture which can only be understood 

synchronically, in juxtaposition to parole, which is the intentional aspect of language and 

can only be understood ternporaily, and in terms of context. 



Ricoeur also critiques Lévi-Strauss' structural anthropology in terms of its 

application of the structural method. As indicated, Saussure's analysis lacked a diachronic 

dimension whereas Lévi-Strauss' use of the structural method does address the notion of 

change over time. Ricoeur wants to appropriate the objectivity of stmctural anthropology 

for hermeneutic insight. 

If hermeneutics is thought recovering meaning suspended within a system 
of symbols it cm encounter the work of stnictural anthropology only as its 
support and not as its contrat. One appropnates only what has first been 
held at a distance and examined. It is this objective examination, put to 
work in the concepts of synchrony and diachrony, that I want to perform in 
the hope of leading hermeneutics, through the discipline of objectivity, 
fiom a naive to a mature comprehension. (1974;30) 

Lévi-Strauss' stmctural anthropology provides Ricoeur with a dimension of anaiysis that 

Saussure's approach overlooks, namely diachrony. Lévi-Strauss' analysis was diachronic 

in the sense that he perceived kinship and phonemic systems as the primary building blocks 

laying the foundation for the development of more complex systems. In this sense, these 

systems reveal an opening of the objective, synchronie language system isolated by 

Saussure into a paradigrn of social anaiysis which must contend with the temporal 

dimension as a Iayering of systems. Thus, Lévi-Strauss is important for Ricoeur's project 

because he outlined the relations between systerns, not rnerely the interactions within a 

single system. 

Before 1 expand on Ricoeur's description of the temporal dimension, let us retum 

to Saussure's distinction between langue and parole in order to describe this development. 

Langue is the language object, and its study reveals deep unconscious structures which, by 

extension, infiuence parole as surface interaction. This can be viewed in terms of the 

distinction between structure and system. The study of langue reveals deep stmctures 

which rernain unconscious to the user of language, yet people necessarily use systems such 

as kinship groups or phonemics for surface interaction. l2 This problematic is addressed by 



Ricoeur through a reformation of Saussure's langue and parole. Ricoeur develops a new 

unit of analysis which contends with the fact that language is not only stmctural or 

systematic, it is used. 

Ricoeur substituts Saussure's parole with the word discourse. Parole, he argues, 

cm only be understood as residual effect of langue. The word discourse is intended to 

emphasize the importance of the fact that language is  used in everyday contexts - that it is 

not an efJect of the language system outlined by Saussure. Ricoeur makes this distinction 

to iiiustrate two points. First, although language may contain structural imperatives, 

everyday speech is not an effect of these structures, it is an action. Second, one must 

distinguish between semiology and semantics: between the sign and the sentence. (1 976;7) 

The difference is this: the sign, as the object of serniotics, is merely virtual. The sentence, 

on the other hand, is ac1ua2, as the very event of speaking. Herein lies the importance of 

Ricoeur's distinction that discourse is an action that occurs as an event. For Ricoeur, 

'events vanish but systems remain.' (ibid;9) Thus the act of discourse is not mereIy 

transitory and variishing, 'it may be identified and reidentified as the same so that we may 

Say it again or in other words.' (ibid) Discourse can thus be viewed as the act of 

repeatedly using the same systems in order to communkate, and it is in this sense that it is 

eventfiil. Every message, for Ricoeur, has as the ground of its communicability the 

structure of its meaning. 

Ricoeur's root concept in hjs refomation of parole as discourse is the word. The 

word is the atom of discourse. The word is important for Ricoeur because it occurs via 

discourse. It represents the use of language as a system, yet it sirnultaneously represents 

the conformity to an underlying stmcture. The sign system remains vimal, but the 

sentence occurs as an event. He explains: '[wlords are signs in speech position. Words 

are the point of articulation between semiology and semantics, in every speech event. 

Thus the word is, as it were, a trader between the system and the act, between the 

structure and the event'. (1974;92) With this reformation of parole as discourse, Ricoeur 

has achieved a method of applying the structural mode1 to Ianguage in a way that relates it 



ta the tirne dimension.I3 The word for Ricoeur is at the 'intersection of language and 

speech, of synchrony and diachrony, of system and process'. (1974;95) 

Thus, Ricoeur's concept of the word as the atom of discourse (parole), represents 

a unique application of the structural method. Ricoeur's texts represent a shifl fiom 

stmcturalist to post-structuralist thought in the sense that they outline a reformulated 

method to more adequately cope with the temporal dimension. Ricoeur's theory of 

discourse describes rneaning as an event; every message is determined by the 'stmcture of 

its meaning', and every message is communicated through the system of language. The 

act of discourse is thus perceived as the intersection between system and structure. 

Moreover, speech necessady uses the language system in order to Say something about 

something, and this suggests an action or human agency.14 In sum, Paul Ricoeur's 

stmcturai hermeneutics marks a shifi fiom the two earlier approaches in the sense that it 

isolates the moment of surface interaction. Ricoeur pinpoints the nexus of the dialectic 

between deep structure and surface interaction: the moment we use words in discourse, 

but does Iittle to explain the phenornenon of surface interaction itself." 

C: Poststmcturalism 

The introductory section of this chapter argued that the distinction between 

Structuralism and Poststmcturalism can be viewed as analogue to the shift fiom first- 

generation Medium Theory to second. In both cases the shifl represents a rejection of the 

deterministic bias regarding the media of communication. In both traditions the shift in 

approach is a rejection of the objective bias in favour of an approach that acknowledgec 

the subject. But by extension, both rely upon the deterministic fiamework of theii 

predecessors. Although Structuralism and first-generation Medium Theory do address the 

medium as used, they privilege structure. Second-generation Medium Theory anc 

Poststmcturalism surpass the transcendental notion of deep structure, and thus their view 

of the medium as used has distinctly different implications. Generally, the shift in bott 



cases represents a rejection of a purely structured approach for a contextualized, surface 

interactional approach. This section will survey Poststnicturalism as a tradition of thought 

with respect to its appropriation of the structurai method, and the acknowledgrnent of the 

subjective use of language. 

The first theorist to be examined in this section is Jacques Derrida. His work will 

be employed here for his notion of dzflérance, as distinct from Saussure's daerence. This 

reformation resembles Ricoeur's structurai hermeneutics in the sense that it contends with 

the temporal dimension, and that it reworks Saussure's difference to address the use of 

language. The work of Michel Foucault will then be examined for his concepts of 

discourse and the statement. Discourse is argued as the holistic fiame of language, and 

the statement as its atom. Despite the fact that Foucault rejects the label of 

'poststmcturalist', his concepts are sirnilar to Ricoeur's discourse and word, and in this 

sense speak to the shift from structuralist to poststructuralist forms of analysis. Finally, 

this section will review Mark Poster's poststructuralist critical theory, His work critiques 

both Derrida's and Foucault's projects, and expresses their content from a Medium 

Theory perspective. He uitimately argues that the new electronic media herald a new fom 

of social reality beyond the modem. 

i) Différame via Derrida: 

Jacques Derrida's deconstmctive project provides a usefùl segue into this analysis 

of poststmcturaiist thought as his work critiques linguistics, anthropology, and 

hermeneutics dike. His project will be employed here to the extent that it deconstrwts 

the foundations of the structural method.16 The reader will recall that Saussure's 

distinction between langue and parole divorced the systern of language from the 

environment in which it is used. Language is perceived as a differential system of signs, in 

which each sign exists as both signifier and signified. Every sign signifies somdhing: it 

refers to the thing that it represents, and it refers to a signified, to its differential value in 



the lexical system. It was argued that Saussure's signified refers to a transcendental r e a h  

- Demda aiso argues that Saussure refers to an ideal rneaning - we cm understand 

Saussure's signified as a meaning system which exists outside of situational context. For 

Demda, this approach lacks an adequate account of diachrony as it refers to an infinite 

time, as a God-like reaim of PIatonic meaning. Demda reworks Saussure's system of 

signification to address the signified as an infinite play of meaning which does not refer to 

a transcendental signified. The reformation: the sign is cornposed of a signifier and 

signified, but it this case the signified represents the differential play of meaning in the time 

dimension, not in some ideal realm. 

The work of Ricoeur and Demda is sirnilar in the respect that both theorists adopt 

Saussure's original rnethod and attempt to integrate time into the equation. Ricoeur 

reworked parole to account for the fact that language is used; Demda reworks langue to 

reinstate time and social context as integral aspects of the meaninghl process. This 

section will therefore address Demda's concept of d?fférame as an extension of the 

structural method. In order to explain this I will review the three key theorists whom 

Demda relies upon for this refomation. The first, obviously, is Saussure - who will be 

critiqued for his negation of human agency. The second theorist is Rousseau, who isolates 

an important aspect of language -- the written word is perceived as a supplement of the 

real world. And finally Freud, who is employed by Derrida for the concepts of libidinal 

deferral and the trace. These three theorists, as we shall see, provide Demda with a 

conception of the language system that surpasses the original concept of difference. 

The first key point we should establish regarding Derrida's overali project is that, 

like the stmcturalists, he biases the medium of text. Structuralisrn biased text over speech 

in the sense that it physically contains the code of the language system, and thus provided 

a concrete object of study. Text, for Derrida, is particularly important for language 

analysis because it exists not only a physical medium, it is also psychical. Demda 

downplays speech; he views writing (as mental inscription) as older than the medium of 

speech itself I7 For Derrida al1 text is involved with larger intertextual systems of meaning. 



Al1 writing, whether physical or psychical, is interrelated; meaninal relations are 

intertextual, signs mean in juxtaposition to each other and not through reference to an 

ideal form. Derrida's diiérmce is self described as neither a word, nor concept in the 

literal sense; d~fferance refers to the overall system of intertextuality. (1982;3) 

Derrida reworks Saussure's difference because it lacks an adequate account ol 

how the subject's identity relates to tanguage. For Demda, Saussure's analysis suggest5 

that: 

p]anguage (which only consists of differences) is not a fùnction of the 
speaking subject. This implies that the subject (in its identity with itself or 
eventually in its consciousness of its identity with itself, its self 
consciousness) is inscribed within language, is a 'function' of language, 
becomes a speakng subject only by rnaking its speech conforrn to the 
system of the rules of language as a system of differences. (ibid; 15) 

Thus, for Derrida, Saussure's formulation denies subjects of conscious agency 

supposedly, they must confonn to the rules of language in order to sttucture intelligibl~ 

meaning. Given this, Derrida is driven to describe the system of differences in a way th8 

does acknowledge individual choice. f i s  review of Rousseau's concept of thc 

supplement, and Freud's concept of deferral provides him with the means with which tc 

reformulate difference as dorance. 

For Rousseau writing is a disease of speech, it destroys presence. The word o. 

sign is perceived as a 'supplement' of the naturd world. (1974;142) Demda appropnatei 

this concept and argues that as a supplement, the sign can be viewed as performing twc 

tùnctions. First, as a supplement, signs cumulate and accumulate presence; they represen 

something in their absence -- the sign is a present absence. (ibid;144) But the supplemen 

also supplements, 'it adds only to replace', it insinuates itself 'in-the-place-of somethinl 

else. The sign is also an absent-presence, it is a supplement of the thing itself. (ibid;145 

The supplement is therefore both the missing piece and the extra piece. This can bl 

likened to the example of the space-tirne distanciation characteristic of text established il 



the previous chapter, the word (text) stands in place of something else, it represents stored 

information. 

Derrida's use of Freud's deferral reflects his use of Rousseau's supplement. We 

can understand the supplement as  a deferral of presence. 

The sign represents the present in its absence. It takes the place of the 
present. When we cannot grasp or show the thing, state the present, the 
being present, when the sign cannot be presented, we signiQ, we go 
through the detour of the sign. We take or give signs. We signal. The 
sign, in this sense, is a deferred presence. (1982;9) 

There are at least two ways in which Freud's concept of deferral is usehl to Derrida's 

project. Freud employs the concept in tenns of the trace. The mind is perceived as a 

network of unconscious traces, of deferred libidinal urges. This implies a deferrai of the 

present. 

There is no present text in general, and there is not even a past present text, 
a text which is passed as having been present. The text is not conceivable 
in an originaq or modified form of presence. The unconscious text is 
already a weave of pure traces, differences in which rneaning and force are 
united - a text nowhere present, consisting of archives which are ahvays 
already transcriptions. Originary prints. Everything begins with 
reproduction. Aiways already: repositories of meaning which was never 
present, whose signified presence is always reconstituted by deferral. .. The 
cal1 of the supplement is primary, here, and it hollows out that which can be 
constituted by deferral as the present. (1978;21 I )  

For Derrida , Freudian theory suggests that traces represent a spacing and a temporization 

-- a spacing in the sense that the sign system exists as a differential network of 

unconscious psychical traces, and a temporization in the sense that these traces represent a 

deferral of present instances. 

Freud's concept of the trace as a deferral, combined with Rousseau's concept of 

the supplement provides Denida with the means to create a new approach to the study of 



the language system. The word différame for Demda entails Saussure's difference, 

Rousseau's supplement and Freud's deferral. Dtflérance is simultaneously a differing and 

a deferring; together these concepts indicate a system of diierence that exists not ody 

synchronically, but diachronicaliy as well, Thus, dxflérance represents the breakdown of 

Saussure's distinction between the signifier and signified. For Demda, dzflérance erases 

this distinction so that the signified no longer refers to a transcendentd meaning, it now 

refers to the system of unconscious differences as deferred signification. The borderline 

between the signifier and sigmfied is erased. 

Thus, dr~érmce is both spacing and ternporization, it is both the 'becorning-space of time' 

and the 'becorning-time of space'. (1982;13) Stated differently, the sign exists as a 

supplement, and when used it colonizes space as a deferred tirne. The supplemented sign 

represents a deferred time becoming present in space." For Demda, dxflérance is a deep 

structure which presupposes that the sign is conceivable only on 'the basis of the presence 

that it defers and moving toward the deferred presence that it seeks to appropriate'. 

(1 982;g) To dari@ this, Derrida argues: 

And it is this constitution of the present, as an 'originary' and irreducibly 
nonsimple (and therefore, stricto sensu nononginary) synthesis of marks, or 
traces o f  retentions or protensions (to reproduce analogically and 
provisionally a phenomenologicai and transcendentai language that will 
soon reveal itself to be inadequate), that 1 propose to cal1 archi-writing, 
archi-trace, or dx,2Yerancee. Which (is) (simultaneously) spacing (and) 
temporization. (ibid; 13) 

This last statement brings us to the point where Demda's project can be understood to 

surpass a mere reworking of the stnictural paradigm. The difEerentia1 marks of presence 

and absence that he isolated fiom Freud's work represent chains of words in written text, 

but they aiso represent chains of inscription upon the mind.lg By this view, whether 



writing is physical or psychicai it still implies a deferred meaning - the use of the word 

invokes its temporal aspects; meaning is not a reference to a transcendental signified, it is 

bound within the network of physicai and psychical inscriptions which refer to deferred 

meaning and deferred t h e .  Thus, the present for Derrida is always supplemented; which 

is to Say that the sign aiways entails the integration of a stored space-time envelope into 

the present. 

Demda's project provides a critique of signification as a whole; it is a critique of 

philosophy and its inherent constnictivist project. In effect, Demda's project is a critique 

of the metaphysics of presence. To clan@, d~jjiérance is perceived as reworking not only 

the linguistic, anthropological and hermeneutic structural paradigm, but it reveals the very 

nature of a sign's presence or absence as a supplement of 'the natural'. By extension, the 

use of signs invokes this temporal aspect of the unconscious network of differences. and 

thus for Demda we cannot be fully present when we signiQ. 

It is because this unity of the signifjmg fonn is constituted only by its 
iterability, by the possibility of being repeated in the absence not only of its 
referent, which goes without saying, but of a determined signified or 
current intention of signification, as every present intention of 
communication. This stnictural possibility of being severed from its 
referent or signified (and therefore from communication and its context) 
seems to me to make of every mark, even with oral, a grapheme in general, 
that is, as we have seen, the nonpresent remaining of a differential mark 
cut off Corn its alleged 'production' or origin. And 1 will extend this law 
even to al1 experience in general, if it is granted that there is no expenence 
ofpure experience, but only chahs of differential marks. (1 982;3 18) 

To rework this into an understandable statement: Demda argues that dzfférance suggests 

that signs both diRer (frorn each other) and defer (the present). The use of the sign thus 

defers the writer's present context, the use of the sign supplements the subject's presence. 

For Derrida this means, in effect, that there is no such thing as a pure presence: experience 

is always deferred. Inasmuch as we can wrhe '1 experience', it means that we invoke the 

temporal dimensions of the words '1' and 'experience', including al1 of the ways in which 

the words link with others, have been used before, and have accumulated meaning. The 



use of words therefore suppternents a previously deferred presence in place of the 'present 

presence'. We can conclude, then, that Saussure's difference indicates that the subject is 

created through conformity to the mies of fanguage, and that Derrida's d~fsérmce 

acknowledges that rneaning exists through experience. Meaning therefore demands an 

expenencing subject. Moreover, dlfl'érance suggest that subjectivity and intersubjectivity 

'happen' via signdïcation. For Demda there is no outside of intertextuaiity -- ail 

signification is bound within the same network of differential relations, including identity.*' 

Demda argues that self awareness is bound within the redm of signification, and in 

this sense strongiy resembles the totalking view that Medium Theory revealed; that there 

is no memory or f o m  of communication that is not media.*' Demda's d~flérance 

suggests that subjectivity exists in the interval between spacing and temporization. The 

subject is therefore realized through discourse. Meaning, in this view, is constantly 

deferred. This means that Demda's attempt to transcend the Western philosophicai 

project has revealed that there is no experience of experience outside of writing -- and 

writing here is perceived as an inscribed medium that predates the use of speech. This 

position provides an interesting argument regarding the existence of psychicai media. To 

conclude, we can understand Demda's reworking of the structural approach as an 

extension of difference to incorporate aspects of subjectivity in the sense that text is 

viewed as a mentally inscribed medium. To be sure, we reflect upon text (that we have 

stored in memory) in everyday surface interaction -- and in this sense Demda has retumed 

parole into the structural equation. He argues, in effect, that parole is intncately bound 

within the language system.= That is, in everyday surface interaction we reference a deep 

structure of signification in order to comrnunicate. But Denida's dlflérance indicates that 

the present moment of surface interaction is never a tmly 'pure' present, because through 

speaking, reading, and writing we invoke the deferred presence of the sign. 



ii) Discourse via Foucault 

Although Foucault describes fis own work as occupying a similar h e  as 

structuralism, his work is arguably poststmcturalist. He acknowledges that structuralist 

thought is limited because it will never be able to deai with becoming, or with change over 

tirne. (1989;49) In this respect he argues that Struçturalism is an approach that attacks a 

certain historicism, and puts the question of the subject in danger.23 Foucault's work can 

be understood as an attempt to illustrate how deep structure plays a role in the 

constitution of the subject. For Foucault, Structuralism today is involved with a 

transformation of knowledge in the human sciences, and it is Iess biased toward the 

'analysis of structure', than questioning the 'anthropological status of the subject.' 

(1989;55) The structurdist approach is then really a question of formaiism; supposedly, 

'once structuralism moved beyond linguistics and anthropology no one really knew what it 

was. '24 (ibid) 

Michel Foucault's poststmcturdist approach is conceptually more accessible than 

Derrida's in the sense that his ideas are grounded in social phenornena. Foucault's 

analysis focuses upon the use of signification in everyday interaction (i.e: between 

individuals via spoken discourse) whereas Denida's analysis is generally concemed with 

implications of deferred presence as an effect of writing and reading. In the context of this 

chapter, Foucault's project cm best be understood in juxtaposition to Ricoeur's. Recall 

that the concepts of 'discourse' and 'word' isolated the importance of the 'moment oj 

surface interaction'. For Ricoeur, the word is the atom of discourse, and for Foucault, the 

statement is the atom of discourse. In both cases the term discourse refers to the entire 

field of discursive relations, and in this sense can be understood in terms of Demda': 

intertextuaiity. Discourse refers to a deep structural pattern, and the word or sraremen, 

indicates the use of deep structure for surface interaction. Foucault's distinction betweer 

the statement and discourse is formaily .addressed in his 1972 text: ï%e Archaeology O, 

ffiowledge. His project in the book is to grasp discourse in its 'manifest existence', as 2 

practice that obeys certain 'rules of formation', and 'systems of functioning'. (1989;46: 



The overall project in Archaeology is to analyze discourse as an autonomous realm; as a 

'separate domain that has not so far been the object of any anaiysis'. (1974;121) The goal 

in this chapter is to review Foucault's analysis of the statement as a serious speech act, 

discourse as an autonomous reaim of deep structure, and then to place this analysis in 

juxtaposition to his analytics of power as it relates to discourse. 

The statement is Foucault's smallest unit of discourse. It is an action that is 

neither a proposition as a component of the speech act, nor is it an ideal form, iike 

Saussure's sign. SirniIar to Ricoeur's word, the identity of the statement is relative, it 

always depends upon the context in which it is used. He argues that considered 

historically, 'there is no statement in general, no fiee, neutral, independent statement; but a 

statement always belonging to a series or a whole ... It is always part of a network of 

statements'. (1974;99) Discourse is seen as a network of differential relations, and the 

statement as something which is used in d ia~ogue .~  For Foucault this reveals that 

Structuralism is incommensurabie with change, as dialogue does not consist of rnerely 

reiterating previous patterns of word usage. Foucault's archaeology, however, does 

strongly resemble the four earlier theocists covered in this chapter. He defines an 

atornistic and holistic aspect to his approach, as Saussure did with the sign and 

transcendental signified, Lévi-Strauss with kinship and structure, Ricoeur with langue and 

discourse, and Demda with différame. 

Foucault's project specifies elements apart fimm their role in the system, but he 

argues that his archaeology has nothing in comrnon with atornistic stnicturaiisrn - as its 

products are the producl of a field of relations. He views the stmcturalist approach as an 

effort to 'define recurrent elements, with their forms of opposition. and their cnteria of 

individuation', which make it possible to form 'laws of construction, equivalencies, and 

rules of transformation'. (1974;201) Foucault argues that his approach differs in the 

respect that it brackets meaning and tmth claims in order to study discursive formations. 

The statement is not a product of a field of relations; collectively they form an 

autonomous reaim of discursive relations. The statement is therefore an archaeological 



take on the structuralist approach; a stnictural history of the use of dialogue as surface 

interaction which forms a deep structure of power relations. For Foucault, social relations 

are not the product of differential relations, they are made up of statements which form 

discourses, which writ large is understood as Discourse. 

Statements cm be understood as a form of media that re-presents the world. In 

this sense maps are staternents, manuds are statements, but most importantly the serious 

speech a a  is a sta~ernent.~ Statements are institutionalized and routinized speech acts. 

Foucault argues that uniike the rnere utterance, the statement contains in it a 

representation of the discursive field. Similar to Lévi-Strauss' assumption that the study 

of social systems reveals the relationships between systems, Foucault argues that 

discursive relations have an effect on dl other  relation^.^' He believes that the analysis of 

statements as serious speech acts can reveal the relations between discursive fields, and 

can ultimately reveal an underlying unconscious structure to which al1 discourse 

c ~ n f o r m s . ~  Foucault's Archeology outlines four categories for the analysis of discursive 

formations: they are objects, subjects, concepts and strategies. The first grouping of 

speech acts are categorized according to their reference to a common object; the second, 

according to the subjective position reinforced by the speech act; the third, with reference 

to the concepts used in discursive phenomena, and fourth, the search for underlying 

themes through an examination of the relations between objective, subjective, and 

conceptuai aspects discourse. 

Of most importance to this paper is the speech act which categorizes the subject. 

Discourse in the rnacro sense is portrayed as an anonymous realrn which consists of the 

totaiity of al1 discursive phenomena; discourse writ micro is perceived as a field of 

institutionalized relations within, Say, the medical discourse. The atom of discourse is 

thereforê a statement which m e m  only with respect ta the already existing set oi 

relations. Thus, there is a system of primary or real relations (of statements), a space oi 

reflexive or secondary relations (discourse), and a total system of relations (Discourse). 

Subjects ernploy serious speech acts or statements in their day-to-day surface interaction 



and the sîudy of the way subjects speak - study of the types of statements used -- can 

isolate fixed stages of medical, political, and social discourses. Serious speech acts are 

perceived as the result of p ~ c i p l e s  which operate from within or behind discourse which 

conform what c m  count as an object, what can be said about them, who can Say them, and 

what concepts cm be referred to. As senous speech acts, staternents can be explained by 

Archaeology as part of an autonomous realm with which the archaeologist can then study 

the network of discursive practices as an ensemble of interconnected elements. The 

autonomous realm c m  be understood as similar, but not equivdent to Saussure's langue 

which supposedly operates as a self-referentiai system. Deep structure for Foucault is an 

autonomous realm of discourse which is consistentiy referenced through the use of 

statemcnts; discourse here is not understood in a transcendental sense Iike Saussure's deep 

structure. For Foucault the study of discursive relations must maintain an objective stance 

through the bracketing of truth and meaning claims. Truth and meaning refer to the 'thick 

tissue' of non-discursive relations which foms the background of intelligibility for those 

actually ~ ~ e a k i n ~ . ~  

With respect to the dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction, the 

statemcnt as a set of primary or reai relations can be perceived as surface interactional; 

and discourse, as a reflexive set of secondary relations, and as a system of operations, can 

be perceived as deep structural. The use of the statement in surface interaction invokes a 

deep structure of meaning (Djscourse). For Foucault, this distinction has interesting 

implications regarding the transmission of power. The objective stance of Foucault's 

archaeological project permits an analysis of power relations which wasn't conceived oi 

before; most theories of power focus on truth, meaning, or the genesis of power -- as 
opposed to the autonomous realm that he has isolated. He therefore describes his 

approach not as a theory of power, but as an analytics of power. For Foucault, a theoq 

of power gets stuck at the genesis, but if.power is an open set of relations what we need is 

a gnd of analysis which makes possible an analytic of relations of power. (1 980; 199) The 

theory of discourse provides Foucault with this grid of analysis, as it seeks to d e h e  th€ 

relations between the types of statements which are employed in different situations 



Recail that his study of discursive relations through the andysis of speech acts sought to 

reveal the relations between discursive fields. Ultimately this c m  be perceived to reveal 

an underlying unconscious structure. 

For Foucauk, the individuai is positioned by the statements that one rnakes; thus, 

'it is a form of power which makes individuais subjects'. (1989;212) Power exists within 

discursive practice, it is not held by individuals. Power is expressed in statements, but the 

subject of statement is absolutely generai, rneaning that anyone can fi11 it. The statement 

thus positions the individual within a larger discourse which dready exists, the individual 

is defined by the power relations already in place. 

Power must be analyzed as something which circulates, or rather as 
something which only functions in the form of a c h a h  It is never Locaiized 
here or there, never in anybody's hands, never appropriated as a 
comrnodity or piece of wealth. Power is employed and exercised through a 
net-like organization. And not only do individuals circulate between its 
threads; they are always in the position of simuItaneously undergoing and 
exercising this power. (1 !%O;%) 

The individual is therefore not only the effect of power, but it is also its articuiation. "The 

individual which power has constituted is at the sarne time its vehicle." (ibid) Power 

therefore is not to be identified with institutions of power such as a police force, or an 

army reserve. Power is not restricted to political institutions, it is multidirectional, it exists 

as it is being used- The statement, as the moment of surface interaction, is also the 

moment of power's articulation, as an aspect of deep structure.30 

Thus the dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction can be 

understood as present in Foucault's project with respect to the relation between people 

and media (in this case through the statement and discourse). The use of media implier 

power relations, and Foucault's project serves to isoiate aspects of their continuity. 

Finally, then, to contextualize this view of power within the grid of relations revealed 

through the study of discursive formations, we can understand Foucault's project as ar 



effort not to isolate the institutions of power, but to study the 'techniques and tactics of 

domination'. (1 980; 1 02) Power and domination are understood here as the products of 

the statement. Foucault's project is not to define power per se; but tike the statement, to 

place it within a system of operations. He describes this as a system of differentiations: 

The system of differentations which permits us to act upon the actions of 
others: differentiations determined by the law or by traditions of status and 
privilege; economic differences in the appropriation of riches and goods, 
shifts in the processes of production, linguistic or cultural differences, 
differences in know-how and cornpetence, and so forth. Every reiationship 
of power puts into operation differentiations which are the same time its 
conditions and its results. (1 982;223) 

Thus, we can perceive Foucault's project as an effort to conceptualize the way in which 

statements are linked to a definite set of subject positions. Foucault's approach 

emphasizes the ' historicai specificity ' of the positions occupied by subjects through 

discursive relations." Power is therefore understood as implicit in the constitution of 

d i sco~rse .~~  Foucault's project is a political approach which isolates discourse as deep 

structure, and the individuai statement (as the vehicle of power) as surface interaction. 

iii) ldentity via Poster 

The work of Mark Poster is particularly valuable to this section as it surveys the 

collective (post)structuralist trajectory with the language of Medium Theory. Poster 

traces the structural approach from its inception with Saussure's structural linguistics to 

its uptake in Lévi-Strauss' anthropology, and then through later criticisms offered by 

Derrida and Foucault, among others.13 Poster offers an unique poststnicturaiist approach 

because he pays particular attention to the medium of language as it relates to the 

distinction between Oral, Literate, and Electronic modes of communication. This section 

will survey Poster's most recent texts: ne Mode of Infrmation: Poststmcturalism and 

Social Conrexl (1990), and The Second Media Age (1995); both offer arguments 

resembling second-generation Medium Theory. His texts concern the constitution of the 



subject in the emerging electronic age of communication. They are relevant to this chapter 

as reviews of Derrida's deconstniction and Foucault's discourse, as he positions both 

approaches with respect to electronic writing, and electronic databases. Poster introduces 

the concept of a Second Media Age whereby the constitution of the subject is altered 

through the impact of electronic media. This section wiil review Derrida and Foucault in 

this order, and wiII conclude with Poster's new theory of subjectivity. 

Mark Poster's project seems to pick-up where Medium Theory lefi off -- with the 

nature of individual identity. He argues that the study of media is integral to 

understanding the changing nature of identity throughout time; the oral, literate and 

electronic modes of comrnu~cating either disperse or fix individual identity. (1990;117) 

The onset of electronic information repositions phonetic writing, so that the computer 

disturbs the u ~ f i e d  sense of subjectivity. He daims that electronic media disrupt the 

stable se&e of identity charaneristic with literate modes of representation. (ibid; 1 13) It is 

precisely this view that Poster wishes to enhance through a review of Derrida's 

deconstructive project. In particular, Poster is concerned with the advent of electronic 

writing. 

Recall that Demda's deconstruction counters traditional theories of writing as 

fixed meaning; he abandons earlier hermeneutic approaches which maintain that there is 

always a correct interpretation of what an author meunt. Derrida argues that inscription 

leaves language open to multiple meanings, and therefore to multiple interpretations. This 

is an important distinction for Poster. He illustrates Denida's belief that al1 forms ot 

communication, including the utterance and the sign, contain as their structure the 

'possibility of separation fiom their senders, speakers, and referents'. (ibid; 109) Postel 

employs Derrida to illustrate that distanciation, and therefore rnediation, is a key elemeni 

in the process of human communication. He uses the example of the post-card, which ir 

Demda's view 'stmctures' messages and shapes the subject of comrnunicati~n.~~ 

(ibid; 126) Poster argues that this is the closest that Derrida comes to a discussion of the 

impact of electronic media on the nature of human communication. He argues thai 



Demda's deconstniction does provide interesting clues as to how the new age of 

electronic interco~ectivity can be viewed as the development of new foms of writing, 

although Derrida's project is never expressed in terms of electronic convergence. For 

Poster, computer writing instantiates the play of deconstniction. (ibid; 128) The new 

electronic writing upsets the logic of the subjdanguage interface we know as literacy. 

Electronic writing collapses the distinction between author and reader, and a new text 

emerges: hypertext.35 (1 995;70) 

Poster similarly relies upon the ideas of Michel Foucault. The new form 01 

electronic writing that has ernerged in the last decade and a half, changes not only the 

constitution of the subject, but also alters power-relations. Recall that Foucault focused 

on power as action, and as knowledge in terms of how power implicates the identity of the 

individual. (ibid;68) The effect of discourse is to position the subject in relation tc 

structures of domination in such as way that those structures in mm act upon hirn or her, 

(ibid;84) For Poster, Foucault's discourse can be seen not ody as a field of discursive 

relations, but aiso in terms of the how the electronic database implies an aspect of humar 

identity which nonetheless remains outside an individual's own lifeworld. Computerizec 

databases operate in Foucault's sense of the term discourse. Remember, writ large. 

discourse is an autonomous realm which is nonetheless accessed and altered througi 

human social interaction. 

Poster argues that we willingly allow ourselves to be the subjects of surveillanct 

through everyday actions such as using credit cards. (1995;86) Massive databases collec 

information, and Poster understands these databases to be extensions of the individual'! 

identity. The database operates as a discursive production which inscribes the subject'i 

position depending upon its rules of formation. (1990;88) Databases therefore constituti 

and multiply the identity of the individual. (1 9%;64) Databases collect information whicl 

influence the surface interactional ability of individuals. Poster argues that databasei 

operate as a Superpanopticon; as a perfect surveillance machine which constitutes thc 

subject as decentered fiom their 'ideologically detennined  nit^'.^^ Therefore, we cal 



understand the database as a power mechanism which constitutes the subject objectively; it 

enables and constrains the surface interactional ability of the individual. 

Both Derrida and Foucault influence Poster's own theory of subjectivity; their 

analyses of the constitution of the subject as it relates to modes of information provide hirn 

with the concepts necessary to fonn a theory of subjectivity which addresses what he 

terms the Second Media Age. The first media age, he argues, is the broadcast mode1 of 

communications, characterized by a one-way flow of information - examples range fiom 

text, radio, and television. With the introduction of the Intemet and the information 

highway this traditional mode1 transforms into a second age of mass media. He descnbes 

the latter as an environment where the distinctions between producer, distributor, and 

consumer collapse. "lt contains the decentralized mode1 of the telephone and its 

numerous 'producers' of messages with the broadcast model's advantage of numerous 

'receivers'." (ibid;3) Further, he describes the second media age, not as a break with the 

past, but rather as a rnuItipiexing, or complexification of the communication systems 

already in place. Thus, periods do not succeed, but supplement each other; the stages oi 

mediation are not consecutive but simultaneous. (ibid;21) This new age of communication 

brings into question a transformation of the way in which subjects are constituted. AC 

Poster explains: '[e]lectronic communications systematically remove the fixed points, the 

grounds, the foundations that were essential to modern theory'. (ibid;60) 

For Poster, electronic media unsettle the autonomous rational subject fostered bj  

literacy, and promote the individual as unstable entity. (ibid;59) The very notion oi 

language and writing, particuIarly in the Demdean sense, changes via electronic media 

This is evident rnost particularly with respect to its solicitation of a subject, and the way! 

in which discourse constitutes positions of subjectivity. (ibid;99) The new electronir 

media thus incite a continuous identity (re)formation, which Poster describes in terrns O 

interpellation. 

The interpellation of the subject is always partial, incornpiete, riddled with 
gaps and open to reconfiguration and resistance. The constitution of the 



subject is different from the Newtonian understanding of the world of 
material objects in which rnatter is pushed and pulied into detenninate 
positions by laws that are inexorable and unchanging. In the most trivial 
case, the subject is always multiple, interpellated into ditferent positions: 
the student is also child, ffiend, pet, master. But in each instance of 
interpellation, the subject is configured as fixed, determinate, closed. 
(ibid;80- 1) 

The second media age therefore indicates a distinct shift fiom the stable identity 

constituted through literacy, to a notion of identity conditution which is continually being 

reworked. For Poster this reveals an emerging sociai form which can be understood as 

postmodem.37 (ibid;59) 

To sumrnarke: Poster describes the category of interpellation as a unique position 

which may be the 'leading thread in the interpretation of databases' (as objectifications the 

subject); it specifies the attributes of subject constitution, 'reveals the domination inherent 

in the process', and indicates the 'path by which the positions o f  enunciation at which 

subjects are interpellated may be multiplied throughout social space'. (ibid;90) He views 

Derrida's deconstmction as a method which can be applied to the study of this emerging 

sociai phenornenon, arguing that writing (in al1 of its manifest forms) is radically 

undergoing an alteration, which in tum alters the constitution of the subject. Poster also 

views Foucault's discourse as a usefùl concept in detennining this alteration: 

computerized databases, considered as discourses, objectify and reformulate the identity of 

the individual. 

Poster's work therefore provides a unique position with respect to poststmcturalist 

thought as he extends the general argument to embrace al1 foms of media, electronic and 

otherwise. Similar to Ricoeur, Derrida, and Foucault, Poster attempts to isolate the 

moment of surface interaction. For him, electronic media continually interpellate the 

subject which at any precise moment of surface interaction is fixed, or determinately 

closed. Only at the moment of being named or labeled is the subject's identity stable; 

otherwise it is continually in flux, changing and being reformulated. For Poster, this 



position reveals that there something lacking in current social theory - a post-humanist 

discourse to map new domains of the body in its new configurations with eIectric 

t e c h o ~ o ~ ~ . ~ *  

D. Summary 

Stmcturalism and Poststmcturalism can be viewed as an overarching approach 

which focusses this thesis' interest in the dialectic between surface interaction and deep 

structure. As indicated, the notion of surface interaction remains relatively the sarne 

throughout these six theorists, but their individual approaches outline d i r e n t  

conceptions of deep structure. This summary will review the six approaches surveyed in 

this chapter in juxtaposition to the distinction between system and structure, and with 

regard to their respective arguments concerning the notion of deep structure. This wiii 

permit fater reference to this chapter to be more concise and exact regarding the 

relationship between this distinction and the dialectic between surface interaction and deep 

structure. 

Let us begin again with Saussure's structurai tinguistics. Saussure rarely used the 

term structure, his concern regards the system of language as an object of study which 

ultimately reveais a virtual, deep unconscious structure; although it is not untiI the later 

anthropologicai and hermeneutic critiques that this distinction is revealed. Saussure's 

langue refers to a transcendental signified which can be likened to an ideal reaim that 

exists outside of context, as it assumes a universal meaning. Deep structure here is 

considered to be a static and unchanging system of differential relations within language. 

The concept of surface interaction plays no significant role in Saussure's approach. 

In the review of Lévi-Strauss' anthropology this distinction was hrther articulated 

through Troubetzkoy's linguistics; for both theorists the system is perceived as something 

used to enable surface interaction, and over time these layer, or build reLationships which 



can be studied to reveal an unconscious structure. This is simiIar to the deep structure 

that Saussure isolated. The primary dif5erence between Saussure's approach and Lévi- 

Strauss' is that the former focused upon differences within the language system, whereas 

the latter sought to picture relations between culturai systems. Both, however, refer to 

deep structure as unconscious and relatively unchanging. 

Ricoeur, placed at the end of the stmcturaiist section, was reviewed as a survey of 

the linguistic and anthropological approaches in an attempt to isolate the precise moment 

of language use. The structural paradigm can thus be viewed in three stages: first, as an 

initial break with context, second as a development of this objective stance to include 

systems as forms of social relation, and finally with Ricoeur we discovered a retum to the 

very same social context that Saussure negated. Structuralism can generally be viewed as 

an attempt to isolate the deep structure away fiom social c o n t e ~ t . ~ ~  System here is viewed 

generally as f o n s  of social relation that when studied historically reveal a deep 

unconscious structure. This distinction between system and structure is basically 

consistent throughout Strumrdism, and the notion of deep structure for structuralists is 

relatively the same for each of these theorists discussed. 

Poststmcturalism, by extension, was illustrated as an approach which transcended 

the determinkm of structural linguistics through reference to social context. This shifl in 

analysis results in a different conception of what constitutes deep structure. Derrida, like 

Ricoeur, embraced Saussure's language object ody to invert it. The Demdean project 

can be understood as an attempt to re-integrate issues of subjectivit. and context to the 

study of stnicture in generai. Demda believes that signification -- be it memory, speech, 

text or otherwise -- supplements the present. He concludes that al1 experience is 

distanciated via writing as inscription; he therefore acknowledges the theoretical 

importance of surface interaction whife simultaneously suggesting that experience is never 

'pure', it is always distanciated into the deep structure of signification. The difference is 

that Saussure's deep structure was a reference to a transcendental signified, whereas 



Demda's deep structure exists as a system of intertextuality. For Demda, this system of 

intertextuality is the fiindamental prerequisite for being able to comunicate at dl. 

Foucault's project can also be viewed as an attempt to return social context to 

stmcturalist analysis; particularly with respect to his statement and discourse as indicative 

of surface interaction and deep structure, respectively. Foucauit's project additionally 

offers a position on the role of systern usage on identity formation. Similar to Saussure he 

Mews deep stnicture as a context fiee autonomous realm, but deep structure for Foucault 

is not transcendental nor is it unchanging. The use of the statement references deep 

structure, to be sure, but the autonomus realm of discourse is changed by its use. He 

therefore attempts to maintain the objective stance of Stnicturalism while integrating 

social context into the paradigm. The individual is viewed as the vehicle of power, and 

dso its articulation. The statement is considered the moment of surface interaction 

through which deep stmcture, as the entire field of discursive relations, is referenced and 

perpetuated. 

Finaily, Poster's take on the structural paradigm is sirnilar. He also attempts an 

inversion of its structural determinism. He descnbes interpellation as the moment of 

surface interaction in which the subject's identity appears stable; in this respect he reflects 

Demda's contention that al1 surface interaction involves an aspect of supplementation, or 

distanciation. Deep stmcture for Poster is like Demda's system of intertextuality. It is an 

unconscious realrn which is referenced in contexts of surface interaction, at which point it 

is determined and fixed, othenvise it is open and changing. 1 feel that Poster's position 

offers a way of conceptualizing the structural approach as one fluid development. His 

work offers us the most concise position regarding the overlap between Structuralism and 

Poststnicturalism with respect to the dialectic between surface interaction and deep 

structure. 

Like Medium Theory, which was divided between the first and second- 

generations, the @ost)stnrctural approach can be considered as an overarching theory of 



language which began with the isolation of social context, 

inversion of the paradigm to address the constitution 

similarity, the notion of deep structure for each approach 

and concludes with a complete 

of the subject. Despite this 

remains considerably diserent. 

Remember that deep structure for Medium Theory was indicative of a stmctural math  of 

media relations, and of perceptuai and cognitive biases. In contrast, deep structure for 

Structuralism was generally perceived as a transcendental realrn which is static and 

unchanging. And with Postmcturaiism this notion changed yet again. For 

Poststructuralism, deep structure is not transcendental nor unchanging, the deep structure 

is an intertextual system (for Demda), and autonomous realm (for Foucault) and a 

multiplexlng of media relations (for Poster). Poster is perhaps the theorist who resonates 

the most with what might be interpreted as a Medium Theory conception of deep 

structure, as his work generally speaks to that discourse, and he is particularly concerned 

with the relationship between identity and media. In this way we can understand both 

Medium Theory and (Post)Structuralisrn as important to this thesis' project conceming the 

dialectic between surface interaction and deep structure. Both traditions subvert the 

deterministic biases of their foremnners for a framework which addresses human agency 

as an integrai aspect of mediated communication. 



A. Introduction 

The social theory of Anthony Giddens provides an unique approach to 

understanding the dynamics of mediated communication. Spanning some twenty years, 

Giddens' project can Lie undcrstood in part as an endeavour to reveaI the importance of 

media in processes of human social interaction. The relevance of Giddens' project to this 

thesis cannot be understated, as it provides an extension of Medium Theory, a rejection of 

the Stmcturalist conception of an unchanging deep structure, and a critique of 

Poststructuraiism with respect to the subjective and phenomenological aspects of sudace 

interaction. This chapter will address Giddens' contribution to Medium Theory through 

an analysis of his extension of the space-time distinction into a general theory of space- 

time distanciation; this will be achieved through a survey of the key elements of h is  

discourse on Radical Modernity. The chapter will then address Giddens' Structuration 

Theory as a critique of Structuralist and Poststructuralist assumptions regarding the nature 

of deep structure and the dynamics of surface interaction through a description of his 

concept of the duality of smcture. 

The duality of structure entails both macro and micro aspects. From a macro 

perspective it represents a rneans of conceptualking deep structure as a set of niles and 

resources which enable and constrain human social interaction. From a micro perspective, 

it reveals the dynamics of surface interaction with respect to mediated communication. 

The duality of structure is therefore quite simiiar to this thesis' question pertaining to the 

didectic between deep structure and sufice interaction. But there is one very significant 

difference: Giddens refers to this relationship as a duality, not as a dialectic. For Giddens 

this relationship is simultaneous, not historically contingent, which is to say that it refers to 

structure as both the medium and outcome of action. This will becorne ciear as the 



chapter progresses. For now we wi understand that Giddens' duality of structure 

highlights both phenomenological and syrnbolic aspects of mediation, and provides this 

thesis with a means of mapping the relationship between people and media. Like the 

previous two chapters, my concern here is to outline the deep structural aspects of the 

approach, and then analyze the surface interactional issues. What foI1ows is an 

introduction to Giddens' general approach with respect to media, and a description of the 

duaiity of structure as a reworking of the system / structure distinction in preparation for 

the discussion of both Radical Modemity and Structuration Theory in the following 

section of this chapter. 

The Medium Theory of the Toronto School, discussed in the second chapter of 

this thesis, and the time-space geography of Hagerstrand and Pred, arnong others, 

provided Giddens with the general concept of space-tirne distanciation.' The reader may 

recall that the distanciation between space and t h e  is a result of media usage, and that this 

phenomenon has a long history of affecting human social interaction. For Giddens, this 

concept is integrai CO understanding the operation of the social system. Giddens argues 

that virtually al1 experience is mediated, and most particulady through language. 

(1991;250) He States that language is an evolutionary universal, and that al1 media are 

central to social interactions. (1984;264) Taking this concept as a core element of huma 

social interaction, Giddens reveals the role of the information medium in the continuity oi 

day-to-day social practices: 

The storage of authoritative and allocative resources may be understood as 
involwig the retention and control of information or knowledge whereby 
social relations are perpetuated across tirne-space. Storage presumes 
media of information representation, modes of information renieval or 
recall and, as with al1 power resources, modes of its dissemination. 
Notches on wood, written lists, books, files, films, tapes - al1 of these are 
media of information storage of widely varying capacity and detail. (...) 
Information storage, 1 wish to claim, is a fùndamental phenomenon 
permitting time-space distanciation and a thread that ties together the 
various sorts of allocative and authoritative resources in reproduced 
structures of domination. (1 984;26 i -2) 



Giddens argues that human beings have long employed media for Somat ion  storage, and 

that this usage has irifiuenced the very nature of social organization. He argues that this 

phenomenon has existed since the pre-modem, oral stage of hurnanity, in which memory 

was virtually the sole repository. And, iike Innis and McLuhan, he believes that to this 

day media continue to be the conduits for structures of domination. (ibid) Viewed 

historicaily, Giddens contends, media usage (for information storage) distanciates space 

and tirne, and yet is simultaneously a way of binding distanciated space-time. We can 

therefore understand that Giddens' project is an effort to understand the long history of 

media usage, and that it pertains to my diaiectic between surface interaction and deep 

structure. 

The distinction between structure and system, the reader may recall, was 

introduced in Chapter Il?: Structuralisrn & Poststructuralism. There it was argued that the 

structuralist approach to the system / structure distinction focused upon the use of systems 

throughout time (such as kinship or language), which, when analyzed, reveal a deep 

structurai pattern. This was described in terms of the dialectic between surface interaction 

and deep stmchire. SiMlarly, Giddens addresses the concepts of system and structure in 

terms of surface interaction and deep stnicture but develops the distinction into a far more 

dynamic conception of their interrelation. For Giddens, structure is a 'virtual order' of 

rules and resources which both enable and constrain human social interaction. 

Structure thus refers, in social analysis, to the structuring properties 
allowing the binding of time-space in social systems, the properties which 
make it possible for discemibly similar social practices to exist across 
varying spans of tirne and space and which lend them 'systemic' form. To 
Say that structure is a 'virtual order' of transfomative relations means that 
social systems as reproduced social practices, do not have 'structures' but 
rather exhibit 'stnictural properties' and that stmcture exists, as time-space 
presence, only in its instantiations in such practices and as memory traces 
onenting the conduct of knowledgeable human agents. (1984; 17) 

The distinction between system and stmcture outlined in the last chapter is thus improved 

through Giddens' formulation, because stmcture is not viewed as a stable entity which 



stands apart from, and yet detennines, the social system. Rather, structure is perceived as 

a set of niles and resources which are organized as properties of social systerns, wlde 

systerns are perceived as the reprOCfZIced relations between individuals or groups which are 

organized as regularized social practices or routines. Structures, for Giddens, are the rules 

and resources we access through media, they are the deep structure wtiich we draw upon 

for social systern reproduction. For Giddens, the structural properties of the social system 

are both dynamic and transfomative. Structure here refers not to extemal, physical 

stnictures, but rather to instantiated social practices and to psychical memory traces in the 

individud2 

This reformulated distinction between system and structure lies at the heart of 

Giddens' theory of Structuration. The relationship between stnictures as rules and 

resources, and systems as regularized social practices structurally enabled and constrained 

by said rules and resources, is perceived as a reciprocal process of transfomation. The 

word that Giddens uses to describe this reciprocity is structuration; literally -- structure 

and action. Stnicturation reveals the conditions goveming the continuity and 

transmutation of stmctures, and the reproduction of social systems. (1984;25) Mediated 

human social interaction is thus perceived to be both enabled and constrained through the 

structural properties of social systems, and this interaction simultaneously transforms both 

the stnictural properties and the operation of the social system. The key issue, however, 

is how society is integrated; social interaction is perceived to operate as a primary level 

level of 'building blocks' whereby the institutional stmcture of social systems is 

articulated. (1984;89) Giddens refers to this as the &aZity of stmcture. 

Again, this duality is similar to this thesis' project to illuminate the dialectic 

between surface interaction and deep structure. The concept of the duality of structure 

provides an interesting perspective on this dialectic because it reveals the ability for 

surface interaction to alter the deep stnicture in addition to the presumed ability of deep 

stmcture to affect surface interaction. These processes occur simultaneously. The duality 

of structure reveals that the use of deep structural niles and resources for surface 



interaction actually alters their organization. The social systern is viewed as a 

phenornenon which is continually reconstructed through the actions of individuals, and 

writ large, human social interaction foms systemic relations through the recursive 

application of 'structural properties'. In what follows, 1 4 1  analyze Giddens' concept of 

the dudity of structure as it pertains to the dialectic between surface interaction and deep 

structure. There will be four main sections in the body of this chapter, each with a 

particular angle on Giddens' approach to understanding mediated human communication. 

Two sections will address the deep structural aspects of Giddens' overail project, and the 

second two sections wiii address the micro aspects of the duality of structure as elements 

of surface interaction. 

The first section will address Giddens' concepts of social and system integration a2 

a metaphor for the duality of structure. The second section will contextualize these 

concepts with respect to Giddens' discourse on Radical Modernity, particularly as ii 

pertains to the deep structure of media relations. This section will address the concepts ol 

disembedding and reembedding as a means of describing the stretching of social relation: 

and institutional form across space and time. These first two sections can be interpretec 

by the reader as an extension of Medium Theory. The third section will shift focus to tht 

surface interactional aspects of the duality of structure with respect to the concept O: 

human agency, the identification process of the individual, the three 'layers' O: 

consciousness, and the temporality of experience. This section will serve as a critique o. 

the poststructuralist assumptions regarding the nature of subjectivity and media usage 

Finally, section four will discuss the duality of structure with respect to the dynamics O 

social interaction. This final section can be perceived as a direct critique of thi 

structuralist assumptions regarding the role of deep structure ksurface interaction. 



B: Key Concepts: 

i) Social versus System Integration 

The duality of structure is central to understanding Giddens' project with respect 

to media. The concept cm be understood in relation to the dialectic between deep 

structure and surface interaction, and it will prove beneficial to the reader if we briefly 

contextualize the duality of structure with two other concepts: social integration and 

syslern iniegrafion. The dserentiation between social and system integration will be a 

recurrent thread throughout this chapter, and as such, will be essential to understanding 

the relevance of Gddens' overall project to this thesis. We can understand the distinction 

between social and system integration as a key feature of the duality of structure. That is, 

the micro aspect of the duality of structure as surface interaction cm be perceived as 

social integration, as it presumes a reciprocity between CO-present actors. The macro 

aspect as deep structure can be understood as system integration, which indicates a 

reciprocity between actors or collectivities across extended space-tirne. The concern for 

this section is to describe how system integration is a phenornenon which occurs through 

the processes of disembedding and reembedding, and as such, can be interpreted as 

integral to understanding the macro aspect of Giddens' duality of structure. An important 

feature of the macro aspect of the duality of structure is the view that mles and resources 

are recursively involved in the reproduction of social relations and institutions. And thal 

institutions, by definition, are the most endunng aspects of social life. (1 984;24) Giddens' 

disembedding and reembedding processes, the emphasis of the next section, concern thc 

means through which the development of modern institutions is due to a flux betweer 

mechanisms of dispersal and integration across space and time. 

The distinction between social and system integration can be conceptualized witf 

respect to the four stages in the history of mediation. Recall that the Pre-oral and Ora 

stages of human development were characterized by a predominance of psychical mediz 

(gesture, speech, and memory), as opposed to physical media which we do not see as : 



predominant form of media until the Literate 

With literacy space and tirne become severely 

stage (via writing and print technologies). 

distanciated, and herein lies the distinction 

between societal and system integration. Giddens' comrnents on pre-oral and oral cultures 

help elucidate this distinction. 

In tribal societies or small oral cultures the dominant structural principle 
operates dong an axis relating tradition and kinship, embedding themselves 
in time and space. In these societies the media of social and system 
integraîion are the sarne, depending ovenvhelmingly upon interaction in the 
setting of locales of high presence availability. (1 984; 1 82) 

The media of social and system integration in the Pre-oral and Oral stages is 

predorninantly psychicai; later, with the increased distanciation between space and time 

through the increased predominance of physicai media, the media of social and system 

integration are divorced. Thus, with the development of writing and print technologies in 

the Literate stage, social integration continues as social interaction, but system integration 

begins to operate at a different leveL3 

Later, with the advent of electronic media the differentiation between socid and 

system integration is even more dramatic, particularly with respect to the greater degree of 

distanciation and the rise in possibilities for re-integrating distanciated space and time.4 

System integration, therefore, is not lirnited to specific space-time locales, but does rely 

upon societal integration via situated human agency. The question that this position 

evokes is how do societal and system integration overlap and relate to one another? 

Giddens' perspective on this problematic is clear: 

The 'problem of order' in the theory of stmcturation is the problem of how 
it comes about that social systems 'bind' time and space, incorporating and 
integrating presence and absence. This is closely bound up with the 
problematic of space-time distanciation: the 'stretching' of social systems 
across time and space. Structural principles can thus be understood as the 
principles of organization which allow recognizably consistent forms of 
time-space distanciation on the basis of definite mechanisms of societal 
integration. (1 984; 18 1) 



The media of societal and system integration, although similar in the Pre-oral and Oral 

stages, become quite distinct forms of integration. To be clear, in the Pre-oral and Oral 

stages the predominant media were speech and gesture - and through these media both 

the social and system aspects of existence maintained continuity. With the increasing 

predorninance of physical, external fonns of media for information storage, the media that 

integrate the social (gesture, speech) are divorced fiom the media which integrate the 

system (text, institutions, intemet). Giddens descnbes this process as an increasing 

differentiation between social and system integration. 

Giddens is explicit about social and system differentiation as a three stage process. 

He describes tribal society (oral cultures) as a fusion of social and system integration, cIass 

divided society as a differentiation of social and system integration with respect to the rise 

of the state (via the distanciation of space and time associated with text), and class society 

as a differentiation of social and system integration with respect to the centrality of the 

state in modem culture. (1984; 18 1-2) In this sense, Giddens' threefold clafsification 

mode1 of social and system differentiation is quite similar to the deep structure of 

mediation in terms of the distinct historical epochs. It is important to note, however, that 

Giddens does not describe this threefold classification as an evolutionary scheme whereby 

oral cultures are characterized as 'not yet' having disentangled social and system 

integration. Rather, the differentiation between social and systern foms of integration is a 

causal result of the development of physical media, and of the distanciation between space 

and time (a characteristic of the Literate stage). Like Medium Theory, Giddens' 

Structuration Theory is concerned with the impact of space-time distanciation on the 

constitution of society. The sirnilarity between the threefold classification of social and 

system differentiation and the four stage histov of mediation will be revisited in the 

synthesis chapter in order to fùrther enhance our understanding of Medium Theory. 



ii) Discmbedding and Reembedding 

For Giddens, modemity is a result of the distanciation between space and tirne 

fostered by physical media. The separation of the media of social and system integration is 

due first and foremost to the technology of writing. Giddens' concern in highlighting this 

distinction is to articulate the necessity of realizing that Our current situation of giobalized 

social relations via electronic media reveals not a stage beyond the modern, but rather a 

mature, or late modemity through which social relations and institutional fonn become 

stretched across the planet.' Giddens' discourse on Radical Modemity is particularly 

geared towards uncovering the implications of space-time distanciation. This discourse is 

distinct fiom his theory of Structuration. Structuration, as indicated, provides the 

concepts of the duality of structure and the differentiation between the media of social and 

system integration. The concepts of disembedding and reembedding as the key features of 

Giddens' Radical Modemity, however, can enhance Our understanding of these 

phenornena with respect to media and distanciation. The reader, therefore, should 

understand that these discourses are distinct, and are intended to highlight quite different 

aspects of Giddens' overail project. What follows is a discussion of disembedding and 

reembedding in order to bridge Giddens' theories which pertain to media, with those 

which directly critique the structuralist and poststructuralist assumptions regarding the 

symbolic aspects of mediated communication. Briefly stated, disembedding cari be 

understood as the extraction of social relations fiom irnmediate space-time locales due to 

an increased distanciation of space and time through physical media. Reembedding is best 

understood as the reinsertion of displaced social relations back into specific space-time 

locales. 

Giddens isolated two types of disembedding mechanisms which he describes as 

'intrinsically' involved in the development of modem institutions. The first of these 

mechanisms is the creation of syrnbolic tokens, and the second, the establishment of expert 

systems. The most concrete exarnple of the concept of syrnbolic tokens is money. 

Money, for Giddens, makes possible the generalization of exchange value. (1990;22) He 



argues that exchange value allows for the disembedding of economic reIations across 

indeterminate spans of time-space. (1 99 1 ; 197) In a sense, syrnbolic tokens generalize 

social relations - with the example of generalized exchange value, everything can now be 

viewed with respect to one common denominator: price. The second abstract system: 

expert systems, is best described in terms of specialization. Expert systems reflect access 

to specif'ic types of knowIedge. The expert in our society: the dentist, lawyer or politician 

has a certain access to information which denotes them as ~~ec ia l i s t s .~  They have access 

to types of knowledge which not everyone has access to, and for Giddens, 'speciaIization' 

indicates that most people are lay in something. (1991; 138) Simply stated, we cannot al1 

be experts in everything, there is just too much diversity and detail. Expert systems serve 

to isolate expert knowledge which uitimately rernove social relations from the irnrnediacies 

of context, and therefore stretch social institutions across space and time. (1 990;28) 

Syrnbolic tokens and expert systems therefore act as a means of distanciating space and 

tirne (as Innis and McLuhan articulated with respect to media), and c m  be seen in this 

light as having a universalking effect. 

Al1 disembedding mechanisms take things out of the hands of any specific 

individuals or groups, situated resources and services are no longer under local control. 

(1990;126) For Giddens, abstract systems deskill, they alienate and fragment the 

individual's self-identity, and they undermine pre-existing forms of local control. 

(199 1; 137) The word disembedding descnbes a process of differentiation which results 

from the development of physical forms of media, the distanciation of time and space is 

illustrated here as the removal of authority from specific time-space locales, in favour of 

stretched social relations across 'indeterminate areas of tirne-space'. Disembedded 

institutions thus greatly extend the scope of space-tirne distanciation and depend upon 

coordination across tirne and space, therefore breaking fiee of local habits. (1990;20) 

Again, this resembles Innis and McLuhan's arguments conceming the distanciation of 

space and time, with the primary difference being that Giddens refers to the fact that 

disembedded institutions are coordinated across space and time. Thus, disembedded 



institutions need to be understood as continually reernbedded, and this can be perceived as 

an extension of Medium Theory's key concept. 

The concept of the disembedding mechanism is not lYnited to money or expert 

knowledge. Giddens' provides other examples of disembedding mechanisms which result 

in coordination across time and space, such as the development of the mechanical clock. 

The invention and difision of the mechanical clock is usually seen - 
rightly - as the prime expression of this process, but it is important not to 
interpret this phenornenon in too superficial a way. The widespread use of 
mechanical timing devices facilitated, but also presumed, deeply stmctured 
changes in the tissue of everyday life - changes which could not only be 
local, but were inevitably universalising. A world that has a universal 
dating system, and globally standardized time zones, as ours does today, is 
socially and expetientially different from al1 premodern eras. The global 
map, in which there is no privileging of place (a universal projection), is not 
just a mode of portraying 'what has always been there' - the geography of 
the earth -- but is constitutive of quite basic transformations in social 
relations. (1 99 1 ; 16) 

While the application of mechanical timing devices facilitated widespread changes locally, 

they inevitably had a universalking effect. This phenomenon is not purely a result of the 

development of mechanical timing devices, but also of the presumed repercussions of their 

application. Thus, the basic transformations in social relations resulting fiom the 

disembedding impact of abstract systems. are part and parce1 of the presumed affect of 

their application, which is to Say that abstract systems are often determinately applied in an 

effort to stabilize the fiiture. 

The repercussions of abstract systems on the level of social and system integration 

create large areas of relative secunty for the continuance of day-to-day life. The 

stabilization of outcornes represents an effort to colonize the uncertainty of the fûture? 

(199 1; 133) Again, money is a prime example. Giddens' argues that the money economy 

helps regularize the provision of many day-to-day needs -- seasonal foodstuffs can now 

often be bought at any time of the year, and food items which cannot be grown at al1 in a 



particular country or  region may be regularly obtained there. Money, therefore, indicates 

a colorkation of tirne and an ordering of space, so long as the individual vests trust in the 

m o n e t q  systernB (1 99 1; 134) Giddens' provides a plethora of other examples where 

disembeddig mechanisms provide large areas of greater security and predictability. 

Arnong them are the developments of water provisions, power for heating and Iighting, 

and sanitized sewage disposal. (ibid;l35) The concept of disembedding, therefore, 

enhances this thesis' concept of deep structure. We can now understand deep structure 

not as a rigid, unchanging structure, but rather, as a dynamic and changing set of rules and 

resources due to the disembedding of social relations and insitutional form across space 

and tirne. 

However, as indicated, disembedding is paralled by a subsequent reembedding. 

Disembedding mechanisms lift social relations and information exchange out of specific 

space-time contexts, but at the same time provide new opportunities for insertion. 

(1990;14I) The reinsertion of disembedded space and tirne is descnbed by Giddens as a 

reembedding process. "By this 1 mean the reappropriation or recasting of disembedded 

social relations so as to pin them down (however partially or transitorily) to local 

conditions of time and place." (1990;79-80) Reembedding can be considered a process 

whereby disembedded social relations are re-integrated as system integration. Remember, 

social integration as a process of exchange is the very means whereby system integration 

occurs. Thus, reembedding can be understood as a binding together of distanciated time 

and space. This is a crucial concept for Giddens' concept of Radical Modemity, as 

'disembedding rnechanisms interact with reembedded contexts of interaction'. (1990;80) 

Reembedding therefore occurs as a product of the social interaction of human agents; 

interaction among agents is thus perceived as the very means whereby distanciated space 

and time are bound back together. 

The previous section outlined that the primacy of place in pre-oral and oral 

cuItures has been largely destroyed by space-time distanciation as disembedding. This 

phenomenon was described as a result of the development of extemal or physical media, 



and a subsequent division of the media of social and system integration. Today, Giddens 

contends, place is phantasrnagoric because the structures by which it is constituted are no 

longer locally organized, (1990;108) This phenomenon is due to the intertwining of the 

local and global through processes of disembedding and reembedding. The primacy of 

place in the pre-modem (Pre-oral and Oral stages) is disrupted via greater space-time 

distanciation through physical forms of media. Our present situation, the age of 

electronicaily mediated communication, is one of globaliied social relations as stretched 

institutional form. 

The conceptual framework of time-space distanciation directs our attention 
to the complex relations between local involvements (circumstances of co- 
presence) and interaction across distance (the connections of presence 
and absence). In the modern era, the level of space-time distanciation is 
much higher than any previous period, and the relations between local and 
distant social foms become correspondingly stretched. (1 990;64) 

Social integrarion is defined by Giddens as the reciprocity between actors in contexts of 

CO-presence. and system integration as the reciprocity between actors or collectivities 

across extended time-space. (1984;28) Globalization, as indicated, is a key feature of the 

separation between the media of social and system integration, but in each case interaction 

between agents is necessary. For Giddens, globalization refers essentially to that 

stretching process that occurs via electronic media; he argues that globalization indicates 

modes of connection between different social contexts or regions which become 

networked across earth's surface as a whole. (1 990;64) Giddens descnbes this process as 

both intensional and extensional, which is to say that social life is at once both locd and 

global. Thus, it should be noted by the reader that people cornrnunicating over vast areas 

of time and space via electronic media not only accomplishes social integration as the 

product of interaction, but the very same interactive processes involved in societal 

integration are the means whereby system integration occurs (as a byproduct of 

interaction). 



iii) Agency, Consciousness, and Tirne 

This section will describe Giddens' use of the concept of the human agent, fiom 

the initial identification process to the development of self-identity via routinized social 

action, through to the agent's subsequent levels of consciousness. This section is intended 

to outline the aspects of the human individual which enable and constrain social interaction 

in preparation for a discussion of the dynamics of social interaction in the next section. A 

key element of Giddens' concept of the duality of structure is the idea of the individual as 

a purposive agent. The term agency provides a much better description of the actuality of 

human interaction than the generically used tenn - intersubjectivity. The following 

analysis of Giddens' concept of agency will describe the importance of language for the 

identification process of the individual, and for the abiiity to communicate in general. It 

should be perceived by the reader as a direct critique of poststmcniralist assumptions 

regarding'the constitution of subjectivity. This analysis will begin with a description of the 

infant's developmental processes as an establishment of self-hood, and will progress 

towards a description of Giddens' correlation between the initial grounding of self- 

identity, the subsequent levels of consciousness, and the temporality of experience 

Comrnenting on Eric Erikson's stages of human development as an extension of 

Freud's psychoanalytic theory, Giddens outlines the most fiindamentai aspects of an 

individual's identification process. Giddens States that when individuals are born they are 

ontologically insecure, and must go through various processes to develop a grounding in 

the lifeworld into which they are born. The key notion here is anxiety. The human infant 

gains a sense of security though its caretaker, and through the caretaker's absence the 

infant begins to learn basic trust relations. 

Anxiety stimulated by the caretaker's absence, the time-space relation 
which is the arena for the development of basic trust, is the first irnpetus to 
identification, and also is the beginning of processes of cognitive Iearning 
whereby characteristics of the object-world are grasped. Becoming 'part 
of the other', that is to Say, builds a gradua1 understanding of absence and 
what 'the other' is as a separate person. (199 1 ;46) 



The caretaker ' s absence, Giddens argues, stimulates an existent id anxiety or ontological 

insecurity that must be quenched if the individuai is to develop effectively. This process of 

identification entails huo key developments: the first is the intemalization of language, and 

the second is the formation of routine. Both can be considered media. 

The intemakation of language entails the phenornenon of naming, and naming 

entails a double process: the appropriation of one's own narne, and the ability to name 

others. A key element in the development of a sense of secunty is the appropriation of 

one's own name which indicates a process of initiation into the reaim of the symboiic -- 
the deep structure of signification. Further, narning is an integral process of bracketing 

anxiety, as it irnplies being able to talk about objects and people going in and out of one's 

space-time. (1984;47) The alleviation of ontological insecurity and the formation of trust 

relations is achieved through the development of  routine. Giddens argues that the 

recognition of repeated action builds a sense of stability for the individuai. (1991;39) 

Repeated action grounds the individuai to place. which for Giddens is: 

[O]f major importance in the sustaining of ontological security because it 
provides a psychological tie between the biography of the individual and 
the locales that are the setting of the space-time paths through which the 
individual moves. (1 984;367) 

Intemalizing language and developing routines to establish a sense of place are the crucial 

elernents involved in an individual's ability to arneliorate ontological insecurity. Without 

these, Giddens states, the outcome is persistent existentid anxiety. (1 990; 100) 

Ontological security is an expression of the autonomy of bodily control within 

predictable routines. (1984;SO) Following the sociology of EMng Gof ian ,  Giddens 

characterizes this phenornenon as an enfming: he states that fiaming is the ordering of 

activities and meanings whereby ontological security is sustained through the enactment of 

daily routines. He characterizes fiames as situations, or clusters of des .  which help to 



constitute and regulate activities. (ibid;87) Alleviating ontological secunty demands the 

internalization of ianguage and the formation of routine, and for Giddens, these processes 

represent a censoring of the preconscious mind. Ontological security is emotive not 

cognitive, and it is rooted in the unconscious. (1990;92) The acquisition of language and 

routine, he States, is a form of pre-conscious censoring, which can be understood as a 

necessary prerequisite for an individuai's sense of stability. (1 99 1 ;5 1) Language 

acquisition and the development of routinised action, then, are defenses against anxiety 

and Links to an emerging experience of stability. Routine brackets anxiety, and like 

language, it represents a formed fiamework for action. (ibid;39) 

Attaining ontologicai secutity through the acquisition of language and the 

formation of routine is integral for an agent's ability to interact with others. It represents a 

censoring of the preconscious in order ta bracket anxiety, which for Giddens, is a 

repzrement for the ability to com~nunicate.~ Once this pre-conscious censoring has 

occuned, the individual can reflect upon those things to which s/he has identified, and 

begin to form a sense of self-identity. The pre-conscious censoring indicates the 

development of the unconscious. The pre-conscious mind is suppressed tfuough the 

alleviation of ontological secunty, and the subsequent level of consciousness -- the 

unconscious -- can be understood as a form of psychical media.'' Giddens impIies that 

psychical media are integral to the individual's ability to suppress existentid angst and 

attain ontological security. Remember that both language and routine (as forms of media) 

are central to the individual's development of a sense of stability. The reader will recail 

that Medium Theory addressed the importance of media to rneaningfùi communication, 

similarly, Poststructuraiism addressed the importance of language (as a medium) in the 

formation of identity. Giddens' project, infonned by both of these traditions, represents 

an attempt to extend this insight. For Giddens, media are integral to the process of 

communicating, he argues that media are necessary for communication to 'happen' in the 

first place. 



Once the initial bracketing of the pre-conscious has been achieved through the 

internalization of language and the formation of routine, Giddens contends, other IeveIs of 

consciousness may arise. The unconscious, once established, yields two subsequent levels 

of consciousness. They are: practical consciousnes and dismrsive comciousness. 

Giddens indicates that these three levels are sirnilar to, but not synonymous with, Freud's 

concepts of the id, super-ego and ego, respectiveiy. The primary motive for this 

reworkhg, he explains, is that Freud's distinction between the ego and the id cannot easily 

'cope' with the anaiysis of practical consciousness. (1984;7) In place of the ego, Giddens 

chooses the terms discursive and practical consciousness in order to more adequately 

describe the agents' concept of '1'. "The use of '1' develops out of, and is thereafter 

associated with, the positioning of the agent in social encounters." (ibid) As with 

postnicturalist analyses, the individual here is always context based. 

It was argueci that the individual is bom ontologically insecure, and through 

processes of identification involving the acquisition of language and the routinisation 01 

action, the individual develops an identity. The identification process involves a 

suppression of the pre-conscious in order to achieve ontological security. This outline~ 

the first level of consciousness -- the unconscious. In this context, the unconscious can bc 

understood as a basic security system. (ibid;41) Without this base level the other levels oi 

consciousness cannot arise. The second level, practical consciousness, is best understooc 

as what is non-conscious to the human agent; it is the ernotive anchor for feelings O: 

ontological security. (1991;36) The practical, therefore, is not un-conscious, it is non. 

conscious. For Giddens', human social interaction is grounded in practical consciousness 

(1984;75) Practical consciousness consists of tacitiy knowing the rules and tactici 

whereby daily social life is constructed and reconstructed across tirne and space. (ibid;90' 

Just as the unconscious is defined by the ability to bracket ontological security through thc 

interndiation of language and routine, practical consciousness can be understood in tem: 

of the routinized aspect of human action: the formation and continuation of habitua 

practices. 



Discursive consciousness, by contrast, illustrates that identity presurnes a reflexive 

awareness upon a personal narrative, and ernphasizes that one's persond narrative 

develops througb a process of identification. Self-identity is something which is routinely 

created and sustained through reflection. (1991;52) The 'self, therefore, is something 

reflexively understood by agents in tems of their own individual biographies. (ibid;53) 

This process can be understood in tems of the routines which help stabilize an individual's 

sense of beirg. Routine, here, cm be understood as a medium or modality. 

Memory is the concept that provides Giddens with the distinguishing 

characteristics that link consciousness with the temporality of experience. He argues that 

the notion of consciousness can only be understood in tems of memory. Discursive 

consciousness means being able to put things into words, whereas practical consciousness 

refers to things which the agent is tacitly aware of but does not need to discuss. The 

unconscious refers to deeply imbedded motivations which are inaccessible to the individual 

agent, but are nonetheless grounded in memory. 

We need to distinguish, therefore, between consciousness as sensory 
awareness (the first and most general sense of the term mentioned above); 
memory, as the temporal constitution of consciousness; and recall, as the 
means of recapitulating past experiences in such a way as to focus them 
upon the continuity of action. If mernory refers to this temporal mastery so 
inherent in human experience, then discursive and practical consciousness 
refer to psychologicul rnechanisms of recufl, as utilized in contexts of 
action. (1 984;49) 

Given these levels of consciousness, we can understand the unconscious, the practical 

consciousness, and the discursive consciousness as variations on the ability to recall." 

Human social interaction depends upon these levels of consciousness for the reflexive 

continuity of action. The reflexive monitoring of action involves the ability to remember, 

but moreover, this level of recall is an aspect of the reflexive monitoring which 

reconstitutes patterns of behaviour. The course of everyday hurnan social interaction 

involves a certain level of routinization and repetition. 



Discursive consciousness connotes those fonns of recall to which the actor 
is able to express verbally. Practical consciousness invoives recall to which 
the agent has access in the durée of action without being able to express 
what he or she thereby 'knows'. The unconscious refers to modes of recall 
to which the agent does not have direct access because there is a negative 
'bar' of some kind inhibiting its unmediated incorporation within the 
reflexive monitoring of conduct and, more particdari y, within discursive 
consciousness. (ibid) 

The bar that distinguishes the unconscious from the practical and discursive forms of 

consciousness is a result of the censoring of the preconscious. The unconscious, formed 

by default through the necessary suppression of ontological insecurity, predates the 

agent's linguistic comprehension of the world, and it is therefore 'outside of the bounds' 

of discursive consciousness. The negative 'bar' inhibiting the agent's ability to recall 

information from the unconscious can be understood as the direct result of establishing a 

basic secunty system. Nevertheless, routinized social interaction entails memory whether 

agents are able to discursively account for what they do, or unable to, as in the case of 

unconscious repressions. This statement uidicates the importance of memory as an aspect 

of an agent's perception. The temporality of experience -- the very expenence of time -- 
is part and parcel of the reflexive monitoring of action. (1984;47) 

The human acquisition and use of media (as language, routine, memory) help form 

an individual's sense of self, and permit ongoing communication. Funher, the 

intemalization of media not oniy enables and constrains hurnan interaction, but the mere 

act of communicating via media perpetuates the social system itself 

Human social activities, like some self-reproducing items in nature, are 
recursive. That is to Say, they are not brought into being by social actors 
but [are] continually recreated by them via the very means whereby they 
express themselves as actors. In and through their activities agents 
reproduce the conditions that make these activities possible. (1984;2) 

This notion of the self-reproduction of structure through interaction is a metaphor for how 

Giddens interprets the operation of the social system, which he refers to as the duality of 



s t~c tu re . '~  In a macro sense the social system is reproduced through the actions of 

individual actors who employ media for communication. This phenornenon cm also be 

understood from a micro stance - an individual's identity is reproduced through self 

reference to one's own individuai biography. " 

As the micro aspect of the duaiity of structure, self-identity plays an important role 

in our distinction between the agent and the subject. For Giddens subjectivity denves 

fiom intersubjectivity, not the other way around. (1991;51) This is an important 

distinction as it indicates that an individual is not born with a self-identity, but rather, it is 

something that is developed via the alleviation of ontologicai insecurity through the 

appropriation of mediatory form (psychical media). The individual is therefore a site of 

appropriation and re-appropriation. (1 99 1 ;2 18) Through the process of identification the 

individuai appropriates certain characteristics fiom the environment; identigng with both 

the object world and other people. This process entails, as indicated earlier, a becoming- 

other in order to define 'me' fiom 'not-me'. The individual thus appropriates language 

and routinised social practices in order to aileviate ontologicai insecurity and develop a 

sense of self-identity. However, self-identity is an ongoing project, and for Giddens, it has 

to be created and continually reordered against the backdrop of shifiing experiences oj 

everyday life. (1 99 1 ; 186) Thus, the individual is not only a site of appropriation, but it i~ 

aiso the site of continual reappropriation. Self-identity demands that we not only have a 

reflexively organized biography -- but that we live one as well. (199 1 ; 14) 

Finally, the routinization of social action (as having and living one's owr 

biography) can be conceptualized through Giddens three tirne dimensions with respect tc 

both the level of biological time and institutional time. The agent's temporality O: 

experience is uniquely bound within these time dimensions. The most obvious timt 

dimension that we contend with as hurnan beings is our finite life span; this is the time o. 

the body, and it is irreversible. Our lives pass away with the deterioration of the organism 

This is the site of surface interaction, the body is always situation bound and is always il 

the 'now', as it were. The second time dimension that Giddens isolates is our day-to-da! 



experience which, by its very nature, is cyclical. This is the durée of everyday life, and 

Giddens refers to it as a reversible tirne. 

Whether or not time 'as such' (whatever that wodd be) is reversible, the 
events and routines of daiiy l ie  do not have a one-way flow to them. The 
terms 'social reproduction', 'recursivcness' and so on indicate the 
repetitive character of day-to-day life, the routines of which are formed in 
terms of the intersection of the passing (but continually returning) days and 
seasons. Daily l ie has a duration, a flow, but it does not lead anywhere; 
the very adjective 'day-to-day' and its synonyms indicate that time here is 
constituted oniy in repetition. (1 984;35) 

Thar is to say, that our expenence of time in ternis of day-to-day life is reversible 

inasmuch as there is a cyclical aspect to it. We can understand the second time dimension 

as habit, as the routinized durée of day-to-day iife. 

The third time dimension is also cyclical and therefore reversible; it is the time of 

institutions. Giddens descnbes this third time dimension as the longue durée of 

institutional time: 

The fact that we speak of the 'Iife cycle' implies that there are eiements of 
repetition here too; But the life cycle is really a concept that belongs to the 
succession of generations, (...) [tjhis is the 'supra-individual' durée of the 
long t e n  existence of institutions, the longue durée of institutional time. 
The reversible time of institutions is both the condition and the outcorne of 
the practices organized in the continuity of daily iife, the main substantive 
form of the duality of structure. ( 1984;3 5-6) 

The third dimension illustrated here can be best defined as traditional ways of doing 

things. Just as habit defines the durée of day-to-day life, the traditional patterns which 

extend beyond the individual's life-span act as a longue durée. These two durées are 

reversible as they are patterns that have occurred in the past, and as such, will continue 

into the fùture. Through this postulation Giddens is nui suggesting that these structures 

cannot be changed, he is merely indicating that they are reversible because they have 

existed in the past and have an undeniable tendency to be perpetuated in a similariy 



cyclical fashion. The b é e s  operate akin to Lévi-Strauss' reversible time: the events and 

routines of day-to-day life do not have a one way flow to them. The concept of reversible 

time indicates a ternporality of repetition for the human agent in which the past re- 

organizes the fiiture. (1990;105) In a word, we reflexively use history to make history. 

For Giddens, al1 social systems express and are expressed in the routines .of daily 

social life, mediating the physical and sensory properties of the human body. (1984:36) 

The importance of the human agent in the reproduction of social systems therefore cannot 

be understated, particularly as it concerns the notion of surface interaction. The concept 

of agency entails the reflexive ability to reflect upon situations and one's own individual 

biography, and without this micro-recursivity macro-social systems could not exist.14 

Human agency is a key element in the duality of structure, and it must be understood as 

implicated in the very means by which social systems continue. This section outlined 

several key elements of Giddens micro aspect of the duality of structure; specifically, that 

human agency entails an identification process, the internalization of media, and the 

routinization of action. More importantly, this section addressed the reflexive character of 

self-identity which implies social interaction. We can now understand deep structure in 

tems of the routines, language systerns, and time dimensions which enable and constrain 

surface interaction as the relations between agents in social communication. 

iv) Meaning Exchange and Agency 

This section will focus primarily upon the micro aspect of the duality of structure: 

the human agent in contexts of social interaction. It will address collective human agency 

as societal integration with respect to how it recursively perpetuates the social system (as 

system integration). Agency was just characterized as the ability to reflect upon one's 

own personal biography, and this was illustrated to be an integral aspect of 

communication. The goal in this section is to reveal the dynarnics of collective human 



agency, and to highlight the implications of the use of deep structure in processes of 

surface interaction. 

Giddens' writings which pertain to the issue of meaning exchange and agency are a 

direct critique of the stmcturdist and poststnicturalist conceptions regarding the symbolic 

and existentid implications of language. This section wiiI outline Giddens' reworking of 

Saussure's original langue /parole distinction. A brief analysis of Giddens' key critiques 

of the stmcturd approach wiil prove usefiil in establishing the importance of the duality of 

structure as a concept which resembles the dynamic relationship between surface 

interaction and deep stmcture. 

The reader will recall that the structurdist project was to illustrate how signs 

'mean'. Ultimately, Stmcturalisrn argues that signs refer to a deep stmcture, and that they 

have 'given properties'. The previous chapter's analysis of Poststructuralism indicated the 

shortsightedness of this view, and similady, Giddens' project rejects the view that signs 

inherently 'mean' anything specific. He argues that signs are the 'medium and outcome of 

comrnunication practices in human social interaction'. (1 984;3 1 ) For Giddens, 

Structuralism represents a retreat into the code, one which ultimately rejects the coritext of 

interaction. (1984;32) Giddens' contribution to this dialogue is precisely that he reverses 

the assumption that context is irrelevant in favour of a stance that begins with the 

contextuality of action. Like the poststnicturalists he tends towards a definition of 

meaning which priontizes sunace interaction, not the deep structure of rules, resources, 

and signification. As he states: 'even the most complicated semiotic relations have 

grounding in the semantic properties generated by the rule', which is to Say that niles of 

everyday communication such as tum-taking play an integral role in the process of 

meaning exchange. (1 384;32) Everyday surface interaction is govemed by properties of 

daily activities, and it is therefore context dependent. 

The Giddens text which most explicitly describes his ideas concerning the process 

of meaningfùl exchange is "Structuralism, Post-stmcturalism and the Production of 



Culture1* (1987). Giddens' key argument in the paper is that the structural paradigm i: 

limited because it rejects the everyday context of action through which meaning exchangc 

occurs. For Giddens, human agency is defined in terms of an individual's ability to refleci 

and act upon one's own biography (as outlined in the previous section). Unlike thi 

stnicturalist conception of the subject who is 'altered', or 'created' by the inheren' 

meaning in words, Giddens' concept of the agent permits a more dynamic conception O 

meaning exchange. The human agent reflects upon their own biography (upor 

themselves), and in processes of social interaction they also monitor each other and thi 

shared context of action. Giddens, following GofFinan, describes this as a process O 

mutual monitoring. In everyday social interaction agents monitor each other, and thi 

contexts of their interrelation, through a mutual gearing in order to reach cornmot 

understanding. For Giddens, each of these forrns of monitoring are involved in thi 

creation and maintenance of the 'contextuality of action'. 

Human social life may be understood in terms of relations between people 
moving in time-space, linking both action and context, and differing 
contexts, with one another. Contexts form settings of action, whose 
qualities agents routinely draw upon in the course of onenting what they 
do and what they Say to one another. (ibid;2 15) 

The contextuality of action is the setting for human social interaction. Within it, agent 

monitor themselves, each other, and the representationai foms which are referred to in th( 

course of interaction. Individuals monitor in order to 'go on', which is to Say that the: 

mutually monitor the situation, and each other, and in doing so they perpetuatl 

communicative action itself 

For Giddens the two key elements of social communication are talk and cultura 

objects. Everyday surface interaction between people involves face to facl 

communication, and talk is the term Giddens uses to descnbe such processes. Sirnilady 

cultural objects can be considered aspects of surtace interaction. Both talk and cultura 

objects reference deep structure; the contextuality of action is thus determined by bot1 

talk and cultural objects, and also by what is referred to in the course of surfac 



interaction: deep structures of signification. Saussure's I m p e  can be interpreted here as 

a deep structure, purde, in contrast, is the action or usage of language which Saussure 

negated in his analysis of meaning. Cultural objects and talk are both aspects of parole, 

but the difference is that taik refers to everyday communication whereby speech is 

employed in the course of exchange (this dso includes a whole range of non-verbal modes 

of expression), and that it is always context bound. By contrast, cultural objects act as 

extended forms of signification across space and tirne, and are not bound to specific space- 

time 10cales.'~ He describes cultural objects as extended forms of signification; they are 

distinct fiom objects in general because they carry embedded meanings. (ibid;2 15). 

Cultural objects are defined by three key characteristics. They require a durable 

medium of transmission, such as text, video or even memory. They require a means of 

storage as an encoding of information, and they require a subsequent means of retrieval or 

decoding of stored idonnation. (ibid;216) Using the example of human memory as the 

durable medium of transmission, the encoding and decoding features would be equivalent 

to the ability to store and recall the memory using language. What is key to understanding 

this h e w o r k  is realizing that taik and cultural objects are not mutually exclusive. 

indeed, cultural objects can oniy be understood in relation to tdk. 

The significance of cultural or informational objects is that they introduce 
new rnediations between culture, language and communication. In talk the 
agent and the setting are the means whereby culture is linked to 
communication. (ibid;2 17) 

Thus, the contextuality of action defined as the moment in which talk or cultural object: 

reference deep structure in the course of day-to-day action, and within this setting 

participants, or agents, continually monitor their own and each other's actions. 

In addition to the mutual monitoring involved in contexts of CO-presence, thc 

cultural objects referenced through talk are themselves monitored. The interpretation O: 

cultural objects occurs, however, without certain elements involved in CO-presence. Foi 



example, turn-taking rules govern the context of interaction, allowing only one person to 

speak at a time in order to effectively communicate, talk is therefore inevitably serial. 

(1984;77) But, the interpretation of cultural objects is not restricted by the sarne 

constraints as talk. Cultural objects imply certain sets of reception habits, and they are 

insulated fiom turn-taking mechanisms. 

Since language as 'carried' by cultural objects is no longer talk, it loses its 
saturation in the referential possibilities which language has in the contexts 
of day-to-day action. As a visible or recoverable trace, separated from the 
immediacy of contexts of taliq the signifier becomes of peculiar 
significance. (1 987;2 17) 

Thus, language which is encoded into cultural objects loses its self-reflexive 

characteristics, but it acts as a recoverable trace that becomes present with use. This is to 

say that when language is stored in cultural objects it loses the self-reflexive characteristic 

of language as used by human agents. Giddens' statement that the signifier is of peculiar 

significance therefore indicates that the consumer is more important than the producer of 

cultural objects in the achievement of meaning. (1987;216) Cultural objects act as 

recoverable traces of disembedded space-time contexts, which becorne present 

(reembedded) through taik, and this process is a disruption to the flow of action.16 

Giddens' appropriation and reworking of the concepts langue and parole marks a 

sigrilficant shifi fiom the stmctural approach which tended to bias the code (deep 

structure) in the search to 'locate' meaning. The reworking is significant because it rejects 

Saussure's original negation of context in favour of an approach which places the contexi 

of interaction at the center of analysis. Giddens describes taik as the moment in whick 

reference and meaning interlace. (1987;211) To clari@: taik is the moment in whict 

reference and meaning overlap as it references both the everyday situation and cultura 

objects. Meaning thus exists in the moment background structures of signification art 

referenced through talk or cultural objects in the context of the situation. 



With respect to consciousness, the ability to talk and recursively refiect upon one's 

situation and personal biography indicates a discursive level of consciousness which is 

quite distinct fiom the unconscious and practical forms of consciousness. Talk entails an 

ongoing monitoring process in which space and time are disembedded through reference 

to cultural objects, and this indicates that as an aspect of surface interaction, culturai 

objects contain a difTerent space-time than the current context of interaction. Taik is 

therefore of key importance when considering 'meaning'. Meaning is always dependent 

upon the recursivity of talk, and upon discursive consciousness as the ability to talk about; 

meaning is always dependent upon the wntextuality of action. 

The implications of this reworking of the stnicturalist approach to meaning has far 

reaching implications for social theory. Giddens' negation of Saussure's langue bias in 

favour of a context-based approach indicates the importance of day-to-day interaction in 

the determination of meaning. Surface interaction alters the organization of: and reference 

to, deep stmcture. Meaning is no longer assumed to exist entirely in the deep structure 

(as Saussure argued), nor does it exist just in day-to-day interaction; rather, rneaning is a 

product of the combination of talk and cultural objects as references to deep structures of 

signification (rules and resources), and of monitoring and reembedding. Furthemore, we 

consciously interact with each other for mutual understanding, but there are unconscious 

repercussions to our actions. 

This mode1 represents Giddens' threefold stratification mode1 of the human agent in 

contexts of interaction. As he States, al1 social interaction is characterized by both 

unacknowledged reflexive monitoring of action 
conditions of 
action rationalization of action 

motivation of action 

unintentional 
consequences 
of action 



intended and unintended consequences of action, and these operate in a feedback fashion 

(1984;27) This is represented by the arrows of action. Each action is performed in thc 

face of unaknowledged conditions, and each action yeilds unintended consequences 

More importantly, in this diagram the motivation of action can be perceived as Giddens 

concept of the unconscious, the rationalization of action as the practical consciousness 

and finally, the reflexive monitoring of action as discursive consciousness. This mode 

represents an effort to map the dynamics of surface interaction at the level of th1 

individual. The deep structurai aspects of mediated communication is represented by th( 

unaknowledged conditions of action, and the unintended consequences of saic 

(inter)action. Thus, the didectic between deep structure and surface interaction, whei 

viewed through the lens of Structuration Theory, indicates a more dynamic an( 

transfomative relationship than that perceived through the lens of Structuralism an  

Poststructuralism. Moreover, the agent, as the counter-concept to the limited notion a 

the subject articulated in the poststmcturalist analyses, indicates a superior theoretic; 

position with respect to the the nature of mediated communication itself 

C. Summary 

Structuration Theory provides an extremely important position with respect to th 

thesis project. Of prirnary importance is the similarity between Giddens' concept of th 

duality of structure and the dialectic between surface interaction and deep structure. BL 

remember, the key difference between the duaiity and the dialectic is that the duality i 

simultaneous, whereas the dialectic is historical. This is not to Say that Giddens does nc 

address the historicai nature of the duality, he does through his concept of the Ion@ 

durée. The duality of structure illustrates the symbiotic reiationship between the micr 

aspects of social communication and the macro implications of collective huma 

interaction for the construction and reconstnrction of the social system. This retationshi 

'happens' tfuough media. Also of key interest to this project is the notion that the micr 

and macro rnirror each other in the constitution of society, and Giddens' project isolate 



this phenornenon through the duality of structure and the distinction between social and 

systern integration. 

Stiucturation theory provides this thesis with a critique of Medium Theory, 

Structuralism, and Poststmcturalism; the content of the previous two chapters. The 

anaiysis of Socid and System Inregration and Disembeding md Reembettdng provided 

a development of the key arguments of Medium Theory through the extension of the 

general concept of space-time distanciation. Agency, Consczmsness, nme cm be 

perceived as a reworking of the poststructuraiist attempts to characterize the parameters 

of self identity with respect to media. And, finally, the illustration of the dynamics of 

Meaning Exchange and Agency can be understood as a reworking of the structuralist 

assumptions about rneaningfiil communication through Giddens' development of 

Saussure's distinction between langue and parole. 

Finaily, the reader should be rerninded that there are strilcing similarities between 

the epochal approach of Medium Theory and ûiddens' concept of social and system 

differentiation with respect to the threefold classification model, and also between 

Giddens' stratification model of consciousness and the three stage reflection process 

which 1 isolated in my revision of Medium Theory. This simiiarity is important because it 

will provide a certain linkage between Medium Theory, Structuralism, Postructuralism and 

Structuration Theory in the synthesis chapter. Moreover, this similarity will aiso serve to 

link these aforernentioned approaches with the modeling approaches that 1 will address in 

the following chapter. 

Giddens' duality outlines the basic operation of social and system integration 

through the recursive application of structural properties. Surface interaction is 

understood here as social communication which is enabled and constrained through 

structural properties, and their actual usage is understood as reference to deep structure. 

System integration c m  be understood in this context as the byproduct of human social 

interaction, and in this sense is a history of deep structure, as distinct From the history of 



surface interactions. The duality of structure thus reflects the dialectic between deep 

structure and surface interaction, and provides a means of modeiing the social system 

through mirroring the micro and macro aspects of human social communication. The 

modeling aspect of Giddens' dudity of structure provides a usefùl segue into the next 

chapter which is aIso concemed with modeiing the relationship between the social and the 

technological. The following chapter will andyze two recent methods of mapping this 

relationship which will be treated as approaches which tend to highiight the historical and 

developmental nature of mediated communication, rather than the phenomenologicai and 

symboiic implications outlined in earlier chapters. Again, the notion of deep structure for 

these latter two approaches will be shown to be considerably different than the deep 

structure outlined in this chapter and in the two previous chapters. 



ClUPTER V: SOCIO-TECHNICAL STUDLES 

& SOCIAL SYSTEMS THEORY 

A. Introduction 

This chapter represents a conceptual shift in the body of this thesis. The previous 

two chapters were primarily concerned with the symbolic and phenomenologicd aspects 

of mediated communication. This chapter, by contrast, wiU seek to highlight two 

approaches which attempt to mode1 the relationship between the social and the 

technologid. Medium Theory, illustrated in Chapter II, provided a position regarding the 

implications of media as a symbolic phenomenon, and provided a mdirnentary means of 

mapping the history of mediation. Deep structure, here, was a reference to the matrix of 

media relations through t h e  and a description of the perceptual and cognitive biases 

involved with media usage. Chapter III, as an effort to synthesize both Structuralism and 

Poststmcturalism, similady provided a means of enhancing our understanding of media as 

psychicai and symbolic, and as a multilayered phenomenon with respect to the distinction 

between deep structure and surface interaction. 1 argued that deep structure for the 

strucîuraiists was considerabty different than the deep structure of Medium Theory, and 

again with Poststmcturalism the notion of deep structure has changed to include the 

notion that deep structures of signification are aitered through processes of interaction. 

And, as illustrated in Chapter IV, Giddens' concept of the duality of structure can aiso be 

perceived as an attempt to trace the symbolic aspects of this relationship. The duaiity of 

structure aiso provided this thesis with a means of mapping the dynamic relationship 

between deep structure and surface interaction with respect to the threefold classification 

mode1 of social and system differentiation. The duality was expressed as similar, but not 

equivalent to, the diaiectic. In contrast to these previous chapters, this chapter is designed 

to introduce two recent methods of mapping mediation as an historical phenomenon, in 

order to deepen the fiamework of this analysis to include both micro and macro 



approaches to mapping the history of mediation. in this chapter the notion of deep 

structure will be illustrated to aiso be characteristically different than the deep structure 

addressed in the earlier chapters. 

Briefly stated, the previous two chapters illustrated a range of theoreticai positions 

which describe why mediated communication (as a relationship between the social and the 

technological) is central to Communication Studies. The current chapter can be perceived 

as an illustration of methods which describe how it is central to Communication Studies. 

This chapter will address the Socio-Technical approach to mapping technological 

development as a range of methods, and the Systems Theory approach to mapping the 

evolution of the social system as a primarily theoretical construct. Socio-Technical studies 

will be analyzed as a general approach which is concerned primarily with the surface 

interactionai aspects of an artifact's developmental process, usage, and subsequent 

obduracy. By contrat, Systems Theory wiil be analyzed as an approach which primarily 

seeks to map the deep structural aspects of mediation as an evolutionary process. Both 

approaches access the notion of surface interaction, and of deep structure, although 

arguably Socio-Technical Studies is biased 'towards descnbing the surface interactional 

aspects of development, and the Systems Theory approach generally highlights its deep 

structural aspects. The Sumrnary section will address both approaches in terrns of their 

respective modeling mechanisms, and will argue that these approaches cm inforni each 

other as micro and macro approaches to mapping the history of mediation. Each approach 

has something to offer the other, and together they can provide a more cohesive means of 

mapping the dynamic relationship between the social and the technological. 

B. The Socio-Technical Approach 

The Socio-Technical approach is defined by three distinct methods: the Social 

Construction of Technology (SCOT), the Actor Network Theory (ANT), and the Systems 

method. Common to these methods is their cornmitment to describing, analying and 



mapping the relationship between the sociological and the technoIogical. Each method 

wiii be analyzed though a survey of its key theorists, and each section wiU describe their 

primary siilarities and dïerences. The key proponents of the SCOT method are Trevor 

Pinch and Wiebe Bijker. This method claims that technological artifacts are open to 

sociological analysis, not just in their usage but specifically with respect to theu design and 

technical content. The primary theorists of the ANT method are Michel CaIlon, and John 

Law. This method seeks to break down the distinction between hurnan actors and natural 

phenornena; both are treated as elements in actor networks. FinaIIy, the third method is a 

particular version of the Systerns approach. This Socio-Technical systems version wiii be 

analyzed through three key theorists: Thomas Hughes, Henk van den Belt, and Arie Rip. 

They stress the importance of paying attention to the différent but interlockhg elements of 

physical artifacts, institutions, and their environment, and thereby offer this project an 

integration of the technical and social aspects of technological developrnent using Systems 

Theory metaphors. This third method enables us to link the micro with macro levels of 

analysis, and as such will be integral to linking Socio-Technical Studies with Systems 

Theory in the summary section. My primary concern in reviewing each of these authors 

and their respective methodologies is not to elaborate upon the individual case studies, but 

rather to isolate the parameters of each method in order to generally summarize the 

approach as a whole.' 

i) The Social Construction of Technology 

The Social Constructivist approach is important to this thesis because it 

contextualizes the roots of the Socio-Technical tradition. itself In "The Social 

Construction of Facts and Artifacts" Pinch and Bijker exphin that the social constructivist 

view prevalent in the Sociology of Science is also ernerging within the Sociology of 

Technology. (1987;17) This is perceived as an atternpt to surpass the iirnitations of 

previous techology studies such as Innovation Studies (in which economists are biased by 

looking for conditions of success in innovation), the History of Technology literature 



(through which it is dificult to disceni overail pattern on which to build a theory of 

technology, because so few schoiars seem concenied with generallling beyond a specific 

situation), and findly, the Sociology of Technology literature, in which there is a blatant 

need to understand technology as a socially constructed artifact. (ibid;2 1-2) 

The Social Constructivist method seeks to integrate elements of sociologicai 

analysis into existing technology studies. Pinch and Bijker employ two methods to 

achieve this level of analysis. The first is inspired by recent studies in the Sociology of 

Specific Knowledge, and is called the Empirical Program of Relativism (EPOR). The 

second is an approach taken by Bijker and others in the Sociology of Technology, it is 

called the Social Construction of Technology (SCOT). The EPOR approach has 

produced a number of studies demonstrating the social construction of scientific 

knowledge in the 'hard' sciences. Here, SCOT can be considered a development of the 

EPOR approach. 

The key concern for the EPOR approach is to understand the content of the 

natural sciences in tenns of their social construction. The explanatory aims of the EPOR 

are carried out in three stages. In the first stage the researcher outlines the interpretive 

flexibiiiiy of scientific findings; the goal here is to show that scientific findings are open to 

more than one interpretation in order to avoid truth claims. Pinch and Bijker explain that 

interpretive flexibility mon disappears in the field of science, as there is an inherent drive 

towards a scientific consensus of what the truth is in any particular instance. The second 

stage thus outlines the social cfosirre mechanisms which impede interpretive flexibility, 

thus allowing scientific controversies to be terminated. And finally, the third stage is the 

relation of such closure mechanisms to the wider social-ctlIhrral milieu. (ibid;27) 

The SCOT approach, having no well established traditions of research, seeks to 

mirror its method with the EPOR. The key concepts that Pinch and Bijker developed for 

their SCOT approach are variation, selection, sfabilirorion and the relevant social group. 

Variation and selection are rneant to indicate the interpretive flexibility of technological 



development, stabilization represents the closure mechanisms involved, and the concept of 

the relevant social group permits an understanding of how technologies develop, and once 

developed, how they influence the wider socio-culturai mileau. With these concepts the 

SCOT method is able to model the development of the technological artifact. 

The developmental process of a technologicai artifact is described as an 
alternation of variation and selection. This results in a muitidirectional 
model, in contrat with the linear models used explicitly in many innovation 
studies and implicitly in much history of technology. (ibid;28) 

For Pinch and Bijker this illustrates a dynarnic conception of an artifact's developmentd 

process, one which addresses the unsuccessfùl stages as well as the successfùl. This is 

intended to answer why some variants die, and others survive. Recording the flexibility 

and closure involved in technological development is thus an integral aspect of the SCOT 

model, one which is simply overlooked by linear rnodels of technological development.' 

(ibid;29) 

Further, the concept of the relevant social group provides a means of 

conceptualizing the social aspects of flexibility and closure. The relevant social group is 

employed to reveal the human element involved in processes of variation and selection, 

and the choices made by social groups help us to understand the stabilization of particdar 

technologies over others. A relevant social group is defined by al1 members of a certain 

social group who share the sarne set of meanings attached to a specific artifact. (ibid;30) 

Consumers and users of a particular artifact are a prime exarnple of the relevant social 

 OU^.^ 

The case study that Pinch and Bijker employ to describe the SCOT approach is the 

development of the bicycle. Their study indicated that a separate social group of female 

riders becarne a key turning point in the development of the t e c h n o ~ o ~ ~ . ~  They describe 

that the relevant social group, once identified, can be described in detail with respect to 

power or econornic strength, if relevant. (ibid;34) Pinch and Bijker are especially 



interestecl in the problems that a certain social group may have with respect to a particular 

artifact, as it is precisely the problems that a group has with a technology which wili 

motivate them to affect its development, and subsequent usage. (ibid;35) They argue that 

foliowing the dwelopmental process this way, we can see the growing and diminishing 

degrees of stabiljzation of different artifacts. 

Therefore, a key aspect of Pinch and Bijker's article is defining the pardels 

between EPOR and SCOT, in an attempt to ground the latier as a vaiid method of 

analysis. They state that the concept of interpretive flexibiiity for EPOR cm be seen in 

SCOT as the 'demonstration that technologicai artifacts are culturaily constructed and 

interpreted; the interpretive flexibility of a technological artifact must be shown'. (ibid;40) 

Ln other words, not only is there flexibility in how relevant social groups interpret the 

technology, but there is also flexibility in how artifacts are designed. This counters the 

assumption that there is one best way of designing an artifact; there are multiple ways. 

(ibid;40) Similarly, the EPOR emphasis on mechanisms for the closure of debate, is 

roughly paraileled by the SCOT concept of stabilization. (ibid;44) In both methods (via 

the closure of debate or stabilization of an artifact) this process can entail a rhetorical 

closure, which simply means the redefinition of a problem so that it is no longer a problem 

to the relevant social groups. Pinch and Bijker argue that the stabilization of artifact and 

the subsequent disappearance of problems is not really an issue of whether problem is 

solved, rather it is if relevant social groups see the problem as so1ved.l (ibid;44) The 

SCOT also parallels the EPOR in respect to the wider context which involves the relation 

of the content of a fact or artifact to the wider sociopolitical milieu. Integral to 

understanding the role of technology are the meanings of an artifact given to them via 

social groups. Thus, Pinch and Bijker have shown that different meanings for different 

social groups constitute different lines of development. (ibid;46) This concept c m  be 

understood in the context of this paper as delimiting the surface interactional parameters 

of technologicai development. 



in another article, Bijker hrther develops the SCOT program. "The Social 

Construction of BakeIite: Toward a Theory of Invention" wilI be employed here as an 

extension of the key ideas of the SCOT method argued for in the article outlined above. 

The aim in this Bijker paper is to expand the mode1 a Iittle more using the history of 

Bakelite pla~tics.~ The key concepts empIoyed here are: interpretive flexibiiity and 

inclusion in terms of technological fiames. 

Bijker expands the concept of interpretive flexibiiity to include the notion of the 

technological fiame; this extension provides a means of conceptualizing the various 

elements involved in processes of technologicai development. The technological fiame, he 

argues, is comprised of the concepts and techniques employed by a community in its 

problem solving. ProbIem solving is used here as a concept which includes both the ability 

to recognize what counts as a problem as well as the strategies available for solving 

problems. Bijker illustrates how the technological h e  iduences technological 

development through an example of how the chernical process of applying heat and 

pressure at the sarne time (a strategy of the electrochemical engineering fiame) was not 

even considered by the industrial chemists during their atternpts to find a replacement 

plastic. It was outside the technological fiarne of their community. (1987;168-71) 

Bijker describes the technological frame as a fiarne with respect to technology, not 

as a technologists fiame. (ibid;172) Which is to Say that the technologicai 6ame is a 

frarnework that a particular technology demands for comprehension, not a fiamework that 

a technologkt uses to examine technology. Further, he intends the concept to apply to the 

interaction of various actors; he argues that technologicai frames are located between 

actors, not in actors or above them.' (ibid;172) The interactional nature of the 

technological frame allows us to account for the emergence and disappearance of fiames 

themselves. (ibid; 173) Further, the technological fiame can be used to descnbe how the 

socid environment structures an artifact's design, and vice-versa. (ibid; 173) The 

technological fiame therefore partially structures the parameters of interaction within a 

social group. In order to describe this phenornenon Bijker introduces the notion 01 



inclusion: a method of measurernent which accounts for dserent degrees of containment 

within a technological fiame. He describes it as an interactionkt and multidimensionai 

concept in which al1 human actors are understood to be involved in more than one frame. 

(ibid; 174) 

Bijker extends the SCOT model outlined earlier to include technological fiame and 

inclusion as integral focal points for understanding relevant social groups. In this sense, 

Bijker's Bakelite paper enhances our concept of both sufice interaction and deep 

structure. Through a delimitation of the parameters of what a social group entails, the 

concepts of technological h e  and hclusion provide Bijker a means of heuristically 

mapping processes of technological development. And with respect to deep structure, we 

can understand the technological fiame as indicative of an unconscious structure which 

enables and constrains surface interaction. He argues that there are three possible 

developmental situations in which we can analyze relevant social groups, technological 

&ames, and degrees of inclusion. These, in tum, are analyzed in terms of the 'three 

different phases: variation, selection and stabi~ization'.~ (ibid; 1 82) 

The SCOT thus provides this thesis with a method for mapping surface interaction 

which explains the development of a technological artifact over tirne. Through 

establishing a means of measunng degrees of inclusion within technological M e s ,  Bijker 

has illustrated a way to understand how relevant social groups influence the three stages 

of technological development: variation, selection, and stabilization. Thus, the collective 

Pinch-Bijker project cm be understood as an effort to make the SCOT as relevant as the 

EPOR through the appropriation and adaptation of its key concepts. Pinch and Bijker 

have endeavored to create a 'multidimensional' model which can be used to study the 

evolutionary relationship between the social and the technological. And perhaps the most 

relevant aspect of the SCOT method is the emphasis placed upon the relevant social 

groups involved in the process of a particular technology's development. 



The SCOT model provides this project with a rich description of the parameters of 

surface interaction in tenns of socid groups, or colIective agency. 1 would suggest that 

Our concept of surface interaction is enhanced through this method because relevant social 

groups, technological Grames and degrees of inclusion are al1 integral aspects of human 

communication, genedly, and technological development, specifically. The SCOT model 

is an heuristic device used by Pinch and Bijker in order to sirnpIif) the description of the 

seamless web of history. But, they emphasize that their SCOT model is not a mold into 

which empiricai data is forced; many case studies were used for the social-constructivist 

descriptions of the bicycle and of bakelite. The SCOT model is therefore an approach to 

mapping the relationship between people and media, between the social and the 

technologicai, through an extraction of aii of the aspects relevant to the study from various 

sources. Which is to say, the SCOT rnodel is an amalgarnation of information from 

different sources, but generally, Pinch and Bijker have attempted to create a 

comprehensive model which can assist fiiture studies. In this respect, the SCOT mode1 

proves most useful for highlighting the surface interactionai aspects of the history of 

mediation. 

ii) Actor Network Theory 

The Actor Network Theory (ANT) outlined by Michel Callon and John Law is 

best understood as a response to the perceived downfalls of the SCOT analysis.9 Callon 

and Law charge that the SCOT approach is socialiy deterministic. The ANT represents an 

attempt to surpass the social determinism of SCOT through a positioning of human actors, 

natural phenornena, and technology on the same level of analysis; these factors are ail 

treated as elements of 'actor-networks'. This reduction of dl elements into the sarne 

analytical vocabulary will enhance our concept of the dialectic between surface interaction 

and deep stnicture, as it represents an effort to integrate both into a network of relations. 

Generally, ANT can be understood as an effort to explicate the 'seamless web' of social 



and technological relations, through a synthesis of sociological, tecbnoscientitic and 

economic forms of analysis. 'O 

Callon describes the actor network as a model that is 'reducible neither to an actor 

alone nor to a network'. He explains that 'like networks it is composed of a series of 

heterogeneous elements, animate and inanimate, that have been linked to one another for a 

certain period of tirne'. (1987;93) An anor network is a means of positionhg al1 of the 

factors which are relevant to the study of a particular social-technological relationship, and 

reduces thern d o m  to relatable elements -- as actors: elements which have an effect upon 

the world. For Caiion the actor network operates on the p~nciple of two mechariisrns. 

The first is simplijkation which indicates a reduction fiom an infinitely cornplex world. 

Ali of the elements which constitute the dynamics of a particular set of questions cannot 

be addressed in a single model, therefore, the actor network approach demands a 

simplification of al1 variables involved. His second mechanism is ju~taposition, which is 

sirnilar to the structuralist concept of difference: the simptified entities can only exist in 

juxtaposition with each other. This indicates that if one element is removed then the 

whole structure shifts and changes. 

The actor network approach involves a double process of simplification and 

juxtaposition. For Callon these simplifications are only possible if elements are 

J U X ~ ~ O S ~ ~  in a network of relations, but the juxtaposition of elernents conversely requires 

that they be simplified. He explains that 'it is fiom these juxtapositions that the 

associations draw their coherence, consistency, and structure of relationships that exists 

between the components that compromise it'. (ibid;95) He suggests that it is possible to 

outline the network by using 'sequences of points and lines', thr~ugh which we view 'each 

point as a network that in tum is a series of points held in place by their relationships'. 

(ibid;96) He States: 

Thus a network is durable not only because of the durability of the bonds 
between the points (whether these bonds concern interests or electrolytic 
forces) but also because each of its points constitute a durable and 



simplified network. It is this phenomenon that explains the conditions that 
lead to the transformation of actor networks. (...) Each modification thus 
affects not ody the elements of the actor network and their relationships 
but also the network simplifieci by each of these elernents. An actor 
network is a network of simplified entities that in tum are other networks. 
(...) The solidity of the whole results from an architecture in which every 
point is at the intersection of two networks: one that it simplifies and 
another that simplifies it. (ibid;97) 

With this description we cm visualize what Callon imagines a graphical representation of 

an actor network to look Ne. An actor network is defined not by its entities, per se, but 

rather the interconnections that are made when they are juxtaposed. An actor network is 

therefore perceived as a seamless web of interrelations in which every action influences the 

generd makeup of the network itself. Furthemore, Callon describes the network as 

durable because the simplified nodes of the network are themselves other actor networks. 

Thus the actor network is perceived as a series of points, drawn together with lines, and 

each point can itself be understood as a whole sequence of points and lines which has been 

simplified for a particular question or analysis. Both deep structure and surface interaction 

are integrated here into a network of relations in the sense that each actor network 

contains another deeper network of simplifications and juxtapositions. Thus, on the 

surface level of analysis the actor network involves a certain set of relations, but each 

point in the network represents deeper level of actor network relations. To be ciear, 

Callon is arguing that the actor network be perceived as a simplification of the world into 

a generic set of relations, it is compnsed of other actor networks which have been reduced 

for the sake of simplicity. Callon's actor network resembles a set of relations, within a set 

of relations, within a set of relations, ad infinitum, which when looked at h m  a macro 

perspective, looks a lot like Systems Theory. " 



Actor network theory represents an effort to abandon the traditional sociological 

analysis that tries to reduce relationships to a limited range of social categories. The actor 

network, for Callon, is a means of mapping the relationship between the social and the 

technological through a homogenization of the distinction into a theory of relations. He 

writes: 

The functioning of what 1 propose tu cal1 actor networks is not adequately 
described by the usual h e w o r k s  of sociological analysis. In short, not 
only does the repertoire of associated entities extend beyond that generally 
accepted in social science but also the composition of this repertoire does 
not obey actor network theory's definitive rules. How cm the social 
elements be isolated when an actor network associates the spin of an 
electron directly with user satisfaction? How can any interpretation of 
social interaction be established when actor networks constantiy attempt to 
transforrn the identities and sizes of actors as well as their 
interrelation~hi~s? The fact that actor networks constantly create new 
combinations of entities renders this task even more difficult. The notion 
of the actor network is developed in order to handle these difficulties. This 
notion makes it possible to abandon the constricting framework of 
sociological analysis with its pre-established social categories and its ngid 
social / natural divide. (ibid;99- 100) 

In a sense, Callon argues that his approach to mapping the dynamic relationship between 

the social and the technological surpasses a mere sociological take on the matter. The 

concept of the actor-network, which permits a view of this relationship as a set of 

relations instead of social categories, was created to achieve an unbiased analysis.'* As a 

method, the ANT can be understood as a means of mapping the surface interactional 

aspects of the relationship between people and media through a reduction of the social and 

technological elements into sets of relations. The ANT is more concerned with the 

relations between the elements involved rather that the actual elements themselves 

(whether technological artifacts or knowledgeable agents). ANT is therefore applicable to 

the whole process of technological development and the inherent social relations involved. 



Another key proponent of Actor-Network Theory is John Law. His method of 

anaiysis is similar to Callon's: it reinforces the main points established regarding the 

network approach as concemed with sets of relations. The analysis of Cailon revealed an 

intriguing method of mapping the myriad of relations between the social and the technical, 

John Law will now be addressed for his interpretation of the ANT, as it provides several 

additionai key points which can enhance our understanding of the method. 

Law follows Callon's lead regarding the rnethodologicaI approach - in arguing 

that explanations of sociological change should not privilege the social- Law argues that 

the sociai should not be seen as standing by itself behind the system being built and 

exercising a special influence on its development, rather, he argues in common with Callon 

that 'the stability and fonn of artifacts should be seen as abnction of the interrelation of 

heterogeneous elernents as fhese are shaped and assimilated into a network' . ( 1 987; 1 1 3) 

The methodological implications of this are clear: both Callon and Law treat 'naturd and 

socid adversaries' in terms of the same analytical vocabulary. As Law states: 

As one moves from element to element, no change in vocabulary is 
necessary-, fiom the standpoint of the network those elements that are 
human or social do not necessanly differ in kind fiom those that are natural 
or technological. Thus the point is not, as in sociology, to emphasize a 
particular type of element, the social is fiindamental to the structure of the 
network; rather it is to discover the pattern of forces as these are revealed 
in the collisions that occur between different types of elements, some social 
and some otherwise. (ibid; 114) 

The ANT, therefore, is a method that seeks to deal with the social, econornic, technical, 

naturai and scientific aspects of technological development using the sarne vocabulary. 

For Law, this is best explained through two key concepts which Cdlon ernploys but does 

not fully address in his analysis. They are: the principle of symmefty and the principle of 

reciprocal diversity. 

Law states that, Iike Callon, he pursues the pnnciple of symrnetry, and that the 

Actor Network Theory requires this basic assumption. He states that 'the same type of 



explmation should be used for ail the elements that go to make up a heterogeneous 

network, whether those dernents are devices, natural forces or social groups'. And 

fiirther, 'in particular, the principle of syrnrnetry States that the social elements in a systern 

should not be given speciai explanatory status'. (ibid;l30) The principle of reciprocal 

definition is uniquely entwined within the principle of symmetry; it indicates that actors are 

those entities that exert detectable influence on others. (ibid;132) Thus, in the ANT the 

scope of a network being snidied is determined by the existence of actors that are able to 

'make their presence individudly felt on it'. (ibid; l3  1) Recall that Callon's actor-network 

method addressed this second principle in t e m  of his concept of juxtaposition; it was 

argued above that juxtaposition is similar to the structuralist concept of difference - 
elements only 'mean' in terrns of how they differ fiom others. Sirnilarly, Law's principle 

of reciprocal diversity can be understood in the sarne way: the elements of actor networks 

are only actors inasmuch as they affect each other. The reader should note, however, that 

the unconscious structure of difference can never be fiilly observed (by definition), 

whereas the ANT is not transcendent, rather, it is concretized and observable. 

We can therefore understand both Callon and Law's collective project as relevant 

to the mapping of surface interaction inasmuch as it deterrnines the relations between 

elements of the actor network in t e n s  of sets of relations, and deep structural in the sense 

that these relations (once juxtaposed) indicate a deeper structure of relations. Law 

addressed the actor-network in a surface interactionai sense through a discussion of the 

principles of syrnmetry and reciprocal diversity. Likewise, Callon's method can be seen as 

relevant to surface interaction via his concepts of simplification and juxtaposition. At the 

same time, this approach can be understood as an effort towards defining the deep 

structural aspects of the relationship between the social and the technological through a 

description of each point in the actor-network as another simplified actor network. To be 

clear, the ANI' method is an approach which attempts to bring everything down to a 

surface interactional level of analysis, but in order to sort this complexity, Callon and Law 

end up describing its deep structural aspects. As a predorninantiy surface interactional 



anafysis which tends toward issues of deep structure, the collective Callon-Law approach 

provides this thesis with an unique means of modeling this dialectic. 

iii) The Systems Approach 

The Systems approach within Social-Technical Studies treats technological 

development with respect to the metaphors of Systems Theory. This systems approach 

entails an analysis of different but interlocking elements of physical artifacts, institutions 

and the environment. This approach can be considered primarily as an extension of the 

History of Technology literature, mked with a srnattering of Systems Theory concepts. l3  

Thomas Hughes, in "The Evolution of Large Technological Systems" has argued 

that the evaluation and mapping of the social-technological relationship demand a focus 

upon the notion of the Large Technological System (LTS). For Hughes, understanding 

the role of the LTS in society is crucial to Our ability to map this relationship. Like Pinch, 

Bijker, Callon and Law, he explains that his point of analysis - the LTS -- should be 

considered as both 'socialIy constmcted and society shaping'. (1987;5 1) For Hughes, 

LTS's include organizations such as manufacturing firms, utility companies, and 

investment banks; and by extension, also books, articles, university research and 

teachingL4 He States that even Legislative artifacts such as laws c m  also be part of 

LTS's. Hughes' method of analysis aims to incorporate al1 elements of the social- 

technological relationship, and is in this sense quite sirnilar to the ANT. R e d  that for 

ANT, if one element of the actor network is removed then the whole structure shifts and 

changes. Hughes writes: 

An artifact - either physical or nonphysical - finctioning as a component in 
a system interacts with other artifacts, aii of which contribute directly or 
through other components to the common system goal. E a  component is 
removed from a system or if its characteristics change, the other artifacts in 
the system will alter characteristics accordingly. (ibid;5 1) 



This approach to mapping refiects Cailon and Law's principles of symmetry and requisite 

diversity. By the same token, Hughes project dso strongly resembles Pinch and Bijker's 

SCOT analysis of relevant social groups. For Hughes the social is an integral aspect of the 

LTS. His t e m  for the social aspect of the technological system is system builder. 

Because they are invented and developed by system builders and their 
associates, the cornponents of technological systems are socially 
constructed artifacts. (...) One of the prirnary characteristics of a system 
builder is the ability to constmct or to force unity from diversity, 
centralization in the face of pluralism, and coherence from chaos. This 
construction often involves the destruction of alternative systems. (ibid;52) 

Recall that a key element of Pinch and Bijker's SCOT analysis is the selection process 

carried out by the relevant social groups involved. Similarly, Hughes' destruction of 

alternative systems which is camed out by the system builder operates as a seiection 

mechanism. For Hughes, people perform a crucial fùnction in technological systems. He 

States that besides their role in inventing, designing, and developing systems, the real 

finction they perform is to 'complete the feedback loop between system performance and 

system goal and in so doing to correct err6rs in the system'. (ibid;54) Hughes project, 

therefore, can be considered by the reader as a method which mirrors both the relevant 

social groups of SCOT and the networking of ANT, and further, it can be understood as 

an integration of both the surface interactional aspects of social groups, and the deep 

structural aspects of networked relations and the larger socio-cultural mileau. 

For Hughes systems are hierarchical and follow certain patterns of evolution; 

systems tend toward a hierarchical stmcture over time, and this structure is discernible 

through delimiting the field of study into system versus environment." He argues that 

systems nestle hierarchically like a 'Russian Easter egg' into a pattern of systems and 

subsystems, and that LTS's thus evolve in accordance with a loosely defined pattern. 

(ibid;54) Hughes uses the terni pattern rather than model, because 'pattern suggests 

looseness and tendency to become unraveled'. (ibid;56) The rationale: 



The history of evolving, or expanding, systems can be presented in the 
phases in which the activity named predominates: invention, development, 
innovation, transfer and growth, cornpetition and consolidation. As 
systerns mature they acquire style and momentum. (...) The thesis here is 
that a pattern is discernible because of one or several of these activities 
predorninating during the sequence of phases suggested. (ibid;57) 

The goal, then, for Hughes' systems approach is to isolate the key stages in the 

development of LTS's, fiom the initial inventions and innovations which spawned the 

technological system, through its subsequent stages of growth, to its maturation into a 

large technological system. He analyzes the development of the LTS in this fashion in 

order to monitor its pattern of evolution through an analysis of its interna1 momentum and 

style. 

Hughes' approach offers this thesis a means of conceptualizing technological 

systems as a series of developmental stages which ultirnateiy culminate into large 

technological systems. Hughes' concept of momennim provides a way of conceptualizing 

how large technological systems have a rnass of technical and organizational components. 

and that they possess direction and display a rate of growth suggesting velocity. Hughes 

uses this term to suggests the notion of a trajectory, a physical rnetaphor sirnilar tc 

momentum. For Hughes, 'durable physical artifacts project into the hture the sociail) 

constructed characteristics acquired in the past when they were designed', which ht 

describes as 'analogous to the persistence of acquired characteristics in a changin! 

environment'. (ibid;77) Thus, large systems with high momenturn tend to exert a sof: 

determinkm on other systems, groups and individuals in Society, depending upon tht 

persistence of its style. (ibid;55) 

In a sense we can understand Hughes' project as a segue fiom micro, surfaci 

interactionai thinking to the more macro and deep structural approach of Systems Theory 

It illustrates a connection between the micro analyses which are concemed with thc 

surface interactionai aspects of relevant social groups, and the motion towards a macrc 

method of mapping this relationship through an emphasis on a given technologica 



system's pattem of evolution, its intemal momentum and continuity of style, and its 

environment. l6 

Another systems variation of Social-Technical Studies is the approach outlined by 

Henk van den Belt and Arie Rip in "The Nelson-Winter-Dosi Mode1 and Synthetic Dye 

Industry". They address concepts quite similar to those empIoyed by Hughes. For 

Hughes, key to understanding the relationship between the social and the technological 

were the concepts of the system as distinct fiorn its environment, the notion of hierarchy, 

and the concept of evolution. Similarly, van den Belt and Rip review the Nelson-Winter- 

Dosi mode1 in order to ou the  the key features of technological development, particularly 

its social locus, cultural maîrix, and the interaction between selection environments. 

(1987;135) This is described in tenns of technological paradigms and technological 

trajectories, and will provide an interesting link with Hughes' momentum and style, and 

Bijker's use of the concepts: selection, variation and stabilization. 

For van den Belt and Rip, Nelson and Dosi see firms as 'more or less loosely 

stmctured clusters of routines', which they describe as ways of doing various things, and 

also ways of determinhg what to do. They define routines as the organizational 

counterpart to what is caiied skill at the level of the individual. (ibid;236) Here, the 

concept of routine is employed to describe the components of a technological systern. 

Technological regimes rnight be thought of as a kind of master search 
routines, embodied in h s  just like other routines. (...) Regimes are 
treated as part of the environment in which h s  have to operate. 
(ibid; 13 8) 

Van den Belt and Rip describe the set of routines available as the 'genetic' makeup of an 

organization. They argue that like genes, routines are exposed to the selection pressures 

of the environment in an indirect way, in this case through cornpetition between firrns. 

"The outcome of routines is  judged by the market, or, more generally, when governrnent 

policy and al1 kinds of institutional arrangements are inchded in the seleclion 



environment, which thereby determines which routines are viable enough to acquire 

widespead use in the population of fims." (ibid;137) Similar to the Hughes approach, 

the concem here is to focus upon the development and maintenance of the large 

technological system, particularly the fim. 

Technologicd development is perceived as determined by the selection of some 

routines over others. Certain routines are applicable to the continuity of a technological 

system, and othen may be detrimental; some routines, then, are selected out of existence 

via the selection environment which includes aspects of the market system, goverment 

policy as in the case of patent laws, etceteras. The routines which are rnaintained 

eventually form a technoIogicaI reginie, in the words of Nelson and Winter, or a 

technokgzcaIparadigm, in Dosi's tenninology. (ibid; 137) This concept slightly resembles 

Hughes' technological style, which transforms, gains momentum and sets a trajectory as 

the technological system develops. 

Of key concem for Van den Belt and Rip in their efforts to outline the features 

involved in the continuance of technological systems are the means through which a 

technological system c m  maintain stability in the face of a continual selection 

environment. How do paradigms emerge, they ask. In order to answer this question they 

address the relationship between selection and the technological trajectory through a 

discussion of the concept of the nenrs. The nexus is defined as a 'social institution that 

cames and shapes the interaction between trajectory and selection environment'. 

(ibid; 142) They suggest test departments and application research as examples of a nenrs 

between trajedory and selection environment. The issue here is the achievement of a 

concrete institutionalization, or stabilization of their interaction. The nexus represents a 

niche which provides the technological development or system a protection against too 

harsh a selection. " (ibid; 14 1) 

Van den Belt and Rip's analysis reveals the importance of the whole cultural 

matrix of expectations involved in the mapping of a technological trajectory's stabilization. 



They argue that the cultural mat& or social locus, in this case the patent system, proves 

to be a strategic factor in the emergence of new paradigm. Their concept of the nexus 

isolates a key point of analysis which they believe may tum out to be a useful concept to 

examine the interaction between technological trajectoties and selection environments. 

(ibid;156) Moreover, the concept of the nexus provides this thesis with a means of 

conceptualking the relation between surface interaction and deep structure. 

This description of the collective van den Belt-Rip effon to isolate the key features 

of a technologicai trajectory's stabilization is relevant to this thesis because it 

contextuahes Pinch and Bijker's concepts of selection, variation, and stabilization 

processes. Their method also highlights some of the key features of the Callon-Law Actor 

Network Theory, particularly regarding the seamless web of social relations, and their 

respective positions on the system / environment distinction. The socio-technical systems 

approach should therefore be Mewed by the reader as a precunory vocabulary builder 

offered in preparation for the next section. 

The socio-technical systems appproach of Hughes, van den Belt and Rip offers this 

thesis a useful segue into the next section, as it provides a means of conceptualiting how 

the surface interactional issues conceming technological development can be linked to the 

wider socio-cultural mileau. This is to Say that the systerns approach, while primarily 

surface interactional, does tend towards a deep structural analysis with respect to how 

technological systems entail a whole range of issues beyond the stability of a particular 

artifact in a particular context. Again, this is a different notion of deep structure than 

apparent in earlier chapters, here deep structure is intended to highlight the influence of 

those things which influence technological development, but remain primarily unseen. 

Thus, as a transition from micro to macro forms of analysis, this systems approach 

provides a solid basis with which to address the wider implications of the relationship 

between society and technology. 



This section's analysis of the SCOT method outlined the importance of the 

relevant social group and technological m e  in the development of the bicycle. In the 

context of this thesis, these can be interpreted as examples of psychical media. The SCOT 

method draws attention to the degrees of fieedorn of human agents and social groups, and 

the technological fiame cm thus be likened to McLuhan's perceptual and cognitive biases, 

Lévi-Strauss' structure, and Giddens' stmctural properties. For Pinch and Bijker the 

social group is bound by common reference to the artifact in question, and is in this sense 

that it is understood to be a psychical medium. It has psychicai aspects which are more 

collective than individual, because as the means of communication relevant social groups 

share a common set of information and goals which motivate their action. The 

technological fiame, also a psychical aspect of technological development, exhibits similar 

'structural qualities' which routinize human action. The SCOT method, however, tends to 

emphasize the social aspects at the expense of questionhg the deeper technological or 

mediatory aspects of structured interaction. Pinch and Bijker ilIustrate the selection, 

variation, stabilization stages of technological development as causally related to the 

actions of relevant social groups, enabled and constrained by technological frames. This 

proved to be relevant for enhancing our understanding of the dynamics of surface 

interaction (with respect to its structured nature), yet the importance of said deep 

structural properties remains undertheorized in their approach. 

By contrast, the ANT method sought to abandon the dominant fiarneworks of 

sociology which bias the social, and argued that the social and the technological should be 

analyzed on the same terms. This provided a mode1 which maps the pattern of relations 

between the social and the technological, and enables a means of integrating both deep 

stmctural and surface interactionai aspects of technologicai development. Each node of 

the actor network, they argued, is in tum another actor network and this can be 

interpreted in two ways. First, with respect to surface interaction the actor-network 

deheates the patterns of relations between human and non-human actors. This illustrates 

the unique marriage between society and technology, and it assists the temporal mapping 

of social interactions with respect to the way that both society and technology develop 



Second, with respect to deep structure the actor-network represents a way of 

conceptualizing how surface interaction is always enabled and constrained by the existing 

patterns of relations. The ANT however lacks an ability to account for the complexity of 

these interrelations, and I believe that this limitation is due to the fact that it abandoned the 

system 1 environrnent distinction in its effort to be non-deterministic about the social or the 

technogical. Actor Network Theory lacks the ability to model structurai cornplexity and 

therefore remains primarily flatland in its approach. 

1 argued that the Systems method is best understood an effort to bind local models 

of analysis with the larger socio-cultural milieu. It aiso served this chapter as a critique of 

the two earlier approaches. As indicated, the three phases of SCOT: seiection, variation 

and stabilization, failed to address deeper issues regarding psychicai media; this is perhaps 

a result of constructing a model which cannot adequately deal with complexity. Sirnilarly, 

the ANT, in an effort to gain more insight into the deeper aspects of the pattern of 

relations between the social and the technological, fails to address the distinction between 

actors as distinct fiom the environment in which they operate. The Systems approach, by 

contrast, does address the system 1 environrnent distinction and therefore provides for 

more depth than the SCOT approach and more complexity than the ANT. Further, the 

notions of momentum and trajectory provided a means of understanding societd and 

technological growth, a position superior to the SCOT phase triad and the ANT principles 

of reciprocal diversity and symrnetry. Finaily, the systems method generates questions 

pertaining to the relationship of micro levels of analysis through case studies and the like, 

to macro issues concerning the larger socio-cultural milieu. Our understanding of deep 

structure as its own history, and as concurrent with the history of surface interactions, is 

therefore enhanced through this effort to bind micro and macro levels of anaiysis. 

Each of the three Socio-Technical methods have different conceptions of how to 

mode1 the relationship between the social and the technological. Their specific forms of 

modehg are not mutually exclusive, and indeed they do tend to overlap a great deal. 

However, in each case the model seems more of a supplernent to their respective 



narratives, than a framework which could be operationalized. To be clear, each approach 

uses some type of modeling mechanism, either through description or graphicd 

representation, but generally the models are created &er the fact - which is to say that 

the models were constructed as a way of integrating materid fiom different case studies. 

Overall, 1 suggest that a combination of the SCOT, ANT, and Systems approaches may 

prove beneficiai as they overiap considerably and generally seem to reinforce one 

another's arguments. As a generd approach, Socio-Technical Studies can be considered 

an effort to map the parameters of surface interaction as it pertains to local sets of 

relations that determine technological development, ail of which have been illustrated in 

the context of this thesis to culminate in the systems approach as an effort to connect the 

various local sets of relations into a larger conception of their interrelation. We can 

consider Socio-Technical Studies as a general method for mapping micro-histories of 

mediation, as distinct fiorn the macro-histories of mediation which will be provided in the 

next section through an analysis of Systems Theory. 

C: Social Systems Theory 

Systems Theory remains a dynamic scholastic tradition to this day, with roots 

stretching as far back as the mid-century l8 In this section 1 will briefly highlight the key 

aspects of Systems Theory as a means of mapping the relationship between the 

sociological and the technological with respect to the deep structural aspects of rnediated 

communication. This review and analysis of Systerns Theory will be performed in four 

distinct sections. The first section will address Talcott Parsons' concept of the social 

system as a first-order Systems Theory. The second will introduce the work of Maturana 

and Varela, the two Chilean neurophysiologists who developed the concept of autopoiesis, 

as a means of conceptualizing the shifi from first to second-order Systems Theory. The 

third section will address Niklas ~uhrnann's application of the concept of autopoiesis to 

Parsonian Systems Theory as an example of a second-order Systems Theory. And the 

final section will address Loet Leydesdorff's Scientornetric mode1 which combines the 



work of Parsons, Maturana, and Varela, and operationalires Luhmann's second-order 

approach. 

My goal here will be to expand upon the rudimentary forms of modeling the social- 

technological relationship analyzed in the previous section. Generdly speaking, Systems 

Theory provides a grapbicdy supenor means of modeiing the relationship between the 

social and the technological than Socio-Technical Studies. In this chapter Systems Theory 

will be treaîed as macro approach which could be enhanced through an integration of the 

micro approach outlined in the previous section. By the sarne token, Systems Theory 

presents a means of applying said micro theones to the larger socio-cultural milieu; thus, 

these two disciplines could enhance each other. As indicated earlier, the relationship 

between Socio-Technical Studies as a primarily surface interactional approach which tends 

towards deep structure, and Social Systems Theory as an approach to modeling deep 

structure which addresses the notion of surface interaction, will be addressed and 

contextualized in the summary section. 

i) Systems Theory via Parsons 

The traditional Systems Theory of Talcott Parsons is best perceived as a variety of 

Functionalist Sociology directly influenced by the theories of Emile Durkheim. Parsons' 

key concern was to determine how social order is possible through an analysis of 

individual versus social functions. He was able to formulate a general theory which 

bypasses the either / or dilemrna between the individual and the social - he developed a 

theory of action which incorporated both. Social systems are described as constituents of 

the more general system of action; the other prirnary constituents being cultural systems, 

personality systems, and behaviorai systems. Al1 four constituents are abstractly defined 

as subsystems relative to surface, or social interaction. 



Parsons treats the three subsystems of actions other than the social system as 

elements of its environment. (1971;4) The distinctions among the four subsystems of 

action are fiinctional; they're discussed in terms of the four primary fùnctions which we 

impute to al1 systems of action, namely: puttern-maintenance, integrution, goal 

attainment and adaptation. (ibid;S) Pattern maintenance is a function attributed to the 

cultural system, goal attainrnent to the personality of the individual, adaptation to the 

behavior of the organism, and finally the primacy of the integrative fùnction to the Ievel of 

the social system as a whole. Parsons' action system, therefore, has four subsystems: 

social, cultural, personal, and behavioral. The social perfonns the primary fiinction of 

integrating the cultural, personai, and behavioral sub-subsystems which it has as its 

environment. Here we see the roots of the environment 1 system distinction rnentioned in 

the last section, which is so integral to systems theory itself 

Parsons' concept of action is broken down into necessaxy components, which he 

then constmes as a system. He relates the concept of action to problems of stability that 

arise with respect to the differences between the systern and its environment. Societies, he 

argues, are characterïzed by extreme stability and equilibrium; society is seen as a deep 

structural boundary-maintaining system that is able to perpetuate stable equilibrium 

through social interaction. But the primary function of the social system: integration, also 

assumes that change anywhere in the system is anticipated to have unanticipatable 

repercussions throughout it. What Parsons has accomplished through this distinction 

between the four components of action as a system, is a breakdown of the components 

into subsystems, as each other's environment, which then require a linking mechanism to 

reconstitute the unity of action as the means of stabilizing the social system. 

Parsons introduces the concept of seleciion as the aspect of human social 

interaction which acts as the linking mechanism. The needed linkage is insured by a 

selective factor that excludes both arbitrary and mechanicd stimulus-response reactions. 

This factor Parsons called a 'normative orientation'. (1949;44) This can be understood 

only if one realizes that Parsons' considered action as a relation, not as an event. The 



concept of action is meant to descnie the relation between actor and situation, and 

between actor and object. Parsons was concemed with the nature of social action as it 

pertains to the distinction between system and environment, and between subsystems 

themselves as each other's environment. He describes this in tenns of a double 

contingency of social interaction in which 'each actor is both acting agent and object both 

to himself and to others', and 'as acting agent, he orients to himself and to others and, as 

object, has meaning to himself and to others'. (1968;436) In this sense the individual is 

perceived as a personality subsystem that operates in juxtaposition to other individuais' 

subsystems. Individuals exchange information which could be, for exarnple, aspects of 

society's cultural norms; these norms operate as a subsystem of action thernselves, and act 

as the environment to the personality subsy~tems.'~ So, the personality system of the 

individual can be understood as an object to the behavioral organism, the cultural system 

can be perceived as an object to the personality system, and so on. 

While society in Parson's view is composed of subsystems which exist as objects, 

or environments, to each other, they are ultimately integrated via human communication. 

This is perhaps best explained through Parsons' use of the theory of interpenetration 

which serves to link the various subsystems. 

in analyzing the interrelations among the four subsysterns of action -- and 
between these systems and the environments of action -- it is essential to 
keep in rnind the phenomenon of interpenetration. Perhaps the best known 
case of interpenetration is the internaiizatim of social objects and cultural 
noms into the personality of the individual. Learned content of 
experience, organized and stored in the rnemory apparatus of the organism, 
is another example, as it is the instiiutzonalization of normative 
components of cuItural system as constitutive structures of social 
systems.(197 1;6) 

The phenomenon of interpenetration through processes of intemalization and 

institutionalization is the means whereby the linking of the various subsystems is achieved. 

The linking of subsystems through human social action (as a relation, not an event) serves 



to integrate the social system as a whole. This very concept is precisely what informed 

Giddens' concept of system integration through social interaction. 

For our purposes, we can understand Parsons' theory of action as a way of 

modeling social communication. He describes social action as the means through which 

the social system is stabilized, and through selective processes - normative orientation -- 
individuais collectively constitute society. However, as indicated, this theory of action 

lacks an adequate account of how normative orientation actually operates as an agent of 

change. Parsons provides a strong argument for how the social system operates on the 

levei of subsystem integration via interpenetration, but the theory lacks a description of 

how change 'happens'. In other words, Parsons' action system is descnbed as an entity 

which entails a deep struc'ture of interrelations at the level of subsystems (personality, 

cultural, behavioral), and his approach also attends to the notion of surface interaction 

through his theory of interpenetration. Nonetheless, he fails to provide a means of 

measuring and understanding changes in the social system itsell; fiom both a micro and a 

macro stance. Maturana and Vareia's concept of autopoiesis introduces a new way of 

conceptualizing Parsons' theory of the social system in terms of both deep structure and 

surface interaction. 

ii) Maturana and Varda's Concept o f  Autopoiesis 

The shift tiom first-order Systems Theory (via Parsons), to second-order Systems 

Theory, has to do with the problem of accounting for change in social systems. To 

illustrate this 1 will employ the Shannon (1948) model of information theory as it provides 

a means of describing the shifi from first to second-order systems theory. Similar to 

Parsons' theory of action, the Shannon model operates in a linear fashion. Parsons' 

conceived human social interaction as a functional necessity; normative orientation and 

interpenetration seem to operate in a very cause / effect fashion, and in this sense reflect 

the linearity of the Shannon model. 



We can see that this mode1 of information exchange is a straight-fonvard input / output 

model. There is an implicit assumption made here, and it is precisely that the inputted 

message is identical to the subsequent output; this simply does not account for how 

information transmission itself influences the nature of future communications. This is 

precisely why Maturana and Varela's concept is arguably so important for communication 

theory, because it offers a means of understandimg how communication itself affects other 

communications, and therefore alters the social system writ large. 

input 4 

Maturana's expenmental work in neurophysiology and perception in the 1960's 

led him to question basic theories of information and cognition. Later, with the help of 

Varela, he was able to develop and expand his theory beyond the field of cognition; most 

particularty into the fields of philosophy, communications and social theory. It should be 

noted, however, that neither Maturana nor Varela ever claimed that social institutions are 

autopoietic. The concept of autopoiesis was clearly a development to explain the 

parameters of physical, living systems, but as the theory developed it becarne relevant for 

theories regarding the organization of the social system. 

The key tenns which c m  be used to operationalize an inquiry into the autopoiesis 

of social systems are organizution, structure, structural detemination, stmctural 

coupling, and operationai closirre. Briefly stated, a system's organization is understood 

as its set of defining relationships. Structure, by contrast, represents the particular aspects 

of a system's individual realization. Structural detemination indicates that the course of 

change for a system is determined by its structure, rather than its environment. And 

strucfurd coupling represents ongoing engagement between systems. Recalling Parsons, 

structure can be understood in tenns of an organization's personality system, and 

structural coupling can be understood in terms of interpenetration. Finally, the concept of 

Fixed Communication Channel + output 



operational closure can be understood as a sysîem's stabilization, however temporary, 

and as sirnilar to the rhetorical closure outlined in the last section. Simply stated, systems 

are understood to tend towards openness; human sociai interaction is the binding factor 

and it therefore reintegrates the social systermzO Operational closure should therefore be 

understood as a product of human surface interaction. What this review of concepts is 

intended to achieve is to indicate the ways that Parsons' 6rst-order systems theory 

approach can be enhanced by Maturana and Varela's concept of autopoiesis. We can see 

that the first-order isolated the import-ce of defining a system's subsystems and their 

interrelation - but as indicated, it fails to account for change. Autopoiesis incorporates 

the notion of closure as a dynamic mechanism whereby change is irnputed into the social 

system. This approach provides the concepts of organization, structure, structural 

coupling, structural detemination, and especially operational closure as a way of 

distinguishing between subsystems, and as a means of addressing tirne and change as 

elements which are integral to a system's operation. 

The relationship between first and second-order Systems Theory can easily be 

illustrated with respect to the Shannon model. Recall that the Shannon mode1 is limited in 

the respect that it does not account for how communication itself will alter tùture 

communications. The key concept missing here is feedback, or closure. This adaptation 

of the Shannon model illustrates the recursivity of autopoiesis as it pertains to 

communication. 2' 

output or 
observable 
effects 

- 
input or 
disturbances Evolving communication 

1 - 



With this reworking of the Shannon model, it becomes clear how the concept of 

autopoiesis can be employed by Systems Theory. The system's input operates as a 

disturbance to its structure, and its output is both an observable effect and the determining 

factor of change; the output exists as a potential disturbance to the social systern. This 

can be likened to Innis' concern that the media biases of clay or papyrus represent inherent 

instabilities which must be baIanced if an empire is to maintain continuity. Likewise, the 

system's output represents an inherent instability, one which must be stabilized in the next 

round of communication. Thus, the layering of the Shannon mode1 indicates a change 

over time due to communication itself; as information is comrnunicated it feeds back into 

the system and therefore alters its (deep) structure. 

This can be understood with respect to the relationship between people through 

media. Mediated communication can be conceptualized as a structural coupling between 

the social system and the individual. Communication requires media, and through the use 

of media, people are structurally coupled with the social system -- which is to say, that the 

act of communicating itself ahers the structure of the social system and therefore has a 

determinate effect upon fbture communications. This is an example of how the theory of 

autopoiesis can be applied to systems that are not biological. Although society is 

ultimately a product of human interaction, it is not organized as a biological system. The 

following section will examine Niklas Luhrnann's Social Systems Theory as an application 

of the theory of autopoiesis. 

iii) Luhmann's Application of Autopoiesis 

We can understand Luhrnann's main project as an effort to expand Parsons' 

fbnctionalist concept of the social system using the concept of autopoiesis. L u ~ ~ ~ M ' s  

neo-fùnctionalist approach provides this thesis with a perspective which can potentially 

enhance our understanding of how the micro (surface interaction or social 

comrnu~cation), and the macro (deep structure or social system) interact dialecticaliy. In 



this sense it is quite similar to Giddens' effort to bind the micro and macro through the 

duality of structure. 

This section wilI 

First, 1 will describe his 

will introduce the micro 

address three key features of Luhmann's Social Systems theory. 

view of the current conceptual shiA within sociology; second, 1 

aspects of his approach through an examination of his theory of 

social communication; and third, 1 will outline the macro aspects of his theory through an 

examination of the three historical stages of system differentiation, as a example of deep 

stnicture. 

Unlike Parsons, Luhmann conceptualizes society as composed of interactions, or 

communications, not individual actions or persons. In this sense the social system is not 

understood as a biological entity; it may require human social interaction for its operation, 

but it is not inherently organic. Luhmann's concern is to shifi focus from the number of 

agents communicating to the complexity of communications among agents, this is because 

action systems imply the relations between people, not individual people per se. "The 

system of society consists of communications. There are no other elements, no further 

substance but communications. The society is not built out of human bodies and minds. It 

is simply a network of communication." (1990; 100) The following diagram should assist 

the reader in conceptualking Luhmann's unique approach." 

S ystem m 
\ 6 J 

Environment 

The reader will recall the adapted version of Shannon's information theory mode1 -- if it is 

perceived as representative of the social system instead of individual communications, we 

can get a better sense of Luhmann's project. Luhrnann argues that people are the system's 



environrnent; they carry out interactions that are perceived as disturbances to the overall 

system. This represents an inversion of Parsons' approach. Parsons was concerned with 

how individual communications integrated the subsystems (social, cultural, personal, and 

behavioral) through interpenetration as  individual action. Luhmann, by contrat, 

endeavors to remove individual action fiom the analytical arena in favor of a view which 

addresses social interaction itself as the integrative factor. Luhmann employs this 

distinction between system and environment for developing a theory of system 

differentiation (a structurai technique) that cm be applied to society; it is an application of 

the concept of autopoiesis. 

Luhmann's theoretical position rests upon the concept of system differentiation as 

a replication, within a system, of the ditFerence between a system and its environment. In 

this sense it is autopoietic: it is understood as a reflexive and recursive form of system 

building. For Luhmann, the social system is a complex layering of system / environrnent 

relations which are hierarchically organized within its overall organization. Like Parsons, 

Luhrnann perceives the social system as a complicated set of relations between subsystems 

as each other's environrnent. The integration of these subsystems is a requirernent for the 

maintenance of the social system, and it is performed through the structural coupling of 

subsysterns. When subsystems are stmcturally coupled, operationd closure is achieved 

and the social system is restabilized. Operational closure is very important to Luhmann's 

concept of system differentiation, particularly in terms of how the social system is 

perceived to be autopoietic, that is, how it evolves through seif-reference, is managed and 

controlled by parts of the same system, Le.: by itself Operational closure can therefore be 

understood as system reintegration, and Luhmann's use of the concept to explain the 

social as autopoietic entails both micro and macro aspects. 

This position represents a radical shifi in sociotogical theory; instead of focusing 

upon individual actions like Parsons, Luhrnann is concerned only with the collection of 

interactions. The micro aspects of Luhmann's approach are relatively straightforward. 



He argues that social systerns use human communication as their particular mode of 

autopoietic reproduction: 

Their elements are communications that are recursively produced and 
reproduced by a network of communications and that cannot exist outside 
of such a network. Communications are not 'living' units, they are not 
'conscious' units, they are not 'actions'. Their unity requires a synthesis of 
three selections, namely information, utterance, and understanding 
(including misunderstanding). (ibid;3) 

Human communication is perceived as the very means whereby the social system 

recursively produces and reproduces itself Like Parsons, Luhrnann perceives human 

action as responsible for the integration of subsystems, but communications (as 

interactions) are the elements which make up the social system. Collectively, human 

individuals act upon the world, and in so doing are the means whereby selection occurs, 

how disthbance enters the system, and the way that the social systern itself is reintegrated. 

This fonn of autopoietic reproduction also operates on the level of surface interaction, 

through the utterance of the human individual . As Luhmann States: 

In social systerns, i.e., communicative systems, the elementary operation of 
communication cornes about by an 'understanding' of the distinction of 
'information' and 'utterance'. Information can refer to the environment of 
the systern. The utterance, attributed to an agent as action, is responsible 
for the autopoietic generation of the system itself In this way information 
and utterance are forced to cooperate, are forced into unity. The emergent 
level of corrununication presupposes this synthesis. Without the basic 
distinction of information and utterance as different kinds of selection, the 
understanding would not be an aspect of communication, it would be a 
simple perception. (ibid; 12) 

Luhmann's connection of information and utterance via human action is similar to 

Parsons' example of interpenetration between personality, behavioral and culturai 

subsystems. In both cases it represents a means of conceptualizing how the social system 

operates through human communication. But, again, the key difference between these 

two approaches is that Parsons looked to social action, and Luhmann Iooked to social 



interaction. Through the synthesis of information, utterance and understanding, Luhmann 

argues, the system is 'forced into looking for possibilities for mediating closure and 

openness', because 'communication is an evolutionary potential for building up systems 

that are able to maintain closure under the condition of openness'. (ibid; 12-3) 

On the level of everyday surface interaction, operational closure represents a 

linkage of subsystems due to the exchange of information between individuais. Luhrnann 

also describes the phenornenon of operational closure in a macro sense, one which wifl be 

employed here as an example of a deep structurai approach. Operational closure cari be 

considered the desired state of a systern's organization for human actors, yet the systern 

itself operates in a continual state of '~penness ' .~~  

The foIlowing discussion of luhmann's macro perspective of the social system will 

help dari@ this issue. As indicated, Luhmann's concept of the social system relies on the 

pnnciple of system differentiation: he believes that the evolution or modernization of 

society is a process of increasing system differentiation and pluralization. He argues that 

'[slystem differentiation, in fact, is a structural technique for solving the temporal 

problems of complex (i.e. time consuming) systems situated in complex environments'. 

(1 982;229) 

Luhmann uses the system / environment distinction to develop the theory of 

system differentiation. System differentiation, as previously mentioned, is a replication, 

within a system, of the diflerence between a system and i fs  environment. It is a reflexive 

and recursive form of system building which continually repeats the same mechanism. 

using it to amplifi its own results. Luhmann States: '[iln differentiated systems, as a 

result, we find two kinds of environments: the extemal environment cornrnon to al1 

subsystems and a separate intemal environment for each subsystem'. (1982;231) 

Luhmann's system differentiation can be considered a layenng of subsystems under the 

umbreiia of the social system. This process of recursive system building, as an application 

of autopoiesis to social systems theory, is perceived as both an enlargement and reduction 



of compie~ity.~~ It is crucial at this point that the reader understand that Luhmann 

perceives the replication of system I environment distinctions as indicative of an increasing 

complexification through enhanced selectivity, and that this is simultaneously a reduction 

of complexity through a division of the complexity throughout the subsystems. 

The fbnction of system differentiation can be described as rhe enhancement 
of selectivity, that is, the increase in available possibilities for variation or 
choice. (...) The principle function of the ail-encompassing system of 
society, therefore, is simultaneously to enlarge and reduce (Le., to provide 
a pre-pattemed and orderly access to) the complexity of external and 
intemal environments so that smaller systems will find enough substructure 
to support their higher selectivity or increased fieedoms. This process 
continues at the level of subsystems. The same mechanism is repeated, and 
it creates highly specialized organirations and forms of interaction. 
(ibid;23 1-2) 

The process of system differentiation indicates an enlargement of complexity due to an 

increasing amount of system / environment distinctions, and it simultaneously indicates a 

reduction of complexity through the distribution of the systern's necessary fùnctions 

amongst its subsystems. Luhmann' s theory of system differentiation ultimately suggests 

that the increasing complexity of society is balanced through the creation of highly 

specialized subsystems. 

Luhmam's concept of systern differentiation entails three distinc? stages; they are: 

Segmentation, Strat~Jcatzon, and Funciional Drfjerentzatzon. As a structural technique, 

system differentiation can generally be understood as an heuristic device to determine the 

various processes involved in the development of the social  stem.^ The social system is 

an amalgarnation of various eiements, relations and events throughout time. Our current 

stage, Luhmam seems to argue, can only be understood by heuristically mapping the past 

stages of social system development. In this sense Luhann's Systems Theory is sirnilar 

to Medium Theory; they both redire that the current state of Our relationship with 

technology can only be grasped through an inquiry into the parameters of past 

relationships with technoiogy. 



The first stage in the rnulti-stage process of system dserentiation is segmentation. 

Segmentation is meant to describe the differentiation of society into epaZ subsystems. 

Equality, for Luhrnann, refers to principles of seif-selective system formation -- the 

exarnples he uses are blood-line descent groups, or residence in archaic societies. The 

differentiation, therefore, between two tribes in the pre-modern era has more to do with 

where you live (residence), and what tribe you were born into (blood-line) than as a resuit 

of tmly unequal social conditions. Luhmann explains that inequality in this first stage is 

only a result of environmental conditions; it does not have a systematic fùnction, but is 

necessary for the evolutionary differentiation of societies. (1982;233) Segmented 

subsystems are basically equal in the sense that tribes (for example) have sirnilar structural 

characteristics and that there is not yet any form of institutionalized structure, nor any 

question of restricted access to information. 

The second stage, snûtification, differentiates society into unequal subsystems. 

For this stage of differentiation to occur between subsystems, an unequal distribution of 

wealth and power is required; Luhmann specifies this as an 'unequal distribution of 

communication chances'. (ibid;234) He argues that stratification 'aligns the asymmetry of 

the system / environment with that of equality / inequaiity'. (ibid) Equaiity is perceived as 

a norm regulating internal communication, and inequality as a norm regulating 

communication with the environment -- in this case equality refers to a subsystem's own 

internal regulation of communication, and inequality refers to the relationship between 

subsystems. In a word, subsystems act as each other's environrnents, and these 

relationships foster inequality in terrns of access to information. 

Stratification was initially a result of growth in a society's size and 
complexity -- under expanding conditions that excluded face-to-face or 
personai interaction between al1 mernbers of society, social communication 
required 'selective intensifiers'. The premise of in-group equality, at thjs 
stage, facilitated access to a delirnited set of partners. (...) The evolution 
of stratification required an accidental and extrafiinctionai rise in the 
unequal distribution of wealth. It was also accompanied by some kind of 
symbolic discrimination of the social prestige of persons or clans. In 



segmentary societies, these were 'preadaptive advances'. Only at a Iater 
stage of evolution did stratification perform its own specific function of 
integrating societies by fostering communication arnong members of the 
upper dass. (ibid;234) 

Segmented societies were differentiated into equal subsystems; inequality was not 

fùnctional, it was due only to environmental conditions - Iiterally the environment of 

harsh living conditions such as seasonal extremes (hot, cold), the dynamics of day, night 

(light, dark), and floods, hurricanes, etceteras. Stratified societies, by contrast, are 

characterized by unequal subsysterns in which role differentiation performs a fùnctiond 

r ~ l e . ' ~  The distinction between peasants, clergy, and nobility is a salient example. 

Between each of these as subsystems there is an unequal distribution of communication 

chances due to forms of symbolic discrimination. For Luhmann this indicates a structural 

problem. 

The structural problem of stratified societies is that the identification of 
subsysterns requires a hierarchical definition of their environment in terms 
of rank order or epal i@ / inequality. ( 1 982;23 5 )  

The distinction between the system and the environrnent for stratified societies is therefore 

more complex than it was for segmented societies. In stratified societies the environment 

iricludes both harsh living conditions and other subsystems. In the latter case the 

subsystems (as each other's environment) are necessarily in conflict. The peasant, clergy, 

and nobility subsystems are defined by different communication chances, and this is due 

prirnarily to an unequai distribution of information. Subsystems are by nature conflicting 

entities which maintain their identities and their boundaries through 'defining the character 

of other subsystems'." This poses a structural problem for Luhmann because the 

expanded system / environrnent distinction due to stratiform differentiation limits the 

complexity of 

Luhmann's third stage in the evolutionary process of system differentiation is 

junctional d~flerentiation. He characterizes this stage as an organization of 



communication processes around special fùnctions to be fiüilled at the level of society. It 

c m  be considered the complexification of society resulting fiom the limitations imposed 

upon the social system due to stratiform differentiation. He argues that: '[slince al1 

necessary functions have to be filfilled and are interdependent, society cannot concede 

absolute primacy to any one of them'. Therefore the social system has to use a 'second 

level of subsystem to institute a primacy of specific fûnctions lirnited to a special set of 

system / environment reIationsl. (1982;236) Functional differentiation is characterized by 

the formation of a secondary level of subsystems to perforrn the fûnctional requirements of 

society. 

Examples of second-order subsystems range fiom politics, econornics, law, 

through to science, education, and even religion. These subsystems once again shift the 

distribution of equaiity and inequality. Luhmann articulates this point in terrns of 

fbnctional necessities. "Functions have to be unequal, but the access to functions has to 

be equal, that is, independent of any relation to other functions. The knctional 

subsystems, in other words, have to be unequal, but their associated environments have to 

be treated as environments of equals." (1982;236) The second-order subsystems are thus 

'shared' environments for the first-order subsystems in order for them to collectively 

perform fùnctional necessities, As Luhmann States: '[a] functionally differentiated society, 

as a resuIt d l  become, or will have to pretend to be, a society of equals insofar as it is the 

aggregaie set of environments for zts functional subsystems' . ( 1 98S;23 6-7) Functi onal 

necessity, for Luhmann, is something which is articulated at the level of the social system 

itself The social system procures secondary subsystems in order to carry out specific 

fùnctions, and this permits the further complexification at the level of first-order 

subsystems. Luhmann is explicit about this: 

The argument is that a general pattern emerges at the level of subsystems 
when fbnctional differentiation becomes the primary form of social 
differentiation. Functional differentiation requires displacement of 
problems fiorn the levei of society to the level of subsystems. (...) This 
displacement integrates each specific fùnction into a new set of system / 



environment references and produces types of problerns that would not, 
and could not arise at the level of the encompassing system. (1 982;241) 

Heightened complexity, then, is due to the increase in system / environment relations via 

functionai differentiation; but this process is both simplifjmg and cornplexifjing 

Functional differentiation htroduces new system I environment distinctions which permit 

an enhanced capacity for societal evolution through internai simplification.29 

For Luhrnann, the structural complexity of fiinctionally differentiated societies is 

only comprehensible through models that take into account severd system / environrnent 

references at once. He argues that when subsystems have been reduced to perform a 

certain function, they become more autonomous; they have an increased autonomy over 

other subsystems because they can now 'gear its selective operations toward three distinct 

system references' . They are: first, toward the 'system of society in terms of itsfinction', 

second, 'toward other mbsystems within society's intemal environrnent in terms of inpul 

ond ouput perjiormmces', and third, 'toward i~seIf in terms of self-re~ection'.~~ 

(1982;238) This level of increased autonomy, for Luhmann, is where the concept of 

autopoiesis is most applicable - at the level of subsystem integration. This is achieved 

through an enhanced selectivity due to functional differentiation. Luhmam States that 

'functional differentiation requires sufficient capacity at the level of subsystems to 

differentiate and reintegrate function, performance, and self-reflection'. He argues that 

this is the only way that subsystems can attain 'operative autonomy as systerns-in-their- 

environment'. (1982;239) This is his application of the concept of autopoiesis. 

Luhmann's system differentiation can be interpreted with respect to deep structure. 

As a deep structure it represents a series of stages in which human social interaction was 

the conduit for system evolution. Like the deep structure of Medium Theory (the stages 

of mediation), system diflerentiation can be perceived as both a history of deep structure. 

and a history of surface interactions. But there is at least one significant difference. 

Surface interaction in the history of mediation was revealed as the human activity which is 

the means of transformation. Here too, surface interaction is characterized by human 



communication, but Luhmann's third stage of system differentiation suggests a 

characteristicdly different type of surface interaction. Luhmann argues that while human 

communication is the means whereby the system is reintegrated in the face of 'openness', 

with functional differentiation there is autonomy on the level of subsystems as well as in 

human agents, and both provide the social system with its environment. Thus, surface 

interaction which has until now been considered pnmariiy a human dynamic, is 

characterized by Luhmann in terms of the ability of the subsystems themselves to 

autopoietically perform fùnctional operations. Thus, surface interaction in this case also 

refers to the ability of subsystems to operate autonomously. The interaction between 

individuais is the means whereby the social system is operationally closed. But at the 

point at which society fùnctionally differentiates, a new level of subsystern occurs, one 

whose operation could be considered autopoietic because of a subsequent ability to gear 

its selective operations toward three distinct system references for operational closure. 

For Luhmann, both hurnan communication and autonomous fùnctional subsystems operate 

autopoieticdy as the integrative function of society, through reference to the social 

system, other subsystems, and to themselves. 

GeneraIly we can consider Luhmann's approach as an effort to reveal that society 

has becorne so complex through system differentiation that, at best, we can model the 

social as what we fhink we perceive. Our models cannot be static, they continually need 

updates. This type of heuristic modeling is characteristically different than the Socio- 

Technical approaches. Here, the social system is understood to continually be in flux and 

tending towards 'openness'; thus, any model that we create must necessady change. 

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of this new approach to modeiing is the conception 

that social systems operate on a level of openness, one which is continuously being 

operationaily closed through human interaction, and through the structural coupling 01 

îunctiond subsystems. In a word, social systems demand continual reintegration, and ou1 

rnodels of society should be able to outline this degree of complexi~. As a temporal 

construct, Luhmann's theory is more dynamic than the Socio-Technical approaches 

highlighted in the last section, as it tends to highlight the evolutionary aspects of mediated 



communication in terms of potential trends for the future.31 The stages of system 

dierentiation indicate different dynamics of surface interaction at each level; thus, 

interactions between people, and between functionally dzerentiated subsystems, can be 

mapped dong the time axis. 

Luhrnann's approach to modeling the social system provides a macro view which 

the Socio-Technical approaches were not capable of rwealing because they tend to 

concern themselves with specific foms of technological development. Luhmann's project 

offers a mapping of system differentiation as a temporal model; it reveals how society 

reached different stages due to complexifjing system 1 environment associations. 

However, Luhmann does not operationalize his approach; his work lacks an adequate 

graphical representation of system differentiation. His writing provides a way of 

conceptualizing the operation of the social system, writ large, but with respect to mapping 

the relationship between specifically functionally differentiated subsystems, his approach 

stops short. L~hmi3~ 'S  theory of system differentiation provides his reader with a means 

of conceptualizing the stages that society has gone through, but it does not provide a 

means of understanding how functionaliy differentiated subsystems can re-integrate. The 

last theorist to be covered in this chapter is Loet Leydesdorff; he adapts Luhmann's 

model, adds another integrative level, graphically represents it, and finally operationalizes 

it. 

iv) LeydesdorlT's Scientometric Mode1 

Loet Leydesdofls Scientometrics is first and foremost an adaptation of 

Luhmann's theory of system differentiation. He argues that system differentiation cm be 

employed to compare other sociological approaches to describing the social as a system. 

Leydesdorffs Scientometric model provides this thesis with and outline of the striking 

similarities between Giddens' approach and Luhmann's. In the context of this section, we 

can understand Leydesdofls project as sirnilar to Luhrnann's in the sense that h e  is also 



concerned with evolutionary systems, uniike Parsons, whose vision entaileci relatively 

fixed systems. 

This section will address LeydesdorfFs Scientometric modeling in three distinct 

subsections. First, the Shannon model, and the adaptation of it in light of the concept of 

autopoiesis, will be revisited to contextualite Leydesdorffs project. Second, I will 

analyze Leydesdofls operationalization of Luhrnann's theory of system differentiation in 

tems of the Scientometric model. And third, this section will address Leydesdorff's triple 

helu rnodel as a means of conceptualizing the integration of fùnctiondy differentiated 

subsystems as surface interaction. The surnrnary section at the end of the chapter will 

address both the implications of modeling societal evolution, and the issue of rnodeling 

itself as a means of social theoriung. 

The reader will recall the Shannon model of information transmission. It was 

argued that the model is limited in that it is linear and does not address how 

communication affects hture communications. I will add to this Iist of limitations that it 

negates the issue of how communications are distributed. Now, recall the adapted 

Shannon model which does in fact account for communication output as a future 

disturbance tu the network of cornrnunications. 

Leydesdofluses the Shannon mode1 and its adapted version in order to illustrate a 

number of key points. First, in ternis of input and output, the information sent (input) 

should be considered a selection, but the receiving end (output) also selects what 

information is meaningful, and is therefore relevant to future communications because it 

re-organizes information in tems of meaning and dist~ibution.~' The second key point 

that Leydesdo~outlines is that the adapted model of information theory provides a means 

of conceptualking the entropic distribution of information. As a model of the concept of 

autopoiesis, the adapted Shannon model reveals how the social system tends to re- 

organize itself in tems of its intemal distribution of society's fùn~t ions .~~ By extension, 

Leydesdorff argues that this distribution can be modeled as communications through 



operationalizing Lu hrnann' s concept of system differentiation. He i s motivated by the fact 

that Luhmann's second-order theory of social communications is lacking formalization 

into second-order Systems Theory. 

Leydesdorff argues that both Giddens' and Luhmann's respective projects seek to 

reveal vimial systems. Giddens' 'duality of structure' remains virtual for dl actors 

involved, and his description of unintended consequences and unacknowledged conditions 

of action as pervasive in social relations indicates an unconscious network or system 

operating beyond individual comprehension. Similady, Leydesdorff illustrates that 

Luhrnann's proposal to conceptualize the social system as a network of communications 

which can becorne self-organizing - in anaiogy to a neural network - is also indicative of 

a vimial system operating beyond any individual action.34 (1996~; 1) Both projects reveal 

virtud systems, and for Leydesdoa this is a limitation that can be partially surpassed 

through operationalizing these vimial systerns into transitional models. 

Leydesdorff describes virtual systems in terms of the biologicai metaphon: 

genotype and phenotype. Genotype refers to the group of organisms under study (i.e.: 

humans), and phenotype refers to the observable phenornena of their interactions as 

representative of the social system. Generally we can consider the Socio-Technical 

approaches outlined earlier as genotypical, and Systems Theory as phenotypical. 

Recalling Giddens, Leydesdofl argues that 'unintended consequences are phenotypical 

outcomes of action, while the specifications themselves remain genotypical'. (ibid; 14) 

Similarly, Luhmam's concept of human interaction as a communication network is a 

phenotypical approach, because it is not concemed with human action, rather, the 

communication network is a product of human interaction. For Leydesdorff, these 

approaches to understanding the social system phenotypically provide a means of 

heuristicaily mapping Our relationship with technology. Genotypical approaches are 

therefore considerably different than phenotypical approaches; phenotypical approaches 

are considered a supenor rneans of mapping this relationship as they acknowledge that 

rnodels cm only be understood as instantiations, and moreover, that models can account 



for more complexity than t h e ~ r ~ . ' ~  Another example will be usehl for the reader to be 

entirely clear on this point. Recalling the Shannon model once again, Leydesdorff argues 

that genotypical approaches tend to concern the input of information, wherez 

phenotypicai approaches tend to focus upon the output. As previously illustrated, output 

as reception of information should be considered as more important to the social system. 

because output itself is fed back into the system and therefore alters its structure. Thc 

selection of information (what the agent selects as meaningfiil in terms of an utterance: 

feeds back into the social system and regenerates it. Therefore, models which account foi 

the phenotypical (output) behavior of the social system prove to be more adequate thai 

genotypical (input) approaches, given the dynamics of autopoiesis. 

The goal of Leydesdorffs project is to review Luhmann's model of systerr 

differentiation, and to outline an ernergent fourth stage in the evolution of society 

Luhrnann left off with hnctionaily differentiated subsystems, and Leydesdorff provide! 

another stage which addresses the possible re-integration of tunctionally differentiatec 

subsystems. The model that LeydesdorE outlines will be exarnined in the same style ir 

which 1 reviewed Luhrnann's stages. The evolution of communication systems, as i 

process of system differentiation, will be described in terms of geometrical metaphors. 1 

will prove beneficial to the reader to interpret the following analysis in terrns of i 

geometrical grid, with the x and y axes as two dimensions, and the z axis as the thirt 

dimension, tirne. This will become clear as we progress through the stages. The followinl 

examination and illustration of Leydesdofls operationalization of Luhmann's systen 

differentiation can be understood as the plotting of actors and communications as row an( 

colurnn vectors of a matrix; this matrix is conceived as a three dimensional model in whicl 

time is just another dimension of the cornplex system. In a word: 

If one represents cornmunicating actors as the row vectors of a matrix, 
communication finds its origin in the CO-occurrence of these vectors dong 
the column dimension. If originally the rows are just stacked upon one 
another, the result is a segrnented communication system. If the 
communications are ranked in the vertical dimension, one gets a stratified 



communication system, and grouping of the rows leads to a differentiated 
communication system. (ibid;4) 

Thus, the conditions for stabiiiition of higher-order systems are specifiable in terms of 

stages: segmentation, stratification, differentiation, and translation; and these can be 

distinguished in terms of 'developmental stages of increasingly complex networks'. 

(ibid;l) Moreover, these conditions for stabilization can be understood in terms of the 

operations that segmented, stratified, tùnctionally dserentiated, and translation stages 

perform; they are variation, selection, stabilization and self-organization, r e~~ec t i ve l~ . ' ~  1 

d l  now discuss each of these stages in tum. 

Like Luhrnann, LeydesdorfY characterizes segmentation in terms of equal 

subsystems such as kinship groups and lineage to comrnon ancestors, but he extends the 

notion to incorporate a particular form of media which segmented societies use as their 

dominant fonn of communication: specifically, orality. As the first and o d y  one 

dimension, segmentation can only be rudimentarily mapped on geometricai grid as the x 

axis. Here comrnunicating actors are placed as the row vectors of a rnatrix: 'if onginally 

the rows are just stacked upon each other, the result is a segmented communication 

system.' (ibid;4) The segmented subsystems are expected to variate fiom each other, but 

rernain more or less equal. We cm see this as stacked subsystems; with kl, kZ. and k3 as 

three distinct yet equal kinship groups, for example. 

This mapping becornes more conceptually dynamic with the.addition of the y axis, or 

stratiform differentiation. Leydesdofl describes stratification in terms of unequal 

subsystems in which high culture and syrnbolic discrimination play a fùnctional role. In 

juxtaposition to segmentation as a plotting of human agency, stratification plots 

communications which can be understood as the column vectors of the rnatrix. For 

example, cl, c2, and c3 can be viewed as the means of communication between agents: 



Here too, Leydesdoflassociates this stage with a medium of communication, in this case 

literacy is the predorninant form of interaction which integrates the unequal subsystems. 

In terms of mapping, then, Leydesdoflargues that '[c]omrnunication finds its origin in the 

CO-occurrence of these vectors along the column dimension', and thus, '[i]f the 

communications are ranked in the vertical dimension, one gets a stratified communication 

system'. (ibid) This cm be graphicdly represented in terms of x and y axis correlation 

along the z axis." Again, the rows represent communicating agents, the columns 

represent the rneans of communication, and communication itself as a phenornenon that 

cm be measured, finds its origin in their CO-occurrence along the time dimension. 

We can see here that Leydesdorff is plotting the elements of a communications network 

(in Luhann's sense of the tem)  into a three dimensional matrix. Selection is the key 

operation here; recall that segmented communication operates in terrns of variation, and 

with the nse of symbolic discrimination with stratifonn differentiation, selection becomes 

the key element of the syst ems operation: which means of communzcatzon are selecied by 



the communicating agenis? This is represented by the tirne dimension, or cyiinder, in the 

matrix. 

Through the combination of segmentation and stratification as rows and column 

vectors of a matrix, LeydesdorE has developed a means of modeling Luhmann's 

communications network. Actors are perceived to be embedded in networks of 

communication: the relations of actors can be represented as the rows of a matrix, while 

the column vectors represent their means of communication. Leydesdofi States that the 

two systems are stnicturaiiy coupled tfuough their CO-variation, thus, each 'action c m  be 

considered a communication with reference to the network'. (ibid; 1) He explains: 

The two systems are structurally coupled: each action with reference to an 
actor can be considered as a communication with reference to the network. 
While the uncertainty is relational in terms of the actors involved, it has a 
position in the network. In other words the network is spanned in terms of 
relations, but it develops a specific architecture in which each action has 
also a position. (ibid;2) 

Leydesdofls model provides a means of conceptualiPng the role of human interaction in 

the communications network. And, although Leydesdoflargues that agency is essentially 

lost in this model, we c m  see that human action is perceived as a communication with 

reference to the network of communications itself, and therefore, the plotting of this 

relationship into a three dimensional rnatrix reveals human action as integral to the 

autopoietic regeneration of the social ~ ~ s t e r n . ~ ~  Again, this mode1 becomes more dynarnic 

with the appIication of the next stage of system differentiation. Functional differentiation 

is a phenornenon which entails a fourth dimension, in terms of plotting the 

communications network dong the time axis, and the ability for autopoietic self- 

organization. 

Leydesdorff associates functional differentiation with capitalism, modemity, and 

the emergence of the printing press. He argues that this stage provides an extension of the 

communication network into an analysis with four dimensions, hence the emergent fourth 



stage of system differeritiation. He explains that '[tlhe grouping of rows and columns 

lads  to a fiinctionally differentiated communication system'.(ibid;4) Perceived in three 

dimensions, the ma& reveals a stabilization of CO-occurrence, a structural coupling of 

agency and communications over time reveals the development of a techno1ogicaI 

t ra je~tory .~~ This was illustrated through the cylinder in the three dimensional rnatrix 

outlined above. The cylinder represents the stabüization of certain actor communication 

CO-occurrences over tirne. The mode1 is a graphieal representation of Luhmann's tiuee 

stage process of system differentiation, but the fourth dimension, self-organization, reveals 

a possibility of reintegrating hnctionally differentiated subsysterns. This is iIlustrated 

through alternative cylinders in the matrix. 

Leydesdofls emergent fourth stage of system differentiation represents an 

operatiodization and extension of Luhmam's project. It is perceived as a means of 

conceptuaking the existence of, and integration between, hnctionally differentiated 

subsystems. Leydesdofl terms this stage 'translation', but stresses that time makes the 

integration of alternative cylinders possible; it is not a given integration, but rather, one 

that rnust be constmcted. Translation serves as a metaphor for how one may think of a 

self-organizing autonomous system. For Leydesdorff, '[wle can think of this in terms of 

alternative cylinders which the system has available as representations of its identity. Each 

cylinder leads to a different expectation for the composition in the next round'. (ibid;5) 

This phenornenon of self-organization can be understood with respect to the term 



selection. The emerging evolutionary network is characterized in tenns of stabilization; 

with translation as the integrating factor of functionally dfierentiated subsystems. The 

system thus selects selections: 'stabükation is the result of a second-order selection: which 

selections are selected for sîabiiization?'. (ibid;4) 

The matnx can therefore be understood with respect to the dimensions entailed in 

the operation of each stage of the system differentiation. The four stage model of the 

evolution of communication systems is best understood in tenns of the dimensions 

required to plot it on a three dimensional matnx. Segmentation requires CO-variation in 

two dimensions, dong rows and vectors; stratification requires stabilization in three 

dimensions, i.e., dong the time suris; and fùnctional dserentiation, as a self-organization, 

generalizes the possibility of reflection using a fourth degree of fieedom -- the possibility 

of reflection via alternative cylinders. (ibid;4) 

To explain the phenornenon of self-organization as the emergent stage beyond 

fiinctional differentiation, Leydesdoflemploys another representational model to iflustrate 

the possibility of translation: the fourth degree of freedom as a reflection via alternative 

cylinders. This can be understood as the systern's ability to reflexively use its own history 

to make selections. The following model is called the triple helix, and it is best perceived 

as the integration / translation of the alternative cyiinders in the matrix." For the sake of 

simplicity, this model entails only three hnctionally dïerentiated subsystems; in pnnciple, 

the number of subsystems can be indefinite. To contextualize this model I will first 

introduce a model of the assurned integration of subsysterns as perceived in the eighteenth 

century. 



The integration of subsystems (J), (K), and (L) is assumed here, in tenns of (i) as a 

cornmon language. Functionally differentiated subsystems, however, are perceived as not 

having an assumed common language. The triple helix mode1 illustrates this distinction: 

time 

Here we see that (i) is not common to al1 ttnctiondly dinerentiated subsystems as a 

universal language. This is illustrated througb the distinction between (in<), (iKL), and 

(iLJ). To be ciear, although there is the cornmonality of (i) between these subsystems, 

each subsystem has a specific type of relationship when coupled. This can be understood 

if we introduce J, K, and L as specific subsystems. We can consider this in terrns of the 

relationship between the university, goverment and industry; the university will be J, 

govemment as K, and industry as L; each of these can be considered as different codes or 

languages intemal to each subsystem. Thus, (in<) represents the relationship between the 

university and govemment, (iKL) as the relationship between govemment and industry, 

and (iLJ) as the relationship between industxy and the university. 

The issue here is the specific type of relationship entailed between two subsystems 

when coupled. Each subsystem is perceived as having its own individual codification or 

stmctural detemination, but also as having to develop particular codes in order to 

translate and explain their respective prograrns to each other. Thus, the relationship 



between the government and university subsystems is characteristically different than 

between the university and industry, or between industry and govemment. Each can be 

considered a partial perspective which enables us to 'formulate an expectation about 

relations arnong discourses' .41 (1 994b; 18 1) The integration of functionally dierentiated 

subsystems is thus perceived as a translation process which entails the continual 

juxtaposition of individuai subsystem codifications against each other's; the integration is 

not given, it is achieved over time as indicated by the circular time a i s .  The triple helix 

cm therefore be perceived as the l inhg  mechanism, or temporal process whereby 

differentiated subsystems relate amongst each other to achieve re-integration. However, 

this integration should not be perceived as a permanent accomplishment; it is underaood 

as a temporary operational closure in the face of continual system openness. 

With respect to this thesis' example of the dialectic between deep structure and 

surface interaction, Leydesdorffs operationalization of Luhmam's system dserentiation 

into a four dimensional matrix can be understood as representative of deep structure, as 

that aspect of the social system which remains unconscious or Wtual. Like Giddens' 

system integration, the matrix highiights the history of the deep structure. This is 

observable through the centrality of time to the model, and through the compounded 

processes of system differentiation. By extension, the triple helix model can be perceived 

as representative of a kind of surface interaction. The matrix reveals the relationship 

between subsystems throughout time as a process of increasing differentiation; it is in this 

sense quite similar to the deep structure of Medium Theory: the stages of mediation entail 

an increasing complexification of media relations, both physical and psychical. The triple 

helix model can thus be perceived in terms of the concept of surface interaction, as it 

entails the continua1 structural coupling of functionally differentiated subsystems. In this 

sense the triple helix resembles the surface interactional nature of media relations; change 

'happens' throughout the history of mediation as transformation, and transformation is 

perceived as the consequence of surface interaction. The triple helix model therefore 

presents this thesis with an example of the history of surface interactions, and a means of 

conceptualizing the phenornenon of system differentiation in terms of Medium Theory. 



The history of the deep structure in both disciplines is perceived to develop dongside the 

history of surface interactions. 

Leydesdofls matrix and triple helix models c m  be interpreted in terms of the 

dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction. This entaüs the perception of the 

history of the deep structure as distinct fiom the history of surface interactions. The deep 

structure of Leydesdofls approach is characterized as a system which requires hurnan 

interaction for its ability to autopoieticalIy regenerate itself Leydesdorffexplains that '[a] 

differentiated communication system needs reflexive agency among its subsystems, since 

otherwise it would fdl apart'. (1996c;6) Thus, we c m  perceive the notion of surface 

interaction as an integral aspect of LeydesdorfPs operationalization of Luhmann's system 

differentiation. This recursivity of selection is key to Leydesdorffs overd project. He 

concludes that the non-linear dynamics of self-organizing systems are applicable to social 

systems, to how these systems can be reflexively understood in terms of sociologies, and 

to the meta-theoretical understanding of the dynamics arnong relevant sociologies. 

(ibid; 15) Given this, we c m  understand Leydesdorffs project as an effort to elucidate the 

deep structure of the sociai system @henotypically) through the study of the dynamics of 

human social, or surface, interaction (genotypically). 

Central to Systems Theory is the system 1 environment distinction. From Parson's 

actions systems through to Leydesdofls matrix and triple heiix this distinction is 

necessary, and as indicated, this distinction perrnits their models to account for more 

structurai complexity than the micro approaches of Socio-Technical Studies, for exarnple. 

This cm be seen in Parsons' project with respect to his four subsystems under the 

umbrella of the more generai system of action. Through the use of the system 1 

environment distinction Parsons was able to divide the cornplexity of the system into 

smailer components; narnely social, cultural, personaiity and behavioural. The 

interpenetration between these subsystems (as an aspect of surface interaction) stabilizes 

the social system (deep structure), and in a way this both resembies and enhances 

Transformation Theory. 



Maturana and Varela similariy use the distinction between system and environment 

for their concept of autopoiesis. Perhaps the most relevant use of this distinction in their 

approach is the argument that systems operate under a continuai condition of openness, 

and are operationally closed through human interaction. This was illustrated using the 

Shannon model of information theory, in order to describe the shift fiom first to second- 

order Systems Theory. 

Luhrnann's system differentiation was also described with respect to the distinction 

between the system and its environment(s). His theory of system differentiation provided 

this thesis a means of conceptualiing the complexity of the hierarchy of subsystem I 

environment relations throughout history. This macro vision of the structural complexity 

of social interactions highlighted system differentiation as a means of conceptualking the 

phenotypical aspects of the social system through the genetypical operations of 

information, utterance and understanding. This approach can be likened to Meyrowitz's 

contention that the history of mediation is an history of shared information networks. 

Both idealize an heuristic mechanism that can be employed to determine the complexity of 

the relationship between humans and technology throughout history. For Meyrowitz it is 

the role tnad, and for Luhrnann it is the increasing complexity of system 1 environment 

relations throughout the course of our social system's maturation. 

Finally, Leydesdorff was employed in this thesis to ground the Systems Theory as 

a method which had a usehl and reproduceable model for the study of mediated 

communication. The rnatrix and triple helix models provided this thesis with a way of 

condensing the myriad of theories raised by Parsons, Maturana, Varela and Luhmam into 

a graphical representation. As an operationalization of these previous theorists, 

Leydesdorffoffered this thesis a means of closure regarding the issue of social modeling." 



D: Summary 

As indicated in the introduction to this chapter, this analysis of Socio-Technical 

Studies and Social Systems Theory represents a conceptual shift in the context of this 

thesis. These two approaches to modeiing were introduced to highiight the evolutionary 

nature of mediated communication, udike the previous two chapters which emphasued its 

symbolic and phenomenological implications. I contend that these literatures cm be usefùl 

in juxtaposition to one other, as they tend to highlight the micro and macro aspects of 

mediated communication, respectively. They help illustrate how social modeiing enhances 

Communication Studies, and they each reflect relevant aspects of both surface interaction 

and deep structure. Generally, Socio-Technical Studies can be understood as a micro 

approach that isolates surface interactional aspects which could be informed by a deep 

stmctural approach; Systems Theory, as the deep structural, macro approach, could be 

enhanced 'through an application of the surface interactional slant of Socio-Technical 

S tudies. 

The reader will recall that the Socio-Technical approaches outlined in this chapter 

represent individual efforts to map technological development. The relevance of these 

methods is that they give specific historical substance to the myriad of ways that 

technologies evolve. The SCOT, ANT and Systems methods each emphasize the 

tracking of specific artifacts through stages of development, as exemplified through their 

previous case studies. And for the purposes of this thesis these artifacts were interpreted 

as forms of media. Herein lies the importance of these methods of analysis to this thesis. 

Each method provides models for tracking the history of a paxticular technology's 

development, and in so doing, highlights exampies of psychical media. Recall that media 

are both psychical and physicai. The SCOT, ANT and Systems approaches map the 

surface interactional aspects of a physical medium's (artifact's) development. At the same 

time they emphasize examples of psychical media that delirnit its parameters. The 

technological frarne, juxtaposition, and the technological trajectory can al1 be 

demonstrated to be psychical media. Moreover, these can each be demonstrated to exhibit 



deep stmcturai tendencies. Socio-Technical Studies therefore provides this thesis with a 

set of micro models that track technological development, and these are interpreted here 

as micro-histories of mediation. 

Social Systems Theory, it was argued, presents a considerably different approach 

than Socio-Technical Studies. The most prime and obvious distinction is that the latter 

tends to create models of technological development after case shidies have been 

compiled. This provides for a convenient and priveleged position fiom which conclusions 

can be made. By contrast, the Systems Theory approach tends to work ftom a top down 

perspective. Instead of seeking out the details involved in processes of surface interaction, 

Systems Theory tends to look at the macro. deep structural issues first, in order to make 

determinations about the current state of the micro. 

1 contend that the macro approach of Systems Theory could enhance and be 

enhanced by Socio-Technical studies. With respect to these as macro and micro 

approaches to mapping the history of mediation we can see that the actual case studies 

fiom Socio-Technical Studies could be applied to Leydesdofls r n a t r i ~ . ~ ~  Through the 

concepts of selection, variation, stabilization, or simplification 1 juxtaposition, these micro- 

histones of mediation could be linked to the larger fiarnework of the history of mediation, 

given that these concepts are laden with evolutionary assumptions. Similady, the system 

rnethod's concepts of technological trajectories, selection environments and the nexus can 

also be used as a way of heuristicaily mapping mediated communication. The endeavour 

to mode1 the social is in essence a search for patterns, and fiom the SCOT approach to 

LeydesdorîFs Scientometrics we cm see particular overlaps in the respective approaches 

which lead me to conclude that these two approaches are not incommensurable. Indeed, 

as micro and macro versions of the history of mediation they are mirrored aspects of the 

same phenornenon, much like Giddens' duality of structure. 1 suggest that the macro 

vision of Systems Theory needs to address the nature of surface interaction in more detail, 

while the micro modeling of Socio-Technical Studies needs to be combined within larger 

contexts. These two discourses can be viewed together to give a richer perspective 



regarding the dynamics of rnediated communication. Such a combination wiii arguably 

enhance our phenotypic vision of what the fiiture may look me, and may enable us to see 

what kind of structural change is going on genotypicaiiy, at the level of surface interaction, 

to give a beîter sense of the parameters of our current electronic age. 



CHAPTER VI: SYNTHESIS 

A: Introduction 

This chapter wiii reflect upon this thesis' project as both an enhancement of 

Medium Theory, and as an effort to bridge other literatures which are implicitly concerned 

with the issue of mediation. This will be achieved through an anaiysis of their cornmon 

reference to what has been refend to throughout this thesis as the deep structure / 

surface interaction dialectic. The goai here is to hiflght the key sirnilarities and 

differences between each of the discourses examuied in this thesis. Each of the related 

discourses provide a rich description of certain aspects of mediated communication, and 

when related through the exarnple of the dialectic, cm be seen to enhance Medium 

Theory. Certain discourses ernphasize the syrnbolic aspects of mediation, some emphasize 

its phenomenological dimensions, and others stress its developmental or evolutionary 

elements. The discourses analyzed throughout the course of this thesis overlap, as in the 

case of Stmcturalism and Poststructuraiism with Structuration, and the case of Socio- 

Technical Studies with Systems Theory. The goal in this chapter is threefold; 1 will 

highlight the key features of each approach in order to emphasize the sirnilarities and 

differences between the related discourses, 1 will examine the extent to which certain 

discourses remain incornmensurabie, and then illustrate how each of these discourses 

specifically enhances Medium Theory. 

The Medium Theory of the Toronto School outlined the historical stages of 

mediation, and introduced the idea of transformation between these stages. This provided 

this thesis with an example of the dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction, 

and thus with a position ftom which we could analyze these related literatures. The actual 

distinction between deep structure and surface interaction, however, was identified by 

Stmcturalism. Stmcturalism, then, was the first of the related literatures to be juxtaposed 

against Medium Theory. Structuralism was addressed as an approach which was 



concemed primarily with the symbolic aspects of mediated communication. 

Poststmcturalism was then anaiyzed as an approach which was concemed with both its 

symbolic and phenornenological aspects. Stnicturation theory was then introduced as a 

means of both cntiquing the stnicturalist and poststructuraiist positions, and as an 

approach which examines the relationship between people and media. Structuration 

Theory thus provided this thesis with a usefùl segue into Meratures which are concerned 

less with the symbolic or phenomenological dimensions of mediated communication, than 

with modeling the relationship between the social and the technological. Following the 

chapter on Structuration theory, two methods of modeling this relationship were 

introduced. Socio-Technical Studies was employed for its rich description of the process 

of technologicai development, and thus with an exarnple of micro-histories of mediation. 

Finally, Systems Theory was introduced to provide this thesis with a macro history of 

mediation with respect to the evolutionary aspects of mediation as an historical process. 

In this Synthesis Chapter 1 will briefly reiterate how the dialectic between surface 

interaction and deep structure can prove useful to Communication Studies as both an 

enhancernent of Medium Theory and as a means of combining discourses which otherwise 

seem disjunct . 

This synthesis will be performed in three distinct sections. The first section will 

review the revision of Medium Theory as established in Chapter II, particularly with 

respect to the distinction between physical and psychical media, and by extension, the 

relevance of stretching the historical fiamework to include a Pre-Oral stage. The goal 

here is to rernind the reader of the bais for this thesis' inquiry into the nature of mediation 

as an historical and transfomative process. The second section will seek to establish the 

key similarities and differences between the related discourses addressed in this thesis. 

There will be two subsections here: first, discourses prirnarily concemed with the symbolic 

aspects of mediation will be assessed together, and second, the discourses concemed with 

modeling the relationship between the social and the technological will then be addressed. 

The first will highiight Structuralkm as a symbolic approach, Poststmcturalisrn as a 

symbolic and phenornenological approach, and Structuration Theory as way of integrating 



these positions. It will address how these three discourses are iinked by common 

reference to the dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction, despite the fact 

that their conceptions of deep structure Vary. The second 4 1  then address the sunilarities 

and differences between Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory as approaches 

which highlight the developrnentai and evolutionary aspects of rnediation communication, 

respectively. Again, these discourses will be assessed using the dialectic between deep 

structure and surface interaction, and will emphasize their distinct positions regarding 

what constitutes deep structure. Finaily, the third section of this chapter wiil revisit each 

related discourse with respect to how they specificdy enhance Medium Theory, in light of 

the contributions outlined in the previous section. 

B: Medium Theory Review 

Medium theory was empioyed to highlight the centrality of media in everyday 

social communication. Media are so central to communication in fact, that Iike the very 

air we breath, they are ofien taken for granted. In my opinion, the role of the 

communication medium should be understood as an extremely important point of focus 

for Communication Studies. As the means of human social interaction, media are 

intricately linked with everyday phenornena, and yet sadly, the need to isolate thern as 

integral to communication itself remains a critically under theorized issue. From the 

words that we speak, read and write, to the organizations that we work in and 

communkate through, media must be understood to be central to society. 

In the Medium Theory chapter 1 outlined how the tradition itseif cm be articulated 

with respect to the dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction. The chaptei 

isolated the key features of the approach in order to ground the dialectic as a viable 

heuristic rnechanism for understanding the long history of media usage. It should be cleai 

to the reader, however, that the Toronto School did not introduce the diaiectic betweer 

deep structure and surface interaction, nor did it articulate its findings in this respect. Ii 



was identified specifically by the Structuralist discourse, and to a lesser extent, by the 

Poststructuralist. Nevertheless, the dialectic was introduced in the Medium Theory 

chapter as a means through which all of the related literatures addressed in this thesis 

could be connected. This enabled an adequate point of departure for my analysis. 

With respect to Medium Theory, the dialectic between deep structure and surface 

interaction was articulated through two central tenets. The reader may recall that k t -  

generation Medium Theory was employed to provide an example of deep structure 

through a description of the epochal approach; this provided the first central tenet: Media 

are the means of communication, and when media usage is viewed macro-historically, 

the relations between media reveal deep stntctural patterns. Similarly, second-generation 

Medium Theory provided another centrai tenet regarding surface interaction through the 

concept of transformation: The relations between media form deep structural patterns 

whieh influence the nature of suvace interaction; the process of suvace interaction, in 

turn, tran.$onns deeper structural puttems. Using this distinction as this thesis' platform, 

the Medium Theory chapter provided a language through which my subsequent analyses 

could be related. This was the primary purpose of the chapter. 

The second purpose of the chapter was to revise Medium Theory with respect to 

this dialectic. The revision focused upon two key points: the distinction between physicai 

and psychical media, and the reIevance of a Pre-oral stage. Both reflect this thesis' project 

to enhance our understanding of the history of mediation as a dynarnic process. Given 

that media are the means of communication throughout history, we must assume that oral 

cultures used a medium which was not physical in the sense that we understand it today. 

Orality is characterized by speech, to be sure, and by human mernory, without which 

communication would not be possible. Thus a psychical medium must have been 

employed by oral cultures, one which enabled the memorization of information for firture 

reference. Stretching the epochal fiamework to include a stage of human history prior to 

the Oral, characterized piimarily by mdimentary systems of gesture and kinesics, indicates 

a deeper, even more archaic form of communication. Yet it is one which can still be 



considered with respect to media due to the existence of systems of gesture and their 

recognizance. The introduction of the Pre-oral stage of mediation as the first indication of 

internai reflection emphasized the necessity of expanding the existing Medium Theory 

h e w o r k  to incorporate notions of both psychical and physical media. 

With respect to the history of human comrnunication we must recognize that as far 

back as we can heuristically map the dynamics of social relations there is a form of media 

impiied. And, given orality, this distinction reveals that something internd must be 

occurring throughout the stages of mediation. 1 argued that this can be understood with 

respect to the reflection process entailed with media usage. The Oral stage is understood 

as a reflection upon memorized information, and the Pre-oral as the point (inasmuch as it 

c m  be pinpointed) in which human beings began using recognizable symbolic modes of 

communication through gesture and the like. The hktory of mediation is therefore both a 

phenomenon of physical expansion through the development of writing, for example, and 

of mental amplification through the expanding ability to psychically store and reference 

increasing amounts of information. Herein lies the key point established through this 

revision of Medium Theory: the use of media in contexts of surface interaction involves 

the use of both physicai and psychical media, and through media we reference deep 

structures of signification. Thus, throughout time we have employed various types of 

media for comrnunication, and as the phenomenon of mediated communication deepened, 

new levels of interfacing with our stored information becarne necessary. To be clear, the 

use of media is understood as a reflection upon our shared cultural stocks of information 

(as deep seated mles and resources) which collectively make up our cultural memory. 

Thus, the Pre-Oral and Oral stages can be understood in terrns of the refecrion upon 

cultural memory to employ it in the present. The Literate stage, characterized by the rise 

of space-time distanciation due to physical media, entailed another level of reflection. one 

which 1 characterized as a double teflection process. Finally, our current Electronic stage 

of mediated comrnunication entails not ody the reversal process that McLuhan, Ong and 

Meyrowitz suggested, but due to this synaethesic re-integration of media and their biases, 

it entails a redoubled level of reflection which 1 labeled a triple reflection process.' The 



reader should be entirely clear that I suggest that the reflection upon cultural memory is 

distinct fiom reflection upon one's own biography. An individuai's reflection upon 

society's shared social memory represents only a &action of the total available rules and 

resources. We cm understand the sum total of Our shared cultural stocks of information 

to exist coliectively as the networked minds of individuals, although our individual ability 

to acquue and reflect upon said shared memory remains an issue of access to information. 

The distinction between physical and psychical media, dong with the concept of 

the Pre-oral stage enabled me to revise Medium Theory with respect to a deepening of the 

deep structural framework of media relations, and an enhancing our understanding of the 

dynamics of surface interaction through the concept of reflection. This enabled me to 

articulate communications media as the nexus through which human individuals and 

collectivities are bound together. Society, by this view is a vibrant set of relations between 

hurnan and non-human aspects, networks between the social and the technological. The 

matrix of media relations binds society together, and mediated interaction itself is the very 

means whereby society is transformed. This revision solidified the dialectic between 

surface interaction and deep structure as a useful heuristic, particularly as a modeling of 

the relationship between social and technical elements of society. The history of 

mediation, as portrayed by this thesis, can thus be understood as a means of addressing the 

myriad of factors involved in society's historical development. 

Given this revision of Medium Theory, it was expected that an analysis of related 

approaches to mediated communication could be integrated using the dialectic between 

deep structure and surface interaction. In the section that follows 1 will address the two 

particular units of analysis portrayed throughout the course of this thesis. The first wili 

isolate the key sirnilarities and differences between Structuralism, Poststnicturalism, and 

Structuration as approaches which highlight the syrnbolic andor phenomenological 

aspects of mediation. The dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction will be 

employed here as the means of connecting these distinct discourses. The second unit of 

analysis will entail a juxtaposition of Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory; again, 



this analysis of the sirnilarities and differences between the discourses will be performed 

using the dialectic. We can understand the divide between the two units of analysis as an 

integral point of departure for discussing the relationship between the discourses. The 

goal of this synthesis is ultimately to draw a coherent set of relations between these 

dominant communication theories so as to a provide a general framework for future 

inquiries into the nature of mediated communication. 

C: Key Similanties and Differences 

As indicated, the five discourses employed throughout this thesis cannot be 

synthesized ont0 the same level of anaiysis. Some discourses speak predominantly to the 

syrnbolic dimensions of mediated communication, while others stress its modeling aspects. 

And, although they each speak to the nature of mediated communication, at the end of 

the day they are not addressing the same phenomena. This section will therefore separate 

the discourses into two distinct units of analysis: symbolic and modeling. Through 

drawing a line between these five discourses this section will be able to juxtapose the 

similarities and differences of the syrnbolic onented discourses as distinct fiom the 

modeling. To be clear, an integration of al1 of the discourses would be extraordinarily 

valuable, but given the incommensurability of their respective roots, it would be 

impossible. The following two units of andysis wiIl therefore highiight the key similarities 

and differences in each camp, and will reserve the analysis of how each specificdly 

contributes to Medium Theory for the concluding section of this chapter. 

i) Symbolic Appmaches 

This section will briefly review the key similarities and differences between 

Structuraiism, Poststructuralism and Structuration Theory. The key thread which binds 

these three discourses together is theis common reference to the syrnbolic aspects of 



mediation, although arguably the latter two also address its phenomenological dimensions. 

What follows will be a juxtaposition of these three approaches using the diaiectic beîween 

surface interaction deep structure as the unifjing factor. 1 will use this opportunity to once 

again refiect upon the different notions of deep structure that eacb symbolic approach 

offers. 

The Structuralkt discourse provided this thesis with a range of relevant positions 

regarding the implications of a deep seated, unconscious structure. Saussure's reference 

to language as a deep unconscious structure provided the first theoretical position which 

viewed structure with respect to a static and unchanging set of relations. He introduced 

the concept of difference as the rneans of expressing the unconscious nature of 

signification. Meaning, for Saussure, existed in a transcendental realm, and this was 

articulated through his distinction between s i m e r  as distinct fiom the signified. As 

representative of a deep structure, the signified represents a meaning system which 

remained outside of social context.* The concept of surface interaction was basically a 

non-issue for Saussure, as indicated by his contention that the deep structure of 

signification remained closed and unconscious to the user. This position represents a 

lirnited notion of deep structure, as it does not account for changes to the meaning system. 

Deep structure in this sense cannot be understood to be in a dialectical relationship to 

surface interaction. Lévi-Strauss' distinction between system and structure was then 

introduced as a way of understanding how language and kinship groups can be studied as 

systems which, when used over time, represent a deep structure. This provided my 

analysis with a way of distinguishing system and structure with respect to the diaiectic; 

structure is deep, and still considered as relatively static, system by contrast introduced the 

notion of surface interaction as the use of systems. Similarly, Ricoeur's distinction 

between language as a structure (as an event) and language as a system (as an act) 

reinforced this thesis' dialectic. Nevertheless, these three Structuraiist positions 

considered the deep structure as a relatively static, and unconscious structure. This 

inability ta perceive how human sociai interaction alters the organization of deep structure 

was my primary criticism of Structuralism. Thus, although it outlined that both deep 



structure and sufiace interaction are integrai issues for addressing the nature of society, it 

remains unable to account for change. 

Poststnicturalism was then introduced as an approach which could highlight the 

importance of surface interaction in determiring the range of syrnbolic and 

phenomenologicd implications of mediated communication. The distinction between 

surface interaction and deep stmcture was established by the Structuralist literature, and 

the Poststructuralist literature carries the distinction fiirther through an in-depth analysis of 

how human action is constrained by deep structure. Here, deep structure is d l  referred 

to as an unconscious realm, but the notion of a transcendental signified is abandoned in 

favour of a more context based approach. Poststnicturalism therefore highlighted the 

surface interactional issues of mediation. This was described first through an examination 

of Demda's concept of différance as indicative of a deep intertextual structure which 

iduences the nature of surface interaction. Demda's differance emphasized that text 

does not reference a transcendental realm, rather, signification is understood to reside in 

the whole system of intertextuality which unites al1 forms of signification. This position 

was reflected again through Foucault's work. His distinction between statement and 

discourse was descnbed as an acknowledgment of both surface interaction (the use of the 

statement) and of deep stnicture (as that which is referenced through the utterance of the 

statement). Finally, Poster was introduced to contextualize both Derrida and Foucault, 

and was employed for his notion of the Second Media Age as indicative of the changing 

nature of the subject in the electronic age. His use of interpellation isolated both the 

moment of surface interaction, and its reference to deep structure, and in this way was 

able to provide a conception of their interrelation. We c m  see that each of these 

poststmcturalist positions e ~ c h  Our distinction between deep structure and surface 

interaction, because they remove the notion of deep structure from the transcendental 

position emphasized by the stmcturalists. But (Post)Structuralism is generally constrained 

by a similar boxed in notion of static deep stnicture that characterized the Structuralist 

analyses. Although they emphasize the importance of surface interaction, they do not 

provide a dialectical view of the history of deep structure as contingent upon the history of 



surface interactions. That is, deep stntcture is perceived as context relevant, but the 

approach does not fully address the changing nature of deep structure. This review thus 

provided this thesis with a particular vision of mediated communication, one which 

promoted the distinction between deep structure and surface interaction as a viable 

heuristic, but which nevertheless remains an inadequate means of descnbing the dialectic 

as a dpamic process. 

Stnicturation theory was then introduced as a critique of structuralist and 

postmcturalist approaches, and as a way of transcending their limited notions regarding 

the relationship between deep structure and surface interaction. It was illustrated as an 

approach which is similarly concemed with the symbolic and phenomenological aspects of 

mediation. More importantly, it was also introduced to provide a position regarding the 

relationship between people and media. We can therefore understand that, in part, 

Giddens' Structuration Theory represents an effon to provide models for conceptualking 

our long history of media usage. In light of this thesis' research question pertaining to the 

centrality of media in processes of human social interaction, Giddens' project provided a 

vision of rnediated communication that addressed key features of both Medium Theory 

and (Post)S tmcturalism. 

Through an examination of Giddens' concept of the duaiity of structure, I was able 

to emphasize the distinction between sufiace interaction and deep stmcture as the means 

of juxtaposing these related approaches. As previously indicated, the duality is not 

equivalent to the dialectic, as it emphasizes the simulaneous nature of deep stmcture and 

surface interaction, not their historical unfolding. The dualiîy enabled a description of the 

(post)structuraiist conception of an unchanging and unconscious structure as a limited 

position with respect to the role of surface interaction as the means whereby deep 

structure is transformed. The duality of structure provided a means of conceptualizing the 

nexus between deep structure and surface interaction, and this was articulated through the 

distinction between social and system integration. This was addressed through an analysis 

of his surface interactional concepts of human agency, Ievels of consciousness, the three 



time dimensions, and the distinction between taik and cultural objects. By extension, the 

duality of structure also provided a rich conception of deep structure through his concept 

of social and system differentiation as a three stage process, and as intricately bound 

within the processes of disembedding and reembedding. Giddens' project emphasized the 

unconscious nature of deep structure described by the structural approach, and expressed 

it as a virtual structure of rules and resources. In this way, Giddens was able to articulate 

deep structure as continuously transforrned through surface interaction. This provided an 

unique way of conceptualizing the overlap between deep structure and surface interaction 

as a dynamic, not static, relationship. 

Thus, the analysis of Structuration Theory provided yet another exarnple of how 

the diaiectic between surface interaction and deep stmcture is usehl in linking related 

Communication Studies approaches with each other. I t  can be understood in the context 

of this thésis as an opening up of the constrained notion of a static deep structure. In this 

sense, Structuration saves the deep structure / surface interaction dialectic fiom its lirnited 

application by the (post)structuraIist analyses, and makes it a more dynamic and 

transfomative concept. Structuration proves to be the discourse which most concisely 

describes the history of mediation with respect to the relationship between deep structure 

and surface interaction. Giddens argued that the differentiation between the media of 

social and systern integration, as the duality of structure, provides a dynamic conception of 

society's continuai reconstitution. This thesis therefore benefits greatly fiom Structuration 

Theory because it provides a description of the history of mediation as a history of social 

and system differentiation which is both enabled and constrained by the use of particular 

media. 

Overall, these approaches emphasized the symbolic nature of mediated 

communication. Through their juxtaposition 1 highiighted the key features of each 

approach and aligned them using the dialectic. Collectively, these positions offer this 

thesis a means of conceptualizing the use of media as a means both of referencing deep 

stmcture, and as the phenomenon which permits social communication itself The 



following description of approaches which ernphasize the modeling of the relationship 

between people and media will illustrate that although these two groupings have particular 

roots which make their approaches incommensurable, they ultimately highlight very simila. 

features of mediated communication. Structuration Theory provided a segue ffom 

approaches which stress the symbolic aspects of mediation to approaches which are 

concerned with modeling mediation itselfl, it provided exampIes of both. The nela section 

will focus upon the approaches which are concerned primarily with modeling micro and 

macro histories of mediation, and although Giddens' will not be addressed here as an 

approach to modeiiig, the reader should keep in mind that Giddens' concepts of 

disembedding and reembedding, and of societai versus system integration are 

representative of this type of approach. 

ii) Modeling Approaches 

The divide between symbolic and modeling approaches was represented by the 

conceptual shift in the body of this thesis. This conceptual shift indicated an important 

development in the way that the relationship between people and media is perceived in the 

context of Communication Studies. Like the approaches examined earlier, the Socio- 

technical Studies and Systems Theory approaches can be perceived as particular ways of 

negotiating the complexity involved with issues of mediated communication. In the case 

of modeling, the focus was directed towards understanding the networked relations 

between people through an understanding of media as the rneans through which 

individuals can collectively cornrnunicate. Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory, 

then, will be revisited here to highiight their key similarities and differences. Perhaps the 

prime difference between these discourses is the fact that the former tended to address the 

process of technologicat deveiopment itself, while the latter emphasized the evolutionary 

aspects of mediation as an historical process. This key difference provides a particularly 

germane way of comparing these approaches, as they can arguably enhance each other as 

micro and macro approaches to the problem of media, respectively. 



The reader may recall that the three methods of the Socio-Technical approach 

(SCOT, ANT, and Systems) were concemed primady with the dynamics of technological 

development. They were treated as individual ways of embracing the rnyriad of surface 

interactional factors involved in the developmental history of a particular artifact. The 

analysis of these methods stressed that they each provide useful metaphors for 

understanding the range of issues involved in day-to-day communication. However, these 

methods were also criticized for this micro bias, as they lack an adequate means of linking 

their micro histories of mediation to the larger socio-cultural milieu. With respect to deep 

stnichire the SCOT isolated the idea of the technological M e ,  the ANT isolated 

juxtaposition which indicated a deep stmcture at each node of the actor network and the 

Systems method described deep structure as the myriad of non-physical aspects which 

influence technological developrnent. The notion of deep structure for Socio-Technical 

andysis is therefore considerably different than the conceptions held by the syrnbolic 

approaches. The SCOT, ANT, and Systems methods al1 indicated a need for expanding 

their fiameworks to reveal the impact of technological development on society writ large, 

but with the exception of the Systems method, they fail to adequately bridge the gulf 

between micro surface interactional histories and their relation to the deep structural 

aspects of society's development. Through the juxtaposition of these micro frameworks 

with the rnacro approach of Systems Theory, the chapter sought to achieve a balance 

between the two approaches. 

Systerns Theory was introduced as an eEon to map the macro complexity of 

society's development. The first approach outlined was Parsons' action system, which 

indicated a rnacro vision of the social as a system. His analysis isolated the integral 

distinction between system and environment. Through dividing up the social system into 

various subsystems as each other's environment, Parsons created a mode1 which permitted 

him to describe society in terms of its macro operations. Society was perceived as a deep 

stmcture of subsystem relationships. Similarly, Luhmann's analysis used the system / 

environment distinction to describe the history of society as an increasing complexification 



of system / environment relations throughout tirne. This similarly illustrated deep 

structure to be a cornplex relationship between subsystems and their environrnents. And, 

mirroring Luhmann's analysis, Leydesdofl expressed this increasing complexity as a 

causal resuIt of different forrns of communication (i.e.: different media). These macro 

approaches were illustrated as positions which could enrich Our understanding of the 

history of mediation. However, Parsons, Luhmann and LeydesdorE each highlighted the 

importance of human social interaction on a micro scaie for the evoiution of the social 

system on a macro. This was exemplified through Parsons' interpenetration which 

described the way that the social system is integrated. Similady, Luhmann's information, 

utterance and understanding, accentuated the importance of human interaction in the 

process of societal evolution. And LeydesdorFf's triple helix model expressed that the 

integration of fùnctionally differentiated subsystems is achieved through surface 

interaction. In this way, Systems Theory was expressed as a macro approach which did 

describe micro features of the social system. Which is to Say, that they each contend that 

to understand the macro, phenotypic dimensions of social system evolution we must look 

to the micro, or genotypic elements that collectively make up the social ~ y t e r n . ~  We can 

understand, then, that the notion of deep structure is yet again a diierent conception for 

Systems Theory. Deep structure, here, is meant to emphasize the unconscious and virtual 

aspects of society; Systems Theory can be understood as an attempt to model the history 

of the deep structure (phenotypically) through looking at the history of surface 

interactions (genotypicaily). 

Through this argument 1 was able to suggest a possible linkage between Socio- 

Technical Studies and Systems Theory as two approaches which could both be enhanced 

through their combination. Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory were described 

respectiveiy as primarily surface interactional and deep structural approaches. Socio- 

Techical Studies, through its emphasis on technological development, provided this thesis 

with exampfe of micro histories of mediation which highlight elements of surface 

interaction in an attempt to glean more understanding of its deep structural implications. 

By contrat, Systems Theory provided a macro history of mediation which isolated the 



deep structure of media relations through an isolation of surface interactional or 

genotypical relations as the means whereby the deep structure of the social system is 

perpetuated. Through their juxtaposition, we can see that the micro histones of mediation 

could be woven into the macro vision of the social system, and we cm dso see how the 

rnacro vision of society can contextualize the individual micro approaches. In this way 1 

was able to describe how both of these approaches can enhance Medium Theory. 

D: Enhaacing Medium Theory 

Structuralism, Poststructuralism, Structuration Theory, Socio-Technical Studies 

and Systems Theory can al1 be perceived with respect to how they c m  enhance Medium 

Theory's efforts to provide a general fiamework for the study of human communication. 

As indicated, each of these discourses can be understood as a particular way of reducing 

the complexity surrounding issues of mediated communication. In this section 1 will 

review how the diaiectic between deep structure and surface interaction weaves a thread 

throogh these discourses, but does not permit an analysis which entirely unites or 

combines them. Each of these discourses does indeed address the problem of mediation, 

but ultinately these approaches are not speaking to the same issues. The  goal in this 

section, therefore, is not to attempt a unification of these disparate and seerningly disjunct 

approaches. Rather, the goal is to address how each of these discourses can be 

understood in terms of how they individually enhance our understanding of Medium 

Theory . 

The reader will recall that the review and revision of Medium Theory in Chapter II, 

and again in this synthesis chapter, stressed the distinction between physical and psychical 

media. This final review of the discourses outlined in this thesis will similarly focus upon 

this distinction, because it is precisely upon this difference that these discourses lend 

themselves to an enhancement of Medium Theory. Thus, pnor to this final exposition 1 

wilI once again highlight the relationship between these two forms of media. Psychical 



media is both an aspect of an individual's psyche with respect to memory and recall, and it 

can dso be understood as a collective memory which does not exist in any individuai's 

memory pw se. In this sense it is understood as a set of background codes, or in Giddens' 

terminology, as the 'structural properties' of the social system. Conversely, physical 

media c m  be perceived in tems of the actual hardware involved with communication (i.e.: 

books, televisions, cornputers, etceteras). Physical media afso refers to the software or 

information content of physical media. Thus, information that one accesses on the 

Internet, for example, is not physical per se, but cm be understood to be so from the 

standpoint of its accessibility (i.e.: anything found on the Internet cm be printed, and thus 

made physical). 

Given this distinction, we can understand the contribution that Structuralism 

provides Medium Theory. The reader may recall that the Structurahm and 

Poststnicturaiism chapter mirrored the distinction between first and second-generation 

Medium Theory. Structuralisrn, like the first-generation, ernphasized the deep structural 

aspects of mediation. In this sense, Saussure's concept of symbolic difference can be 

interpreted to reflect the notion of psychical media. Difference describes the unconscious 

nature of signification, and in this sense can be understood as a media which is not 

physicd. Similarly, Lévi-Strauss' concept of kinship and language as representative of 

systems of relation also highlights what we understand now as a psyctiical media. Even 

Ricoeur, through his Interpretation Theory, cm be understood to reflect this distinction. 

Ricoeur articulated that texts are media which carry imbedded meanings, and that the 

interpretation of said texts changes their meaning. In this sense, Ricoeur expresses the 

distinction between physical media (as text) and psychical media (as that which is 

ernployed for interpretation itseif). We can see then that Stmcturalism generally reinforces 

this thesis' concept of deep stmcture through its reference to that aspect of social 

communication which remains unconscious. But, as indicated, this approach is limited by 

the fact that it does not adcquately account for changes in the meaning system itself 



Poststructuralism was introduced as an approach which mirrors the surface 

interactional slant of second-generation Medium Theory. Like the shifi between first and 

second-generation, Poststructuralism was understood to be a rejection of the biases of the 

parent tradition, and relocated the emphasis of its analysis to address issues of surface 

interaction. This was expressed through Derrida's adaptation of difference into différance. 

Differance, as a rejection of the transcendental notion of signification suggested by 

Saussure, can be understood represent a psychicai media in the sense that it refers to an 

unconscious and virtual reaim of intertextuality. Remember, Derrida argued that text 

supplements the r d ,  it permits reference to something that is not present. Moreover, 

Demda insisted that al1 forms of representation, including rnemory, supplement the real 

world. This unconscious realm of signification, of supplementation, cm be understood in 

the context of this thesis to represent the psychical aspect of mediation. Similarly, 

Foucault's distinction between the statement and discourse can be understood with respect 

to psychical media. The statement (which could be physical or psychical) refers to an 

autonomous reafm: that of discourse writ large. Which is to Say that when we use 

statements in contexts of surface interaction we evoke the power relationships that those 

statements represent. Again, there is reference to a deep stnicture which remains 

unconscious, and in this sense it is psychical. Poster also offered this thesis an 

enhancement of Medium Theory. As a medium theorkt himself, he provided a valuable 

position with respect to the stmcturalist and poststmcturalist discourses. His concept of 

the Second Media Age as indicative of a new social form beyond the modern, articulated 

the plight of the individual as a continual resistance to improper narning. The concept of 

interpellation was referenced to articulate this point. Interpellation reveals that at any 

given moment (of surface interaction) the subject could be named a specific thing (say, 

student), but with respect to the whole range of things that person could be narned in 

other instances (such as brother, lover, or friend) indicates that there is deep structure of 

other references that could be used to name somebody. Generally, we can understand the 

postructuralist discourse as an enhancement of Medium Theory because it emphasizes 

surface interaction in a way that we can interpret as an extension of the concept of 

transformation. Nevertheless, and this has been expressed over and over throughout this 



thesis, Poststnicturalism does not provide a sufficient way of understanding how deep 

stmcture is altered through its reference in contexts of surface interaction. 

Stnicturation Theory is arguably the discourse which offers the most to this thesis 

with respect to enhancing Medium Theory. Not only did Structuration Theory provide a 

critique of Stmcturalism and Poststructuralism as symbolic approaches, but it provided a 

means of conceptualizing the relationship between deep structure and surface interaction 

as a dynamic process. Moreover, the concept of the duality of structure, expressed as a 

causal result of a dserentiation between media of societal integration as distinct fiom the 

media of system integration, provided this thesis with a threefoid mode1 of social 

develapment which strongly resembles the Orai, Literate and Electronic stages. Giddens' 

project also extended the concept of space-time distanciation. His concepts of 

disembedding and reembedding can be interpreted as distanciation and un-distanciation; 

which is .to Say that the concept of space-the distanciation is only half a theory, as it does 

not adequately express how reference to distanciated signification in contexts of 

interaction actually &ers the organization of what we have termed deep structure. 

Furthet, Giddens' project also enhanced Medium Theory with respect to the concept of 

human agency. The routines that agents follow, the levels of consciousness entailed with 

knowledgeable agency, and the time dimensions that agents perpetuate in contexts of 

surface interaction cm each be understood in the context of this thesis as forms of 

psychical media. My analysis of Structuration Theory therefore enhanced Medium Theory 

in three key respects. It extended the concept of space-time distanciation, and therefore 

spoke to the concept of deep structure, and it provided a distinction between subjectivity 

and agency which was articulated through a range of concepts which can be understood as 

psychical media. In this way Giddens spoke to the level of surface interaction. Finally, the 

concept of the duality of structure transcended the constrained notion of a static d e e ~  

structure, and articulated the dynamic nature of the relationship between surfacc 

interaction and deep structure. 



The two approaches to modeling, as distinct fiom the three syrnbolic approaches 

just reviewed, cm also be interpreted as an improvement upon some of Medium Theory's 

key concepts. As outlined earlier, there is a ment  trend in contemporary Communication 

Studies which highlights the relationship between society and technology. As the two 

predominant approaches of this kind, Socio-Technid Studies and Systems Theory were 

employed to enhance Medium Theory with respect to this relationship. In this sense these 

two approaches are closer in kind to Medium Theory than the other three related 

discourses. Both, in fact, can be interpreted as attempts to map the history of mediation. 

The reader may recail that Socio-Technical Studies represents a range of efforts to 

map the processes involveci in technological development. The SCOT, ANT, and Systems 

rnethods each produced a particular way of mapping artifactual development which tend 

to highiight foms of psychical media (as those elements which are not physical). The 

SCOT method articulated this with the concept of the technological fiame. ANT hinted at 

this in terms of non-human actors (which one assumes c m  be non-physical). And the 

Systems method (via Hughes) specified that whether they are physical or non-physical, 

artifkcts fiinction as components within larger systems. The analysis of Socio-Technical 

Studies therefore enhanced Medium Theory through these exarnples of psychical media, 

and also in terms of their individual case studies which examined the development of 

artifacts in a way that can be interpreted here as mapping micro-histories of mediation. 

By contrast, Systems Theory was employed for the way that it maps macro- 

histories of mediation. As indicated, the systems theorists covered in this paper can al1 be 

linked by the fact that they each use the system / environment distinction. This was shown 

through the description of Parsons' action systems which are made up of four subsystems: 

social, cultural, personality, and behavioural; and, each of these four constituents are 

abstractly defined as subsystems relative to social interaction. This anaiysis provided a 

way of conceptualizing the relationship between physical and psychical media. The 

cultural, personality and behavioural subsystems, for example, can be understood as 

psychical media. Moreover, the social subsystem (which acts as society's integrative 



factor) can be understood to highlight a Wtual system. In light of Maturana and Varela's 

concept of autopoiesis, 1 introduced Luhmann's three stages of systern differentiation: 

Segmentation, Stratification and Functional Differentiation. There were two crucial points 

regarding this development. First, this histoncal mapping of system / environment 

relations throughout society's development indicates a virtual system which remains 

unconscious to individuals. This was described through Giddens' worh and Parsons', and 

can be understood as one of the key features of Systems Theory. Second, 1 believe that 

there is a certain sirnilarity between Luhmann's stages of system dEerentiation and the 

stages in the history of rnediation4 Leydesdofl sirnilarly provided a rich description of 

vimial systems through his distinction between phenotype and genotype. Moreover, 

LeydesdoMs rnodeling of increasingiy complex system / environment relations 

throughout time addressed the notion of deep structure in terrns of a four dimensional 

rnatrix, and surface interaction in ternis of the triple helix. The founh dimension of the 

matrix which Leydesdorff describes as selecting selections, or using history to make 

history can be understood in the context of this thesis to represent the use of psychical 

media. We can understand, therefore, that Systems Theory enhances Medium Theory 

through its nch description of society's deep structure as a multistage process, and surface 

interaction as a reference upon deep structure which ultimately serves to alter it. Deep 

stnicture and surface interaction can be interpreted here as having two distinct histories. 

Finally, the juxtaposition between Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory was useful 

to this thesis as micro and macro histones of mediation. Through their relation in this 

thesis 1 was able to iden@ how the primady rnethodological approach could enhance and 

be enhanced by the theoretical stant of Systems Theory. 

In closing, 1 wish to reiterate my argument that the dialectic between surface 

interaction and deep structure enhances this thesis' argument pertaining to the distinction 

between physical and psychical media. The distinction shows that not ail surface 

interaction is enabled and constrained by physical media, but that psychical media such as 

memory and routine are also implicated as integral aspects of the process of surface 

interaction. The complexity of this interrelation has been mapped in part through the use 



of this dialectic, but its fùll implications will remain beyond the scope of this ~ ~ a ~ e r . '  Thus, 

through combining each of the aforementioned discourses using this dialectic I was able to 

iiiustrate that the distinction between physical and psychical media perrnits a 

conceptudization of how the history of mediation is a layering of surface interactions; and 

how deep structure, as a psychical realm of signification, is a layering of consequent 

transformations. Both are considered to have their own individual historical trajectories. 

In this way, human social life is revealed as a dynarnic process of continual mediated 

reflection upon society's deep structural properties in everyday contexts, and this 

autopoietic recursivity can be understood to be the definitive quality of the history of 

mediation. 



CHAPTER Vii; CONCLUSION 

A: Revisiting the Research Question 

This thesis has questioned the role of media in society, and it has embraced the 

concept of mediation to describe the use of media thoughout time. The research question 

asked specifically how Medium Theory could be enhanceci by theories regarding Ianguage 

and subjectivity (which was addressed through an analysis of Structuralkm and 

Poststnicturalism), human action and social structure (through an anaiysis of Structuration 

Theory), and the relationship between society and technology (through a combination of 

Socio-Technical Studies and Systems Theory). Medium Theory was decidedly the best 

discourse to begin this analysis because it outlines the centrality of media throughout the 

course of history. 1 used Medium Theory's epochal fiamework to describc the stages of 

mediation, and the concept of transformation to describe the changes and shifts between 

these epochs. 1 then portrayed this relationship as a dialectic between deep structure and 

surface interaction. This provided a base fiom which 1 could analyze the other discourses 

to the extent to which they could enhance our understanding of the history of mediation. 

This thesis' primary contribution is the revision of Medium Theory performed in 

Chapter ii, and then again in the Synthesis chapter. Secondanly this paper has contributed 

to Medium Theory through the description of the diaiectic between deep structure and 

surface interaction as an heuristic which provides a means combining related discourses. 

Given the similarities and differences between the symbolic, phenornenoiogicaI, 

developmental and evolutionary approaches outlined in this thesis, my inquiry has 

endeavored to reveal that these discourses can in fact be addressed together, provided the 

distinctions between them are maintained. 



1 began this inquiry with the statement that Medium Theory provides a rich area 

for study, and yet is often discountai as technologicdy deterrninistic. The analysis of 

syrnbolic approaches in the first half of the thesis helped break down the tecbnologicdiy 

deterministic edge associated with the study of media. Media were described as tools 

which both enable and constrain human social interaction. The analysis of modeling 

approaches in the second half outlined two post-humanist discourses in which neither 

media nor people were ascribed the central role in  communication^ In this sense the thesis 

went full circle fiom trying to break down the technologicaI determinism of Medium 

Theory, to concluding with approaches which address the absolute centraiity and necessity 

of media for human communication. In part this thesis has revealed that Medium Theory 

should not be abandoned because of this determinism, rather, it should be embraced as a 

discourse which has outlined a most integrai aspect of study. 

The description of the role of media in society through the metaphor of the 

diaiectic between deep structure and suiface interaction introduced a cornmon thread 

between related discourses. Through this 1 was able to enhance Medium Theory with 

respect to: 1) expanding the existing fiamework to include a Pre-oral stage, and 2) 

through providing a distinction between physicai and psychicai media as the hard and 

software of Society's social rnemory. This validated Medium Theory's efforts to descnbe 

the centrality of media in social practices and showed how related theories aiso see media 

somewhat deterministicaiIy. Each of the discourses ilustrated that human social 

interaction is enabled constrained by physicai and non-physical media, alike. Juxtaposing 

these related discourses ultimately enhanced our understanding of Medium Theory 

through the description of the history of surface interactions as distinct fiom the history of 

deep structure. In this way, we cm now understand that thcse two separate histones are 

involved dialectically. The history of rnediation can now be understood as a dialectical 

relationship between these two distinct histories: media are the nexus of this dialectic. The 

history of surface interactions is understood to the continual reference to deep structure 

for communication throughout tirne, and deep structure can now be viewed as a realm 

which contains the content of our collective cultural memory. Deep structure is twofold: 



the term represents both the levels of consciousness that exist in an individual's psyche, 

and the vimtal unconscious structure of social memory. Both sudace interaction and deep 

structure have their own particular, yet mutuaiiy irnplicated, histories. These two must be 

understood to create each other; &om the earliest systems of gesture to our newea foms 

of electronic communication, we have been hvolved in this dialectical relationship. 

B: Implications and Conclusions 

This thesis outlined the importance of the concept of mediation for 

Communication Studies in general, and has drawn a line through six of the most relevant 

discourses conceming media. As a contribution to Communication Studies, this analysis 

of Smicturalism, Poststmcturalism, Stnicturation Theory, Socio-Technical Studies and 

Systems Theory (in juxtaposition to Medium Theory) has illustrated the relationship 

between society and technology as a dynamic and transfomative process. Deep structure 

and surface interaction are understood to be in a dialectical relationship, they cannot be 

understood without each other. In this way we can understand media as integral to 

communication itself; simply put: all communication is mediated. Mediation is therefore a 

core concept for Communication Studies. 

With respect to this enhancement upon Medium Theory we can conclude that 

media are inevitably a central aspect of human communication, and this implies that 

mediation should be considered a central point of analysis for Communication Studies, in 

general. This analysis has revealed that each of these related discourses contributes 

significantly to our overall understanding of media usage in social practices, despite the 

seemingly incommensurable divide between symbolic and modeling approaches. 1 believe 

that this divide may be bridged through firther study. The final section of this thesis will 

therefore indicate several other discourses which could be relevant to further enhancing 

Medium Theory, given the centrdity of media to al1 communication practices. 



C: Directions for Continued Research 

Given the overlap between al1 six of the communication discourses highlighted in 

this thesis, the construction of a generai unified mode1 seemed advantageous. The analysis 

of these discourses has revealed that although they overlap, their respective approaches 

remain incommensurable due to the h e w o r k  of each discoune's inquiry. However, we 

cm expect that fùrther research rnay indicate or resist ways of integrating these 

approaches that this thesis simply could not address. This final word will illustrate how 

fkther research could enhance Medium Theory, and benefit the field of Communications 

Studies in general. 

Anthropological research may provide a richer description of the Pre-oral stage as 

penod of human histoiy in which psychical media were the predorninant means of 

communicating. The Pre-oral stage highlights the necessity of stretching the Medium 

Theory epochal framework to include systems of gesture and social differentiation. 

Anthropology could be analyzed through the lens of Medium Theory with respect to 

understanding mediation as an heuristic mechanism to measure humanity's use of 'means' 

of communicating throughout time. This is an important aspect of the history of 

mediation that remains under theorized. Anthropological research rnay shed more light on 

the distinction between physical and psyctiical media, and may provide a more cohesive 

description of the parameters of early hominid lifestyle. Generally, Medium Theory lends 

itself to anthropological research through its delimitation of epochs of human history, and 

through its description of how we have collectively created and maintained a socio- 

cultural memory. 

Another interesting possibility for fiinire research along these Iines is the work of 

Jürgen Habermas. Like Giddens, he outlines a separation between the media of social and 

system integration through a description of the 'uncoupling' of system and lifeworld. His 

theories regarding the parameters of communicative action and his 'proto-language' of 

tribal societies would be usehl for enhancing the issue of consciousness evolution (Le.: of 



psychical media). Wer'e 1 to write this paper again, 1 would seek to bridge the divide 

between symbolic and rnodeiing approaches through a juxtaposition of Giddens and 

Habermas. Their concepts are quite sirnilar, but the primary difference between them may 

provide a means of conceptualking the relationship between teleological and ahistoricd 

approaches. Recail that Giddens' duaiity suggests that deep structure and surface 

interaction are not dialectical, they are simultaneous. Habermas' work, on the other hand, 

does address the evolution of society with respect to the uncoupling of the system and 

liewortd, and in this way his work could be anaiyzed with respect to the dialectic. 

By extension, cntical theory could be used to provide a richer description of the 

relationship between first and second-generation Medium Theory. The work of Heirn, 

Bolter, and Landow, as recent second-generational approaches rnay be used to descnbe 

the relationship between critical theory and recent hypertextual forms of electronic 

writing. These second-generation medium theorists, dong with the criticai theory of 

Habermas, Derrida's deconstruction, and Barthes' readerly versus writerly text, could 

enhance our understanding of the history of mediation with respect to both its deep 

stmctural and surface interactional aspects. Remember that Meyrowitz and Poster sensed 

the importance of addressing the medium as it was employed in each stage of human 

history, and their analyses focused upon the status of the human identity throughout these 

stages. Similarly, critical theory and the more recent second-generation theonsts could be 

accessed to provide a richer description of this phenornenon. 

As a dialectical relationship between the history of surface interactions and the 

history of deep structures of signification, the history of mediarion can be understood to 

be a usefiil position for the analysis of human communication. Communication Studies 

finds itself in the unique position of seeking to establish relationships between disparate 

scholarly traditions. In this way it maintains a stance fiom which it cm view the biases of 

each respective tradition, and still provide a general fiamework with which to juxtapose 

related literatures. 1 believe that Medium Theory offers a particularly nch set of concepts 

which cm be embraced by Communication Studies in order to bind existing fiameworks of 



analysis. Given that media are central to communication, 1 believe Medium Theory to be 

integral to Communication Studies; and moreover, 1 believe that the history of mediation, 

viewed as an historicai dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction, provides a 

viable heuristic through which otherwise isolated literatures can be addressed. 

This thesis has higMighted media as the nexus of the dialectic between deep 

structure and surface interaction. These two distinct historical trajectories have developed 

dongside each other since the dawn of recorded history. Without media there would be 

no distinction between these two histories. Media are the means whereby the social 

system is autopoietically regenerated, and hence, the history of mediation is a continual 

dialectical relationship between these two histones throughout time. From the Pre-oral 

stage of humanity, through to Our current age of electronically mediated communication, 

media have been the very means whereby we have manifested a collective cultural 

memory, created a shared history, and constmcted what we commonly refer to as society. 

We cannot perceive society as anything less than a mutual CO-evolution between the sociaI 

and the technological, between people and media. 



END NOTES 

Notes to Chapter 1: 

' See: Gardiner (1993) for his distinction between the extragenetic and the extrasomatic. 
This conception can be roughiy paralleled with my distinction between physical and 
psychical media. 

Meyrowitz (1994) suggests that Medium Theory should not supplant content studies but 
should be used to add another dimension to our understanding of the media environment; 
it should be combined with 'at least one other approach: media grammar studies'. 1 will 
add here that Medium Theory could also be applied to theories of language and 
subjectivity, human action and social structure, and the socio-technical relationship - the 
focus of this thesis. 

Giddens States that there is no human society that exists without a fanguage. 
"Communication is the basis of culture and language the basis of communication. 
Language is thus an elementary evolutionary universal." (1984; 264) More importantly, 
he associates this with the concept of the repression of affect as a continuous effect of 
mediation. The question of the origin of media, in general, is evoked by this statement. 
How far back does our usage of media extend? In part this thesis seeks to address this 
problematic. 

Notes Chapter II: 

' Meyrowitz (1994) places the work of Walter Ong in the first-generation Medium Theory 
camp. However, Ong's transformation theory stresses and develops the importance of 
unconscious transformations due to media usage. As such, Ong's project is clearly 
concemed with the notion of everyday social interaction, and it will therefore be used here 
as a segue into second-generation Medium Theory. 

In addition to Innis' biases toward space or time, others have recently stressed different 
biases. Beyond the Word; Communication in the Joycem Era by Don The& (1995) 
suggests a new micro bias. Also, Mark Wolfe's A Phenomenologrcul Critique of Human 
Presence in Simulated Worlds- A Communications Basis for Virtual R e a l i ~  (1993) 
outhes another bias of interest - particularly in our current age of electronically mediated 
communication - the speed bias. 

This concept will be addressed in detail when 1 analyze Ong's approach later this section. 

In their introduction to the new edition of The Bias, Heyer and Crowley note that Eric 
Havelock was intrigued by the development of the Greek alphabet and the persistence of 



the oral tradition alongside this emerging medium. Like Innis, Havelock saw the 'balance 
of oral and literate modes a strengthening of democracy' . (1 992;xxiii) 

' This point about the development of the alphabet is absolutely crucial. McLuhan 
suggests that the intenorization of the afphabet created a new form of conceptuai space. 
This point will be contexhidized later with Demda's dz~ermce. Please note that Lmvs of 
Media cited as McLuhan's own, was actually CO-written with his son, Eric McLuhan, and 
published posthumously in 1988. 

A new media is formed with the development of the alphabet, but orality (obviously) 
continued alongside it. Havelock d i s  this penod in Greek history the proto-literacy 
phase, a period of transition fiom one dominant medium (the oral) to another (the 
written). (1991;57-62) The stages of mediation are best perceived as rough 
approximations of what cm be considered the dominant media at a given time; therefore, 
media overlap. See: "The Consequences of Literacy" by Jack Goody & Ian Watt ( 1  99 1). 

' Conceptual space is not considered 'given' - for this thesis it is perceived as a result of 
media usage. This will addressed later in chapters III and IV. 

Transformation theory is Michael Heim's terni for the collective McLuhan-Ong project 
regarding psychod ynamic changes. S ee: Heim ' s The Me tqhyszcs o j  Virtuai Reolity, 
(1 993). 

Again, McLuhan argued that conceptuai space is a product of the development of the 
alphabet: it allowed for the separation of percept and concept and for the formation of a 
dialectic between logic and philosophy. ~irnilarl~, for Ong, the formulas employed to 
remember mythological gories in oral culture indicate a rnernory fom. Thought and 
rationalization are perceived as dependent upon rhythmic formulas as memory techniques; 
these formulas can be understood as psychical media. 

' O  The concept of a secondary modeling system is an important point. In the present 
context it concisely describes the differentiation between psychical forrns of media, and 
physical fonns. We c m  describe psychical media as a primary modeling system -- as the 
first indication of a memory; physical media, then, are a secondary modeling system. 

l f  The reader should note that Ong published OraMy und Literacy prior to the persona1 
computer revolution in the 1980's. Ong perceived the radio, telephone, and television as 
an indication of an emerging social fom. Had he published just a few years later, his 
arguments would undoubtedly be geared toward the psychodynarnic transfomations that 
have occurred due to the PC revolution. Michael Heim picks up this argument where Ong 
leaves off In 7he MefPphyszcs of Virtuai Reality (1 993) Heim argues that cornputers 
have drastically altered Our previous literate modes of thought, and that computer- 
mediated interaction indicates an emerging communal sense. 

I 2  Although not addressed in this paper, or by Meyrowitz for that matter, Heim 
(1993,1989), Bolter (1991), and Landow (1991) can each be considered second- 



generation medium theorists. Please see the Directions for Future Research section in the 
concluding chapter. 

" Meyrowitz provides a concise history of the Medium theory tradition. He scans the 
work of Innis and McLuhan, descibig the focus of media biases; and the work of Ong, 
Havelock, Goody and Watt, Luria and Carothers illustrating the keen interest in the 
difference between oral and iiterate modes of wmmunicating. Meyrowitz's writings are 
invaluable to this thesis because they not oniy track the development of Medium Theory 
fiom Innis to the present, but also heIp solidiS, the parameters around early Medium 
Theory - the Toronto ~ c h o o ~  as first-generation - and later Medium Theory, cuIminating 
in his behavioural role theorem as an example of a second-generation Medium Theory. 

l4 See: ENing Gofian's: The Presentation of Self in Everyahy Life (1959), and 
Encounters: Two Studies in the Sociology of Interaction (196 1). 

'' Joshua Meyrowitx' s 1985 text No Seme of Place; The Inipact of Electronic Medra on 
Social Behavimr includes three case studies regarding the role triad in the electronic age. 
The case studies each form a chapter: Chapter 12 examines group identity in terms of the 
dissolving boundaries comrnonly associated with rnaleness and femaleness due to 
electronic representations of social behaviour. Chapter 13 examines the changing nature 
of child-to-adult socialization; particularly with respect to the decay of the staggered 
access to information flow established through print technology to the instantaneous 
access to information available to both children and aduits through television technology. 
Finally, chapter 14 outlines the changing nature of hierarchy in the electronic age; 
specifically in terms of the changing roles of politicians and average citizens in the 
democratic process. 

l6 Media should not be misunderstood as mutually exclusive phenornena; media overlap, 
and when perceived historically they reveal deep structural patterns of interrelation. Innis, 
McLuhan, Havelock, Ong and Meyrowitz each believed that media develop alongside 
each other: speech developed alongside an already established system of gestures, print 
developed alongside the oral medium. Today, with ejectronic media we c m  see that we 
still maintain residual patterns of gesticulation, certain modes of speaking, and the 
indexing and stonng mechanisms developed through ptint technology. 

" There is a need to link anthropological research with Medium Theory. Although beyond 
the scope of this paper it is interesting to note that anthropological research aiso tends to 
heuristically map the parameters of human being throughout. time with respect to role 
dserentiation. In particular see: Habermas' Communication and the Evolution of Society 
(1979), and Lenski's Human Socieiies (1970) for a discussion of role differentiation 
between male and female social worlds in early tribal societies. See the Directions for 
Further Research section in the conclusion. 

l8 By now it should be clear to the reader that the distanciation of space and time as 
outlined by Innis and developed by McLuhan, implies a disruption in the generai space- 
time continuum of oral-cultures. This is generally perceived as a physical phenomenon; 



the medium of text separates space and time because of its ability to travel across space 
and through time. 1 contend that the distanciation of space and time is present even before 
the development of physicai media. Memory recall implies a reflection upon sornething 
that is not 'present' in the lifeworld, therefore psychical media indicate a distanciation 
betwecn space and tirne as well, although arguably not to the same degree as physical 
media. 

l9 The spoken word contains in it an aura. This is indicative of an high-presence 
avdability in oral cultures which is dismpted with the development of text. With print 
technology there is a distanciation of space and time which fragments the Unmediacy of 
oral communication. On this point see: Innis' Bias of Communication in which he argues 
that the relative balancing o f  oral and literate biases can lead to a strengthening of 
democracy. Also, with respect to the notion of presence see: Walter Benjamin's 
Ilhminations (1968)' particularly 'The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical 
Reproduction' for a discussion of the aura present in artwork, and the distanciation or 
watering down of this aura due to the technology of mechanicai reproduction. The issue 
of distanciated presence wilI be addressed in Chapter III. 

Ong's analysis of Orality vs. Literacy reveaied two significant transitionai periods. This 
is examined in more detail in Michael Heim's The Metaphysics of Virtual Aeality where he 
argues that these transitionai shifls provide a conception of historical epochs in terms of 
their 'characteristic ways of symbolizing, storing and transrnitting truths'.(1993;67) 
Heim's project is in part to link this conception with Heidegger's history of being; also see 
Heidegger The Question Conceming Technology (1 977). 

21 This is perhaps the most significant point established in this chapter, and it wiIl be 
revisted in subsequent chapters. The issue has to do with the extent of the depth of media 
relations -- specifically, how far back does media usage go, and what charactenzed surface 
interaction in primitive cultures? The key point here is that the earliest forms of media 
arguably distinguish between the no-form of the non-conscious realm of early hominids, 
and the formed consciousness revealed by systems of gesture and oral narrative. On this 
point see Habermas' Communication and the Evolution of Society (1979) in which he 
argues that: '...we have to assume a proto-language, which at least paved the way for for 
the systernatic connnection of cognitive accomplishments, affective expressions, and 
interpersonal relations that was so important for hominization'. (p. 133) 

* McLuhan's terni Synaesthesia is used here to describe the recombination of historically 
isolated senses, perceptions, and cognitions due to inherent media biases; to this extent 
synaesthesia is understood as a necessq  aspect of surface interaction. 

Notes to Chapter III: 

' Ferdinand de Saussure's analysis of langdage reduced it to a system of operations that 
exists outside of situated context. At roughly the same time a theorist by the name of 



Charles Sanders Pierce established a similar fiamework for the study of language. The 
tw6 systems differ in that Pierce did not divorce the system of language fiom its situated 
context. Nonetheless, Stmcniralism followed fiom the work of Saussure, and this makes 
his framework a more practical place to begin this analysis. 

It is interesting to note that Kuhn's work on paradigrns, and arguably Freud's 
psychoanalysis, also [end themselves to the stnictural paradigrn. See: Kuhn (1970), and 
Freud (1 963). 

' Saussure rarely used the word structure. According to Giddens, the distinction between 
system and structure became an issue in 1928 at the International Conference on 
Linguistics. Now we understand Saussure's language object as an effort to uncover the 
structure of the system. "Therefore structure can be understood to be a specification of 
the system, and would designate the restrictive combinations, highlighted against the 
whole field of the possibilities of articulation and combination, which create the individual 
configuration of a language." (1 987; 195) 

' Reference to the transcendental signified cm be likened to monotheistic reference to an 
omnipresent God; this is a reference to an ideal forrn (Plato), an ideal redm or al1 
encompassing totality which nonetheless remains virtual and unconscious. 

' Ultimately, Saussure's h e w o r k  suggests that meaning is already established within the 
language system that one uses, and this negates any human agency whatsoever. When 1 
state that Saussure's meaning exists as a virtual system ouside of tirne or context this is my 
Uiterpretation. Saussure never actually argued this point, but today we cm interpret his 
writings to reveal this linguistic b i s .  

Troubetzkoy is considered by Lévi-Strauss to be the founder of modem iinguistics, 
dthough it is generally established that Saussure made the initial move to isolate stmcture. 
Troubetzkoy's project followed Saussure. 

' Troubetzkoy is thinking about phonemic systems stmcturally (as background codes); 
likewise, Bloomfield does the sarne in the 1920's. Here the system can be interpreted as 
employed in surface interaction, and structure as it's deep unconscious structural codes. 

This deep stiucture can be likened to Saussure's conception of deep structure 
(transcendental signified). Here, Lévi-Strauss is refemng to given universals, or laws 
influencing social behaviour. Deep structure in this sense also relates to what Cari Jung 
termed the collective unconscious. See Jung (1 96 1). 

The distinction between system and structure is precisely this: a language or kinship 
system is employed for surface interaction, and history of the use of these systems forms a 
deep unconscious structure. This is the object of Structuralism. In Medium Theory 
tems, the Pre-oral, Oral, and Literate stages ail represent systems that were used in order 
to communicate: gesture, speech, writing. 



I o  Culture therefore is not only made up of objects and noms, but also consists of events. 
W i t h  structura& studies there are symbolic systems (word, phonernic) which are like 
modes (that are buried within the deep structure). Therefore, in Structuralist analysis the 
issue is redly between surface structure and deep structure. 

' I  These presuppositions are taken from Hjelmslev's Prolegomena to n Theory o j  
Language (1 943). 

l 2  People necessarily use systems for surface interaction, such as linguistic and- kinship 
systems; in this sense, Lévi-Strauss' and Ricouer's respective projects addressed human 
agency . 

l 3  For Ricoeur, the symbol has a double meaning form a semantic perspective (meaning by 
means of a meaning): It is both a surplus of meaning, and a temporal charge. (1974;28) 
This is sirnilar to Demda's notion of d~@iirance which will be addressed in the next 
section. Ricoeur's Interpretation theory entails several other key features which should be 
mentioned. This exposition of how Ricoeur's stmctural hermeneutics is relevant to the 
dialectic between deep structure and surface interaction represents only a slice of his 
hermeneutic project. Hïs theory of discourse goes further into an analysis of polysemy: 
multiple meanings. He argues that the word is a 'cumulative entity, capable of acquiring 
new dimensions of meaning without losing the old ones'. (1974;93) This implies that 
words are not only bound within the meaning system of language itself, but that their 
usage over time projects the system onwards. 

" Language (as a medium) is considered here in ternis of action. Medium Theory isolated 
surface interaction as the moment in which people use media to communicate; Ricouer's 
structural hermeneutics sirnilady pinpoints the moment of surface interaction as the use of 
media, yet fails to extend the inquiry to address subjectivity. 

l 5  Ricoeur's anaiysis of language examines the distinction between oral and written modes 
of communication. He argues, in effect, that the inscription of discourse is a transcription 
of the world, 'and transcription is not reduplication, but metamorphosis'. (1 976;43) Thus, 
the hermeneutic project begins where dialogue ends, with inscription. The medium is a 
projection for Ricoeur. "Language is the exteriorization thanks to which an impression is 
transcended and becomes an expression (...) the transformation of the psychic into the 
noetic." (1976;19) He argues that the memorization of epic poems entails a process of 
mental inscription. (1976;35) This is similar to my characterization of the Pre-oral stage in 
Chapter II. The problem for Hermeneutics, or at least the one isolated by Ricoeur, is 
precisely that with orality .the speaker belongs to situation, but with the advent of writing 
the 'authors intention the meaning of text cease to coincide'. (1976;29) Text is perceived 
as an exteriorization which is at the same time a distanciation; writing detaches meaning 
fiom event. (1976;25) Interpretation, philosophicaily understood is nothing else than an 
attempt to make 'distanciation productive'. (1976;44) In a word, Ricoeur's position on 
writing: 'thanks to writing, man has a world and not just a situation -- writing projects a 
world! '. (1 976;36) 



l6 Demda's inquiry spans the entire philosophicd tradition; he aims to deconstruct its 
inherent constructivist project. He reviews psychoanalysis, linguistics, hermeneutics, 
anthropology and so on. This section will only survey his key ideas regarding the 
structural paradigm established in the previous section. 

" For Derrida writing means inscription in terms of a physical text, but aiso in terms of a 
psychicai text. Thus writing is perceived as an older process than speech. This is sirnilar 
to the pre-oral, and oral phenomenon of psychical media wfüch was discussed in the 
Revision of Medium Theory in the previous chapter. 

'' Again, this provides an interesting iink to Medium Theory with respect to the 
distanciation of space and time. It is mentioned in this endnote for purpose of clarity. 1 
intend to discuss each theoretical tradition with its own tenninology. 

l9 As indicated, writing for Demda represents a mental inscription. This concept has its 
roots in Freudian theory. Like the space-time distanciation characteristic of print, 
psychical media also imply a distanciation of presence. 

The concept that ail signification is bound within the same network of differential 
relations resernbles Meyrowitz's contention that social reality c m  oniy be cornprehended 
in juxtaposition to a society's information network. Hence, for both Demda and 
Meyrowitz al1 signification including social identity is bound within the same meaning 
system. 

2' To be clear, Demda's argument seems to be that al1 memory and communications entail 
media: he believes that ail signification can be viewed as an ideal deep structural realm 
which, by its very usage, allows the basis for subjectivity and intersubjectivity. 

To state this another way, Demda suggests that parole (surface interaction) is inscribed 
within langue (deep structure); or yet another way, meaning is determined not onlp 
through the actual situation, but through the weave of intertextual relations that exist botk 
psychicaily and physically. Demda's deconstructive project is to introduce a science oj 
language which contends with the phenomenon of a de-centered, supplemented preseni 
that is iaden with historicity. 

For Foucault the transcendentai philosophy of the 1 s t  two-hundred years, beginnin~ 
with Descartes, has &en primacy to the subject; this assumed subject is now falling 
apart. This onset of the decline is the rise of modem thought through Manc, Nietzsche. 
and Freud. See: Foucault Live (1 989) for an elaboration on Foucault's overall project; il 
is a publication of a series of interviews spanning some twenty years. 

" For Foucault, Stnicturdism is a revived Formalisrn; he argues that Stmcturalism not r 
French invention but an extension of a Central European and USSR movement in tht 
1920's. (1991;86-7) Thus, Structuralism is actually an echo of the efforts O: 

Czechoslovakia (among others) to move beyond the dogmatic Marxism of the 1950's 
Stmcturalism was a new form, a new modality of thought, a formalistic investigation. Tht 



study of structural phenornenon then is a revitalization within the stream of forrnalist 
thought. (1 989;233-4) 

zs The reader should note that Foucault recognizes that statements resemble media. A map 
that represents a geographic area is therefore a statement. It re-presents something; recall 
Rousseau's suppiement. 

" Here, the statement is a serious speech act, not a mere utterance. Foucault originally 
argued that speech acts were not statements; he has retracted this view in light of more 
recent approaches. See Searle (1969) for a discussion of speech acts in general. 

57 For Foucault ail practices, institutional, technical and politicai, as well as those that were 
specifically discursive were al1 manifestations of the same structure or code; he has now 
drawn back this sweeping structuralkt view. See: Dreyfiis and Rabinow; Michel Foucmdt; 
Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics ( 1  989). 

* This point here is not a reference to a transcendental signified, not to a transcendental 
subject. As Foucault argues in his Archaeology '1 showed earlier that it was neither by 
words nor by things that the regulation of the objects proper into to a discursive formation 
should be defined; similarly, it must now be recognized that it is neither to recourse to a 
transcendental subject nor by recourse to a psychological subjectivity that the regulation of 
its enunciations should be defined'. (1974;55) He seeks a 'law governing these diverse 
statements'. (ibid;50) 

Thick tissue refers to more than just the bracketing of inherent meaning and tmth daims; 
thick tissue refers to the whole realm of non-semiotic communication, including gesture, 
intonation, facial movement, and so forth. Thick tissue forrns the background of 
inteiligibility for the participants in a given situation - this is similar to Habermas' 
lifeworld, and Shutz's background of meaning. See Habermas (1984) and Shutz (1972). 

'O Foucault argues that it is necessary for the archaeologist to distinguish between relations 
of power and relationships of communication by means of a medium (languagdsigns). 
Cornrnunicating is an act of acting upon others to be sure, but Foucault wants to isolate 
the distinction that whether or not power passes through systems of communication, 
power relations have a specific nature. (1 982;2 17) 

" We can understand the subject in history as a continual site of potential revolution. At 
the moment of surface interaction when individuals use media (language) they are the site 
and subject of the struggle for identity. For a discussion pertaining to the role of discourse 
in the formation of identity, power relations, and possibilities for resistance. See: Weedon 
(1989, 1980). 

32 If this ending seems too abrupt, it is because 1 intend to pick up this discussion through a 
survey of Poster's interpretation of Foucault's discourse. 



" Mark Poster also critiques Sartre, Marx, Habermas, and Bauddard. Poster's work is 
especially vaiuable regarding its scope of analysis: fiom the nuclear farnily, and nation- 
state, to the parameters of human communication, and the newly emerging electronic age. 

" This provides an interesting position which we will address later in this thesis with 
respect to Medium Theory; mmely that media cause, or are involved in, processes of 
mental transfonnation. 

" Again, a reference to Medium Theory. Michael Heim (1987, 1993), Jay Bolter (1991), 
and George Landow (1991) are particularly concerned with the shift fiom literate to 
electronic modes of writing - in this sense they reflect Ong's theory of transformation. 
These four theonsts are al1 second-generation medium theorists, although Heim, Bolter 
and Landow are not addressed in Chapter II. See the Directions for Further Research 
section in the concluding chapter. 

Foucault often refers to Jeremy Bentham's Panopticon which constitutes the subject via 
subjectification. Poster's point regarding the Superpanopticon is precisely that as 
discourses, databases constitute the subject objectively. (1995;93) 

" Again, this new social form beyond the modem resembles Ong's notion that literacy 
introduced a new social form; hence transformation theory, the transformation between 
epochs. 

' The post-humanist discourse that Poster calls for in the conclusion of n e  Second Media 
Age (1995) does in fact exist. Chapter V will address Socio-Technical Studies and 
Systems Theory as two discourses which surpass both socially and technologically 
deterministic biases; both can be considerd post-humanist discourses. Also see: Haraway 
(1992, 1991) for an introduction to the concept of the cyborg as a symbiosis between the 
biological and the technologicai. 

'' The retum to the original context that was negated through Saussure's work indicates 
that stnictural thought has gone full circle in its analysis of language as a medium, 
although only through this endeavour can we now understand the full implications of the 
social relationship to the technology of language. 

Notes to Chapter IV: 

The discussion of media is prevalent in Gidden's project although he does not tend to 
rely upon the Medium Theory of the Toronto School; however, he does acknowledge 
McLuhan's notion that the information medium 'directly influences the nature of the social 
relations which it helps to organize'. (1984;262) Giddens relies upon the time-space 
mapping of Hagerstrand and Pred for his notions of time-space distanciation. In particular, 
see: Hagerstand (1976), and Pred (198 1). 



Structure, for Giddens, is used in a Durkheirnian sense. Structure is considered more 
intemal than extemai. (1984;25) This approach is similar to the Medium Theory of 
McLuhan, Ong and Meyrowitz. Media are considered psychical as well as physical -- 
particularly as far as memory is wncemed (mental inscription). The notion of an intemal 
structure is also addressed in Demda's work as an unconscious network of differentiai 
relations of signification. 

This 'other' level of integration could be likened to Demda's concept of intertextuality, 
and to Foucault's autonomous realm of Discourse. Here, the media that integrates the 
system is understood to be distinct fiom the media that enables and constrains human 
social interaction. 

It may be of interest to the reader to recdl that ail of the medium theorists addressed in 
this thesis, with the exception of Innis, perceive the Electronic stage as a process of 
reversal with respect to the distanciation of space and time. For McLuhan it was an 
implosion process, for Ong it was secondary orality and for Meyrowitz it was the 
disentigration of informational roles. 

' Giddens discourse on Radical Modernity is a direct critique of recent Postmodern theoiy, 
particularly Lyotard's notion of the disintegrating grand narrative of history. Giddens' 
criticism is that although we have certainly gone beyond what we consider to be a modem 
era, we are mistaken if we assume that we are in an era of posmiodernity because the 
institutions upon which modern culture is grounded still persist. This is precisely why he 
places such emphasis upon disembedding and reembedding; granted our current global 
economy is drastically different than the economy of a cenniry ago, but again, the same 
institutions still exist, they are merely stretched over space and tirne. 

There is a comection between this concept and Foucault's use of the term discourse. 
Power relations are intricately bound up within the question of access 1 non-access to 
discursive fields. Expert systems can be viewed as discourses in Foucault's sense of the 
tem. Additiondly there is a resonance between expert systems and Meyrowitz's notion 
of hierarchy. 

' By noting that the future is colonized Giddens is articulating that certain actions can be a 
means of stabilizing outcornes. He descnbes insurance as a control of time through a 
colonization of mure. (1 99 1 ; 1 1 1) Risk assessrnent is sirnilarly perceived as a way of 
stabilking the future. (ibid; 1 14) And so are stock markets. (ibid; 1 18) Colonization is also 
intemal. Giddens argues that the socidization of nature involves certain repercussions as 
a colonization of both physical and psychical space. 

Trust is employed by Giddens in Erickson's sense of the term: anxiety and trust are 
opposites. In this context, the existence of abstract systems depend upon a certain level of 
trust for continuity. Trust here is understood as the very mechanism whereby abstract 
systems can exist. However, the concept of trust is not central to descnbing this project in 
terms of the dialectic beiween deep structure and surface interaction, and as such will not 
be addressed in the body of this paper. 



This concept has far reaching implications beyond the scope of this paper. However, it 
should be noted that the suppression of the preconscious, as a repression of affect, is a 
useful way of conceptualking the shift from the pre-oral to the oral stage of human 
history. Giddens' argues that the increased cornplexity of Society is equivalent to a 
heightened repression of affect. (I984;239) This indicates that the more reliant we are 
upon media, the deeper the consequent repression. Thus the history of rnediation can be 
viewed as an history of repression; the heightened mediation in the Electronic stage 
represents an increased demand for integration. The pre-conscious thus represents a part 
of the agent's psychic condition that is censored due to mediation. Mediated experience 
serves to censor pure presence, and the suppressed preconscious yields the development 
of other forms of consciousness. 

'O The reader d l  recall that the concept of psychical media refers to two distinct 
phenomena. The mental form of the individual (Le.: memory) can be considered psychical, 
but there is a collective, social memory which can also be considered as psychical. 
Psyckical media in the latter sense is understood to be essentially equivalent to Derrida's 
intertextual realrn of signification, and Foucault's autonomous realm of discourse. 

l 1  Giddens' argues that recall and memory are qualitatively different. Memory is 
something accessible in practical consciousness, which one may or may not have the 
ability to express, whereas recall implies the ability to discursively elaborate upon the 
memory. 

l 2  Giddens' reference to certain self-reproducing aspects in nature is ody mentioned in 
passing, but demands closer attention in the context of this paper. The identity of 
Giddens' agents, and also the societal integration of agents wtit large, is perceived as self- 
reproducing. Indeed, this concept is central to Giddens' duality of structure, but he lacks 
the language to define it concisely. The term that Giddens' is missing here is autopoiesis. 
See Chapter V for a discussion of the impact of the concept of autopoiesis on Systems 
Theory . 

l 3  Although tfiis aspect of Giddens' project remains undertheorized it is interesting to note 
the similarity between the reflection process that was established in the revision of medium 
theory in Chapter II and Giddens' 'reference to one's own biography'. The reader may 
recall that the reflection process 1 outlined earlier entailed a reflection process through the 
use of psychical media (of the Pre-oral and Oral stages), a double reflection process with 
the advent of physical media, and finally a triple reflection process due to electronic media. 
By no means am 1 suggesting that Giddens' three levels of consciousness (and therefore of 
memory) are synonymous with my three stages of reflection, but there is a stnking 
similarity which 1 will address in the synthesis chapter. 

For an cohesive argument conceming the recursivity of human communication, see: 
KrippendorfF ( 1994). 

I S  Extended signification is used here in the Demdean sense of the term. 



'' The concepts of Talk and Cultural Objects are extended in the work of David Mitchell. 
His paper: "Everyday vs. Representational Communication" provides a reworking and 
extension of Giddens' concepts. This is rnentioned here for two reasons: first, Mitchell's 
paper reworks some of Giddens' assumptions, particularly concerning the whole range of 
non-verbal modes of communication that he simply overlooks; and second, Mitchell 
addresses the notion that the contextuality of action or situated context is continuaily 
disembedded and reembedded in the course of everyday interaction. Thus, for Mitchell, 
what is of key importance when addressing the distinction between talk (everyday 
communication) and cultural objects (representational communication) is determining 
'when these processes are connected and when they are not'. (1994;lO) 

Notes to Chapter V: 

' It should be noted by the reader that each of the articles referenced in this section are 
fiom the same text: me Sociai Construction of TechnoIogrcal Systems; New Directions in 
the Sociology and Nistory of Technology (1987). This text was chosen due to its 
reflexive nature, many of the articles covered refer to each other and therefore give the 
reader a better sense of what the overall approach attempts to accompiish. Aiso see: n e  
Social Shaping of Technology ( 1  987) edited by Mackenzie and Wajcman, and The Nasure 
of Technologic~~l ffiowledge: Are Models of Scientific Change Relevant? (1984) edited 
by Lauden. 

For more detailed accounts of each method see: Bijker's Of Bikes, Bakelites, and Bulbs 
(1995)- Michel Callon's "The State and Technological Innovation; A Case Study of the 
Electric Vehicle in France" (I980), and Thomas Hughes' "Edison and Electric Light" in 
7he Social Shaping of Technoloigy (1987). Finally, for an introduction to the Critical 
Technology Assessment (CTA) literature which covers the relationship between Socio- 
Techical Studies, the History of Technology, Economics of Technology, Evolutionary 
Econornics, Structuration Theory, and Systerns Theory, see: Np's Manuging Technoloay 
in Society; The Approach of Constructive Technology Assessment (1995). This discourse 
is relevant because it covers topics such as technological trajectories, how to mode1 for 
projection, and the issue operationalizing models for intentional action. 

' Although never explicitely stated by Pinch and Bijker in their article, the multidirectional 
view of the SCOT method quite comparable to evolutionary models in biology. Van den 
Belt and Rip explain in "The Nelson-Winter-Dosi Mode1 and Synthetic Dye Chemistry" 
that Pinch and Bijker's mutlidirectonal view 'fùlly accords with neo-Darwinist accounts of 
species evolution that stress its bushlike rather than its ladderlike character'. (1987;157) 
This is of particular interest because although Socio-Technical theonsts never fùlly 
contextualize the roots of the tradition, it clearly has evolutionary aspects. This is most 
particularly evident in the Systems method, but is apparant in the ANT and SCOT 
methods. 



Consumers and users' of technological artifacts are illustrated here as exarnples of 
relevant social groups. Ruth Schwartz Cowan uses the consumer instead of the producer 
to desaibe the nexus between technological development and the selection environment; 
see: "The Consumption Junction; A Proposal for Research Studies in the Sociology of 
Technology" in nie EvoIution of Techno~~ca l  Systems (1 987). 

' Details on how women were considered a relevant social group in the case study of the 
technological development of the bicycle can be found in the Pinch and Bijker article 
(1 987;34). It is of interest to note that Pinch and Bijker suggest that each social group is 
context dependent, it is dependent upon the artifact itself for definition. This is to say that 
while women may have tumed out to be a relevant social group in determinhg the 
development of the bicycle, if the artifact in question were a fluorescent light bulb, a 
separate social group for wornen would be inelevant. 

Pinch and Bijker use the example of the air tire which was developed as a solution to the 
vibration problem associated with solid rubber tires. They explain that the air tire was 
considered an absurd abomination when it was first introduced as a solution; yet it became 
apparent that the air tire facilitated a greater speed and it becarne a solution to an entirely 
different problematic. The point here is that the debate of whether or not the air tire was 
an appropriate means of soiving the vibration problem was closed due to a redefinition of 
the problem: speed. 

Bijker bnefly describes the history of the plastics industry prior to the development of 
Bakelite, and then traces the development of plastic technology focusing upon two rival 
firms. Within these firms, two industriai chemists named Spi11 and Hyatt were both 
attempting to design a plastic which could replace the need for natural rubber and shellac. 
Bijker descnbes that each chemist conceptualized the meaning of their plastics differently, 
revealing a difference in goals and resulting in different lines of development. (1987; 164-5) 

' The technological fiame is meant to define interactions between people as fiamed with 
respect tu technology. They are shared, and rnoreover, they are meant to descnbe the 
interactional nature of technological development. This can be likened to Meyrowitz's 
concept of social information networks as concemed with the interactional nature of the 
social. This general way of describing the social in tetms of interactions, not individual 
actions, also resembles Luhmm's concept as social interaction as the systerns 
environment. This will be addressed in the next section. Finally, the concept of the 
technological fiame cm be likened to McLuhan's argument that media cause (demand) 
certain reception habits due to the various cognitive and perceptual biases of media. In 
this way the technological frame cm be understood to represent an aspect of deep 
structure. 

' The three developmental situations are as follows. The first situation is defined by the 
lack of technological fiames, here Bijker argues that the variation process will tend to be 
radical. (1 987; 1 82). The bicycle provides a perfect example because al1 aspects were 
subject to variation. (1 987; 183) Selection and variation will coincide almost totally here -- 
tbis happens via enrollment, because in this situation there is no dominant technological 



fiame, so social groups are enrolled for support. (1987;183) The second situation is 
defined by the dominance of a particuIar technologicai fiame; Bijker uses the Bakelite 
example to describe how engineers with high inclusion will be sensitive to ftnctional 
failure, and those with low inclusion will maintain the abiiity to question basic 
assumptions. (1987;184). Finally, the third situation is defined by the existence of more 
that one technologicai h e .  Here, there is the need for rhetoric as a selection 
mechanism. (1 987; 184). RecaIling the EPOR / SCOT concept of the closure rnechanism, 
the key feature of this situation is that is that it brings about stabilization by using 
arguments that do not necessarily carry much weight within the actors own technoiogical 
h e ,  but appeal forcefiilly to those outside it. Bijker describes this as the amortimtion 
of vested interests; the stabïiizing factor. 

As indicated, the two key articles to be referenced in this section are from The Social 
Comtnrction of Tecbndogical Sysems; Nw directions in the Sociology and History of 
Technology (1 987). The articles are: "Society in the Making; The Study of Technology as 
a Tool for Sociological Anaiysis" by Michel Callon and "Technology and Heterogeneous 
Engineering: The Case of Portuguese Expansion" by John Law. 

'O The concept of the searnless web is taken fiom Hughes (1983); he uses the tenn to 
illustrate the interactional nature of devetopment. This notion is a generally accepted tenet 
of Socio-Technical Studies; it is apparent in the SCOT, ANT and Systems approaches. 

" A reminder: the systems approach of Socio-Technica! Studies is quite distinct fiorn the 
Systems Theory covered in the next section. Cailon's Actor Network theory resembles 
both. With respect to the Socio-Technical systems method via Hughes, Van den Belt, and 
Rip, the ANT is sirnilar in the sense that its approach to modeling is fierarchical and 
divisible in terms of systems within systems (networks within networks). However, as 
much as it is similar, it also differs considerably. As Cailon States: 'The systems concept 
presupposes that a distinction can be made between the system itself and its environment. 
In particular, certain changes can, and sometimes must, be imputed to outside factors. 
The actor-network concept has the advantage of avoiding t h i s  type of problem and the 
many different questions of methodology it raises'. (1987; 100-1) Both Callon and Law 
believe their approach to be supenor to Hughes because it avoids the system / 
environment dichotomy. As we shall see, Hughes considers his approach to be superior 
for the exact sarne reason. With respect to the Systems Theory to be covered in the next 
section, Callon's ANT is sirnilar inasmuch as it indicates a hierarchical structure and thus 
tends toward a deep structural analysis. 

l 2  There are two points that 1 would like the reader to note. First, the ANT method is an 
approach whicti can be considered in the same vein as Poster's cal1 for a new post- 
humanist discourse, as it tends towards the erasure of the distinction between human and 
non-human ekments through the study of relations between elements. Second, Caiion's 
actor-network method avoids the social 1 natural divide, which can be likened to the 
system / environment distinction comrnonly referenced in Systerns Theory. 



l 3  Again, the articles reviewed in this subsection are fiom The Social Com~luction of 
Technological Systems. They are: "The Evolution of Large Technological Systems" by 
Thomas Hughes, and "The Nelson-Winter-Dosi Mode1 and Synthetic Dye Industry" by 
Henk van den Belt and Arie Rip. My goal in analyzing these two papers is to provide a 
rudimentary understanding of the parameters of the Socio-Technical systems rnethod 
through a brief oveMew of the vocabulary. The approach in itself does not provide an 
adequate mode1 for enhancing our understanding of the history of mediation, however, the 
language used and the conceptual h e w o r k s  ernployed will provide a way of thinking for 
the reader which will prove beneficid as an introduction to the next section on Systerns 
Theory. 

l4 There is a distinct similarky between Hughes' concept of the LTS and Foucault's 
autonomous realm of discourse. In both cases the individuai elements are part of a larger 
system of relations. 

" Hughes States, that because they are not under system control, 'environmentai factors 
a c t i n g  the system should not be mistaken for components of the system'. (1987;53) 
This is a key issue for Hughes because with respect to creating mechanisms for the 
analysis of the social-technological relationship, he believes that the definer / describer of a 
system should delimit the level of analysis or subsystem of interest. For Hughes the 
system versus environment distinction, the notion of hierarchy, and the concept of 
evolution are ail central to his concept of the LTS. 

This point is also established to draw a link between Hughes and Giddens. Hughes 
describes that 'over time, technological systems manage increasingly to incorporate 
environrnent into the system, thereby eliminating sources of insecurity, such as a once fiee 
market'. (1987;53) This notion is similar to Giddens' concept of the socialization of 
nature. RecalI Giddens' argument that the processes of disembedding and reernbedding 
create large areas of relative secunty through adequate housing, lighting, and sewage 
disposal, for example. 

'' Hughes argues that radical inventions cm be considered in terms of a micro system / 
environment relation: 'Invention changes fiom simple idea that can function in an 
environment no more complex than can be constituted in the mind of the inventor to a 
system that can fiinction in an environment permeated by various factors and forces'. 
(1987;63) Hughes also uses the system / environment distinction in a rnacro sense. 
Hughes' point can also be linked to Bijker's Technological Frames which can be 
considered shared, yet virtual, enviroments. The next section's anaiysis of Luhrnann's 
Second-Order Systems Theory will continue this discourse pertaining to the system / 
environment distinction in a deep structural sense. 

" The example that Van den Belt and Rip offer to describe the nexus is the passing of the 
German Patent Law in 1877. The patent system that was introduced represented a 
selection environment that proved highly relevant for the trajectory of azo dyes. 
(I987;149-50) They explain that prior to the patent law in mid 1877 there was no 
effective patent protection in Gerrnany. This forced the synthetic dye industry to maintain 



a high level of secrecy, but later, with the development of the law it became clear that no 
one would attempt to market a dye without the patent protection. 

It thus becomes c h  that the patent system (with its interpretations) 
provides a nexus between trajectoiy and selection environment. Both 
requirernents are necessary to secure the continuhg dynarnics of the 
technological trajectory and considerations of a broad socio-econornic and 
political character enter into the detailed articulation of the nexus. Patent 
law is not just a matter of the application of existing legal provisions, it is a 
social accomplishrnent that creates new solutions for new situations. 
(1987;lSS) 

In the case of the azo dyes, it was precisely the passing of the patent law that permitted 
the trajectory of am dyes to stabilize. Without it, Van den Belt and Rip sunnise, the 
technological trajectory would not have been possible. 

l 8  Fust-order systems theory can be traced back to the work of von BertalanffLYs General 
Systems Theory (1968), Norben Wiener's Theory of Cybernetics (1948, 1954)' 
Shannon's Information Theoly (1948), and Talcott Parsons' concept of the Social System 
(1 95 1, 197 1). Second-order systems theory, by contrast, illustrates a resurgence and 
transformation of the discipline in the 19701s, and 1980's with Gregory Bateson's 
extension of Cybernetic model (1 972,1980), Maturana and Varela's concept of 
Autopoiesis (1980, 1987), and Luhmann's reworking of Parsons' Social system (1982, 
1986, 1990). 

l 9  This has an obvious similarity to Giddens' distinction between talk and cultural objects. 
Indeed, as we progress the reader will see that Giddens' project and Luhmann's are quite 
sirnilar in both micro and macro respects. To a lesser extent this also has a similarity to 
the environment / system distinction discussed earlier in the Socio-Technical Studies 
system section. The environment / system distinction will be addressed in detail in the 
Luhmann section of this chapter. 

'O Closure is used here to describe the phenomenon of system re-integration; it is similar to 
the SCOT concept of rhetorical closure, and the concept of stabilization. In a sense the 
distinction between systern openness and operational closure can be seen as similar to the 
difference between chaos and order. The system is continually on the edge of chaos and 
human communication serves to continually re-order it. 

'' 1 am indebted to Loet Leydesdorff' for this graphic representation of how Maturana and 
Varela's theory of autopoiesis can be illustrated using the Shannon model of 
communications. Please note, however, that Leydesdorff uses the model to explain how 
Luhrnann's theory could be enhanced by using the Shannon model. Here the model is 
introduced prior to discussing Luhmann for the sake of reader comprehension. 

* Again, 1 am indebted to Leydesdorff for this graphical representation of Luhmam's 
concept of the social system. 



" This relationship between openness and closure can be Iikened to Giddens' concepts of 
disembedding and reernbedding, in a rnacro sense, and to the mutual monitoring of action 
in a micro. The importance of this sidarity between Giddens and Luhmann should be 
noted by the reader, as it is an integral point regarding how these discounes overlap. It is 
also of interest that McLuhan indicated that media cause a certain closure; the extent to 
which this relates the the closure of the social system remains unclear, but is an interesting 
connection. 

24 System dserentiation' entails both an enlargement and reduction of complexity. It is of 
interest here that this model resembles Callon's Actor Network Theory which entails both 
a simplification and a juxtaposition of elements into a network. 

25 Luhmann's system differentiation provides a model which heuristicaily maps the 
evolution of the social system. Arguably this model resembles the four stage model of the 
history of mediation, and Giddens' dudity of structure as a process of social and system 
daerentiation. However, the disparate roots of each of these discourses prevents any 
effective overlap. In part, the goal of this thesis is to enhance Medium Theory's heuristic 
mapping; Giddens, Luhmann, and Leydesdofl, are by far the most explicitly vaiuable to 
enhancing this aspect of Medium Theory. 

26 Luhmann States that system differentiation begins quite early as 'a d~flerentiation of 
roles'. (1982;236) Luhrnm's examples of symbolic discrimination and hierarchy strongly 
resembie Meyrowitz's role triad. 

'' L u h a n n  describes subsystems as entities which maintain their structural identities and 
boundaries through defining the character of other subsystems. This is roughly 
synonymous with the Structuralist concept of difference, and ANT's juxtaposition. 

28 Stratiform differentiation reduces the ability for society to reach another level of 
complexity because it keeps, for example, the peasantry in a position of continual conflict 
with higher order subsystems such as nobility due to a continual imbalance of access to 
wealth, information, or cornrnunication chances. (1 982;23 5) 

With respect to the system / environment distinction, and the subsequent ability to 
transcend the limitations of stratifonn differentiation and progress toward functionai 
daerentiation, Luhrnann notes that by specifjmg and institutionalking fùnctions, 'society 
inmeases its intemal dependencies', and by 'loosening the structural complementaries of 
systems and environrnents and by providing more and more indifference, society decreuses 
intemal interdependencies'. (1 982;23 7) In effect, this means that society is perceived as 
being able to transcend b i t s  to complexity through specializing and institutionaiking 
certain fùnctions. 

With respect to the complexifjhg environment / system distinction throughout the 
history of system differentiation, and the abiiity for societal evolution itself, Luhmann 
wams that we must be very careh1 about the form of evolution that occurs with functional 



dierentiation. He states that with fiindonal diierentiation 'the relation of each single 
subsystem to society is not identical with the relation of each subsystem to its social 
environment; nor is this relation to internai environment simply a set of inter system 
relations. Therefore society can use a highly diversified patterns of functionai 
dserentiation. This is because it can reduce its intemal complexities by selective 
operations (which in al1 subsystems focus on corresponding environments)'. (I982;237) 

30 Again the reader should note the similarity between Luhann and Giddens' respective 
approaches. Here Luhmann argues that fùnctional daerentiation enhances a subsystems 
selective operations. Subsystems at this stage have three system references - social 
system, other subsystems, and self reflection. Recdl that Giddens argued that discursive 
consciousness simiiarly yields three references; this is discussed with respect to surface 
interaction as a mutual monitoring of situation, others, and self. Yet the reader should 
also note that Giddens, unlike Luhrnann, categoricaliy denies that systerns and subsystems 
have seif-reflexive characteristics. 

" There are two points that the reader may find of interest. First, the Socio-Technical 
approaches to modeling are generally linear, and they lack a clear definition of the tirne 
dimension with respect to fùture expectations. Their models are also generally created 
after case studies have been compiled. By contrast, the System Theory approaches to 
modeling are generally non-linear (as expressed through the concept of autopoiesis), and 
they tend to provide more information regarding the possible mapping of the dynamics of 
fiiture communications. Systems theory models are apriori, they have been created for 
the study of social dynamics in general, unlike the Socio-Technical models which tend to 
be created aposterz. 

Second, and this point has referenced earlier, Luhmann's project can be likened to 
Giddens'. Luhrnann states that the differentiation of systern and environment produces 
temporality. (1982;292) Recall that the temporality of expenence, for Giddens, was due 
to the routinization of action dong the two reversible time dimensions. These time 
dimensions can be considered as enviroments to the human agent; or in a more 
Luhmannesque sense, they cm be considered as subsystems of the social system (as 
environments to other subsystems). L u h r n a ~  explains that a 'differentiation between 
fûnction, performance and self-reflection at the operative level will separate temporal 
horizons'; 1 will argue here that these can be read as tirne dimensions a la Giddens. 

l2 The input-output model here is assumed to entail selection at both ends; the sender 
selects which information to send, the receiver selects what is meaningful. This resonates 
with Giddens' concept of reembedding, and his position that the 'signifier is of peculiar 
significance' in contexts of interaction. For more conceming this duality of selection 
regarding the input-output model see: "Sustainable Technological Developments and 
Second-Order Cybernetics" (1 996b). 

j3 The reader should note that my knowledge of Leydesdofls adaptation of the Shannon 
model is a result of various lectures and private conversations with Loet Leydesdofl. The 
key point to note here is that Leydesdorff emphasizes that communication can be modeled 



not as the evolution of the species, but rather, the evolution of the distribution of 
communications amongst the species. The issue of distribution is addressed concisely in 
"Luhrnann's Sociological Theory: Its Operationalization and Future Perspectives" (1996a) 

This point is argued elsewhere in Leydesdofls work. In particular see: "'Structure' / 
'Action' Contingencies and the Model of Parailel Distributed Processing" (2993) 

'' The diierence between genotype and phenotype is best understood in terms of 
Leydesdofls Scientometrics. Although beyond the scope of this paper, it should be 
noted that Leydesdoes project entails the cornputer simulation of social phenomena. He 
States that '[tlhe technique of cellular automata can be used for the sirndation of social 
phenomena by considering the cells as the actors and the resulting pattern on the screen as 
the social system of their interactions. Actor behavior is then specifled at the ce11 level 
(Le., genotypically), while the operation of the social system can be observed 
'phenotypically'. Thus, one is able to infer fiom the specification of individual behavior to 
the dynamics of the social system'. See: "The Operation of the Social System in a Model 
based on Cellular Automata" (1995;413). 

36 The reader will note that Leydesdofls use of variation, selection and stablilization is 
similar to Pinch and Bijker's use of the concepts. The concepts are used by bath Socio- 
Technical Studies and Systems Theory to describe aspects of development over time, but 
the application of the concepts is significantly different. Luhmann intends the concepts to 
refer to the constitution of the social system over time, whereas Pinch and Bijker use the 
concepts to describe micro histones of technological development. 

" Again, Leydesdorfl's project extends beyond the scope of this chapter; however, 1 will 
briefly introduce an alternative form of determining the parameters of social 
communication. Leydesdorfï introduces an algebraic formula which cm be used for 
measunng the input of information, and the subsequent output. The expected information 
content of the inputted information is be represented as a, the selection of the information 
by the structure (of a subsystem) is represented by x, and the relative weight of the 
message as b. This is expressed as f(x)=a-bx2. This formula is extended to include the 
receiving system as c. Thus the combined input and output of infannation is fomalized as 
f(x)==a-b'x+c'x2. See "The Evolution of Communication Systems" (1994b). 

" Recall the duality of selection regarding the input-output model. Here meaningfùl, 
cornmunicatjve action on behalf of human agents is perceived as the means of system 
regeneration itself. However, it is important to realize that with respect to information 
output, meaning is an integral aspect of the system's regeneration. Meaning itself is 
perceived as reflexive, and it can again be made the subject of reflection if it can again be 
comrnunicated as an uncertainty, Le.: as a disturbance to the system. 

l9 The reader will recall that the concepts of technological trajectory and technological 
regime were addressed in the systems section of the Socio-Technical chapter via Hughes, 
Van den Belt, and Rip. LeydesdorfF uses the term in a similar sense -- a general pattern 



that has a predictable tendency. In particular see: "Sustainable Technological 
Developments and Second-Order Cybemetics" (1 996b). 

" The triple helix model is addressed in several of LeydesdorfFs papers. See: "New 
Models of Technological Change: New Theories for Technology Studies?" (1994~) for a 
concise overview of the model and its normative implications. 

Each perspective reveaied through the structural coupling of differentiated systerns is 
only partial; viewed collectively, however, we c m  infer the dynamics of the more complex 
system (Le., view it phenotypicaily). We cm therfore view the structural coupling of 
subsystems as trajectories. But moreover, Leydesdorff illustrates how a recursive 
algorithm as a dynarnic trajectory can visualize change (on the screen). The computer 
code can be considered as the genotypical specification of the phenotypicai behavior of a 
model on the screen; the resulting model captures the interaction in terms of the relations 
'in between' discursive representations. (1 995; 12) The computer code thus allows for a 
higher-order recursion. 

" To date 1 have not found a more sufficient means of modeling the relationship between 
the social and the technological than Leydesdorff's Scientometrics. 

43 This is an interesthg point to note, but it remains beyond the scope of this analysis to 
describe exactly how these two approaches could be intergrated into Leydesdorffs matrix. 
I believe that this indicates a nch area for fiirther research. 

Notes to Chapter VI: 

' The three levels of reflection can be conceptualized with the metaphor of the mirror. A 
reflection upon stored idormation is literally a reflection of reality, the reflection process 
characteristic of the literate stage (through the advent of space-time distanciation with 
physical media) is doubled because here there is both a reference to memorized 
information, and a reference to externalized information. The triple reflection process can 
be understood with expect to McLuhan, Ong and Meyrowitz's contention that the 
electronic stage is characteristically different than earlier stages -- this is articulated as a 
reversal process. Triple reflection can thus be understood in terms of synaesthesia, as a 
new set of combinatory possibilities between different forms of media. The example of the 
rnirror -- orality referenced memory as reflection, literacy reflects the reflection, and the 
electronic stage reflects upon the reflected reflection. See the Revision of Medium Theory 
section in Chapter II. 

' Remember that the Stnicturalist discourse had a tendency to employ the terms system 
and structure interchangeably; this was most particularly evident in Saussure's work. 

The reader should note that the social system that hhmarui and Leydesdorff depict can 
be understood in the same way that we understood Giddens' concept of rules and 



resources as deep seated, unconscious vimial structures. In the case of Systems Theory, 
society is viewed as a virtual system, much of which remains unconscious to those 
involveci. 

' Medium Theory and Systems Theory stem from difEerent roots, examine dflerent 
phenornena, and provide distinct conclusions, but they do share a mutual interest in media 
and its usage throughout history. They also share a comrnon Structuraikt and 
Functionaiist persuasion. Despite their differences, the sirnilarities do enhance my 
contention that the history of mediation can be perceived as a multi-stage process. 
Arguably these two traditions could be overlayed as: Pre-Oral-> Segmentation -> Oral -> 
Stratrication --> Literate -> Functioml Dîflerentiation -> Electronic -> Tramfation (self- 
o ~ z a t i o o n ) .  The (->) indicates a shift between the stages of mediation which could be 
perceived as providing a distinction between the history of deep structure and the history 
of surface interactions. Clearly this extends beyond the scope of this paper. Nevertheless, 
this provides an unique position which could be usehl to subsequent analyses. 

' Please see the Directions for Continued Research section in the concluding chapter for 
more detail on how other discourses may shed more light on this complex yet fascinating 
relationship. 
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