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Since the inception of the Chomskyan paradigm, the sign has been declared an irrelevant level of analysis in linguistics. In cognitive science, Lakoff & Johnson reject the idea of there being something like representation, and some traditions within semiotics have also taken exception to the notion of sign. On the other hand, other schools of semiotics, mostly inspired by Peirce, find signs everywhere, in ordinary perception, and even within the cell. Indeed, both Peirce and Saussure really take the sign for granted rather than defining it. Phenomenology seems to be the only method that can help us out of this conceptual muddle. Husserl has some assistance to offer, but we need to take phenomenological analysis further. There is indeed meaning in the whole field of consciousness, starting out from perception, because it is based on intentionality and thus organized in terms of theme, thematic field, and margin, as recognized by Gurwitsch. Arvidson made an excellent point when translating intentionality as attentionality, not so much because of the connection to the elementary attention studies he reviews, but rather because it creates a relationship to the contemporary discussion of joint and shared attention in child development. But this paraphrase also tends to obscure the idea of directedness that is central to intentionality, and which is needed to construe the sign as a double, yet refracted, structure of intentionality. To have a language, of course, we need more than intentions and signs: system character, norms that regulate the system, and a memory device that is at least to some extent independent of the human body.

