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e Mind in the Picture and the Picture in the Mind:
henomenological Approach to Cognitive Semiotics

(GORAN SONESSON*

‘title: La menie nell'immagine e 'immagine nella mente: un approccio feno-
gico ally semiotica cognitiva.

fract: Cognilive semiotics is the name of a project that aims at putting together
knowledge base of cognitive science and semiotics. We will here consider the
I image, which has becn an important subject in cognitive science, by contrast
picture sign, and the sign generally, which has been a basic theme in semiotics.
t, both cognitive science and semiotics will here be given a distinct phenom-
al slant, in the precise Husserlean sense of the term. We will characterise the
re‘as a particular kind of meaning, which we will call a sign, applying explicit
a; such as thematic hierarchy, directness hierarchy, and differentiation, In this
ense, the piclure is a representation, unlike many other meanings, which may be de-
d simply in terms of selection and combination, Mental images, however, will
rpued to be something very different, presentifications, that is, means for making
thing present, in the sense characterized by Husserl, and by such followers as
h and Thompson. We will however argue that Husser]’s model of picture con-
ss is incomplete, and that Thompson’s study of mental images lacks clarity,

use the Jack of real comparison with pictures,

vords: picture; sign; pictorial consciousness; mental images; iconicity.

_ognitive semiotics seems to have been invented several times
1 in different quarters during the last few decades. It is not clear
at-it has always been taken to mean the same thing: in all its uses,

pwever, cognitive semiotics seems to be concerned with integrating
stock of knowledge and theories existing in cogritive science and
emiofics, often with the aim of creating an overall framework for the
uman and social sciences, with some grounding in biology. More
ccifically, however, we shall take cognitive semiotics to put the
mphasis on the experience of meaning, as in semiotics and phenom-
nology, while also using experimental studies and empirical observa-
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tions as ini the cognitive sciences (cfr Sonesson 2009). Cognitive ge
miotics, as it is here understood, will have a distinct phenomenolo:
cal slant, The reflections pursued in the tradition starting out ‘fro
Edmund Husserl have important contributions to make to our unds
standing of consciousness and different semiotic resources includin
language, and thus to the nature (and culture) of humanity.

We will try to approach the task of understanding what is com
meonly known as mental imagery, starting out from something whig]
is, on the face of it, similar to it, the picture, which is, in our opinion
a clear instance of a Sign.1 Picture signs have been discussed in viS’i_l
semiotics, Mental images, on the other hand, have played an-i
portant part in cognitive science. Edmund Husserl, but very few of hi
followers, have considered both.

1. The notion of sign — beyond Peirce and Saussure.

Although semiotics is often taken to be the study of signs, the
tion of sign itself, strange to say, is never defined. It is true of both: thi
main traditions of semiotics, the Saussurean and the Peircean one; thy
they have never really offered any definition of the sign; and the sa
thing seemingly applies to the notion of representation in cogniti
science. This goes a long way to explaining why many semiotici
(such as Greimas, Fco, etc.) have rejected the sign, without muc
an argument, and why the second generation of adepts to cogniti
science now seems to be doing the same thing. When Peirceans a
Saussureans quarrel over the presence of two or three entities in’ th
sign, they never pause to ask themselves what kind of obiects, defing
by what type of features, are involved: but, clearly, before we kno
what we are counting, it makes no sense to start counting at all. T
whole question becomes moot, if there is no reason to analyse méa
ing into separate parts, as suggested by both contemporary cogniti
scientists and old-time existentialists and Lebensphilosophen. '

* This paper originated as a lecture at the Early Fall School of Semiotics in So
pol in September 2011 as part of the Colloquium on
“imagery” will be taken in the present conlribution to refer to mental visyalizing a

will be discussed in relation to pictures. The iecture also considered the mirror image

but there is no space here for taking up the mirror as a third instance of compar
An updated version of the paper was discussed at the Cenire of Cognitive Semlotlc
{CCS8), Lund, on March 17,2011,

imaginary/imagery’”. The term
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0, before we even ask ourselves whether pictures, mirrors, and
mental images are signs, we have to be clear about what a sign is.
{sinvolves not only deciding the criteria for analyzing a phenome-
o of meaning into two (or more) separate parts, but also those al-
'ing us to posit an asymmetrical relation between these parts: not
1y does the expression have fo be separate from the content, but the
er should stand for the latter, not the reverse (cfr Sonesson 1989,
.50 et seq.; 1992; 1993; 2001a, b; forthcoming a). This can be done
. ¢ombining what Edmund Husserl says about the sign (something
ich is directly present but not thematic refers to something which is
ndirectly present but thematic) and what Jean Piaget says about the
.miotic function (there is a differentiation between the latter two in-
nces, in the double sense, we will suppose, that they do not go over
‘each other in time and/or space, and that they are perceived to be

d ifferent nature).
‘Let’s start with the idea that there is meaning already in percep-
ion, first, because different perceptual phenomena can be combined,
| second because there are alternatives to some phenomena per-
ved. We thus have combination and selection, also known in clas-
I structuralist semiotics as syntagms and paradigms. Not all such
ionships are signs. In Husseri’s (1939, p. 174 et seq.; 1950, p. 238
eq.) parlance, they form a paired association, or a coupling, when
th items are directly present; they are an appresented pairing, or
imply an appresentation, when one of the items is present and the
ther is not; and an appresentation becomes a sign when it is the ab-
ent item which is the theme (cfr Luckman 1980, p. 205 et seq. and
‘ig. 1). The most obvious case of an appresentation is when one looks
n object, necessarily from a particular point of view, but stiil per-
es the whole of the object. The appresentation is that which moti-
tes the experiential positing of something ¢lse as present along with

the strictly presented object.

‘In semiotics, we are familiar with couplings and appresented pair-
, In the form of iconic relations or iconicities, indexical relations

Figure 1.
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or indexicalities, and symbolic relations or symbolicities. T
not' signs, since they only involve two items and a relation:
them; thus -being instances of Secondness in Peirce’s senge
would say that Thirdness has to be added to obtain a sign. But the
tinction of what is thematic and what is directly given offers
useful criteria. e

Analogously to the sign, Sonesson (1989 p. 50 et seq.) aske
might be the theme of an appresented pairing: in the case of Fet
and protention, the moments immediately preceding and followin
present moment, it might be reasonable to said that it is the p
moment that is the theme. In case of the hidden side of a pere
object, it is less obvious that the directly perceived side mu
the sole thematic one. The appresenation of the other, the Alte
other Ego, however, would not seem to fit this scheme: we seém
as immediately aware, as Husserl also claims, of the other’s
of his body. Therefore, it scems that an appresentation must als )
for the two items in the relationship being equally in focus. By
then is the limit between a sign and a mere appresentation? Ini ‘i
seems that when there is a double asymmetry, the part which is no
rectly given being thematic, and the one which is directly given
non-thematic, we are always faced with a sign.

Yet a second criterion may be in order, not to define the sign
haustively, but to pinpoint the properties which allow it to eme
childhood and evolution. This is the notion of differentiation; cha
terised by Jean Piaget. According to Piaget the semiotic Jir
(which, in the early writings, was still termed the symbolic fun:
is a capacity acquired by the child at an age of around eighte
twenty—four months, which enables him or her to imitate somethin
somebody outside the direct presence of the model, to use lang
make drawings, play ‘symbolically’, and have access to menta
agery and memory. The common factor underlying all these phen
ena, according to Piaget, is the ability to represent reality by mea

a signifier that is distinct from the signified.” Indeed, Piaget arg

that the child’s experience of meaning antedates the semiotic funct
but that is does not then suppose a differentiation of signifier an
nified in the sign (cfr Piaget 1945; 1967; 1970). Tn several of the
sages in which he makes use of this notion of semiotic function:

% In the later part of this article, we will suggest that mental images and me
is really different from the other phenomena listed in not being true signs.
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on to point out that “indices” and “signals” are possible long
age of eighteen months, but only because they do not sup-
ifferentiation between expression and content. The signifier
ex, Piaget says, is “an objective aspect of the signified”
thus, for instance, the visible extremity of an object that is
ntirely hidden from view is the signifier of the entire object
aby, just as the tracks in the snow stand for the prey to the
But when the child uses a pebble to signify candy, he is well
the difference between them, which implies, as Piaget tells
fferentiation, from the subject’s own point of view, between

nifier and the signified” (ibidem).
get is quite right in distinguishing the manifestation of the se-
unction from other ways of “connecting significations”, to
s own terms. We have already encoutered those under the
of coupling and appresentations. Nevertheless, it is important
that, while the signifier of the index is said to be an objective
of the signified, we are told that in the sign and the “symbol”
‘Piaget’s terminology, the conventional and the motivated vari-
the semiotic function, respectively) expression and content are
entiated from the point of view of the subject. We can, however,
ine: this same child that in Piaget’s example uses a pebble to
or a piece of candy having recourse instead to a feather in order
resent a bird, or employ a pebble to stand for a rock, without
ore confusing the part and the whole: then the child would be
ying a feature, which is objectively a part of the bird, or the
ck, while differentiating the former form the latter Jfrom his point of
Nor does the hunter, who identifics the animal by means of the
cks, and then employs them to find out the direction the animal has
; confuse the tracks with the animal itself in his construal of the
_in which case he would be satisfied with the former. Both the
Id i our example and the hunter are using indices, or indexical
ns, where the ‘real” connection is transformed into a differentiation

he sign.

On the other hand, the child and the adult fail to differentiate the
eptual adumbration in which he has access to the object from the
titself; indeed, they will identify them, at least until they change
cir perspective on the object by approaching it from another vantage
olrit. And at least the adult will consider a branch jutting out behind a
all as something which is non—differentiated from the tree, to use
aget’s example, in the rather different sense of being a proper part

exiaw, 7-8/2011




PARTE I - TEORIE SEMIOTICHE DELL IMMAGINARIO

. lt In the Peircean sense an inc'iex is a s.ign, the rela_ta gf Wh!lJCht;
connécted, independently of the sign function, by coniig?ztyhor yf ha
kind'of relation that obtains between a-part rfmd the whole (t en;: Orth
termed factorality). When thesej relatlonsl,nps are‘ gl;:en ﬁ]ge me};_r:
perception, we have a coupling in HL‘kSSSI'} s sense; when o t }tfo e
them is present, there is appresentation. Two items p;esen ’ gt-f-:et
only become a sign, however, to thg extent that one of t em(,ilt ;n 1ﬂli_ :
as the expression, is directly percel\fed but r.lot in focus, an L the E;)
one, the content, is indirectly perceived while at the same {tllme. g .
the focus of the relation. An index, then, must be unciersgolo as 11; le
icality (an indexical relation or ground, to use an old Peircean te
i 101 :
pluSBtllie\if{cgnsliﬁiti take these observations furt.her:_ sincc? what. i
stake is a thematic structuring, and this structuring 1.tse!f 18 reIe}ll‘u.\/rfw
a subject for whom it is a part of the field of consciousness, t ﬁ;{: iy
part of the sign is in some sense a stand that the subject_ may t‘abe
the other. In more familiar terms, ti-le first part of the sign lsb ab
the other. Of course, this more readily applies to the relat|1on et\y
the content and the referent, where the latter‘ cor?esponds in the w ;
outside of the sign to that with w%}ich the sign is (.:on(?erne(zi. Hus-sg
(1980), in fact, makes this distinction clearly onl‘y in his sffu y (1)_ pi
ture consciousness, where he notes that the‘de'plcted 'Berlm Spa.ac_:_
here in the picture, whereas the real paiage is in Berlin (cfr tcme__:_s
1989, p. 270 et seq.; 2006a and below).” As I have suggfs ed cl
where (Sonesson 1989: 193 et seq.?, we would thus have to f§upp
some kind of thematic hierarchy gﬁmg gn thtf:4 ordinary case) fro
i ugh the content to the referent. _ L
GXP;ZSS;0£; ]::;(:1 ﬁlinimally define the sign by the following prope

— it contains (a least) two parts (expression and (fontc‘:‘,nt) and:
a whole relatively independent of that for which it stands

referent);

* In a more classically empirical way. the .necessity of t%ns tdlst1kr11;::}1]og] may.
borne home by studies of children intt.arpretm-g pictures, accs)rdmg L :1) Wb] e
fication of an object, present in one picture,.m ;snothcr one is considerably
it i i i inger in preparation). e
" r"ct;:]e‘;:itmi;czlllﬁi(s}l ?:rk,gHussSrl Izvas very much concerned with the d‘fffere
between wh;t has here been called the content (_“nocma”) an.d th? ra.afen:ntﬂ(!éttx{)
matical core™), but he does not seem to discuss it elsewhere in relation to the

sion,
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these parts are differentiated, from the point of view of the sub-
Jects involved in the semiotic process, even though they may
not be so objectively, i.e. in the common sense Lifeworld (ex-
cept as signs forming part of that Lifeworld);

there is a double asymmetry between the two parts, because one
part, expression, is more directly experienced than the other;

and because the other part, content, is more in focus than the
other;

the sign itself is subjectively differentiated from the referent, and
the referent is more indirectly known than any part of the sign.’

nderstood as iconicity (an iconical relation or ground, as Peirce

ginaily called it) plus the sign function. But pictoriality is not just

y kind of iconicity. Tt is of course visual iconicity, but that is not

ough to characterize its specificity (cfr Sonesson 1989; 1993;1994;

95; 2001a, b; 2003; 2008). Pictures are characterized by what we

e elsewhere called resemantization (cfr Soncsson 1989, p. 255 et

:). The parts that are meaningless in isolation become carrier of

ticular portions of the overall meaning, once they are integrated in-

, and /n/, forming the word

: e picture of a man are in

mselves meaningless even when cousidered in their particular spa-

al:location; however, after having been put together, the phonemes

ntinue to be deprived of meaning as such, whereas the strokes and

e-dots begin to take on the aspects of different proper parts and at-

butes of the man they contribute to form. Pyt simply, the different

arts and properties of the man are not distributed among the pho-

eres fm/, /e/, and /n/, as they are among the strokes and dots form-

ng the corresponding picture.® This is possible because the picture is
he same time an object of perception and a sign,

-_—

> The referent witl also ordinarily be more in focus than the sign, if we suppose
in Anglo—Saxon philosophy of language is called “opaque contexts” o be the
xception, Cfr Sonesson (1989, p. 193 et seq.).
1t will be noted, then, that pictures do not have double articulation, as was once
‘gued by Eco and Lindekens, nor do they lack elements without (hejr own significa-
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- These properties of the picture are cognected to a peculiarity of '.
picture sigii that Husserl (1980) has described by the term Bildbewu;
sein, and that was taken up for discussion again much later, no doup
independently, by Wollheim (1980), according to whom we isee in*
depicted object directly into the physical object that is the pictorial:ex
pression (Sonesson 1989, p. 262 et seq.; cfr Sonesson 2006; 2008),
similar things assume the character of a picture only when pictori
consciousness is attached to them, Husserl (1980, pp. 17, 16, 138;
seq.) contends (and, in addition, the similarity must be “anschaulic,
p. 135). Pictorial consciousness puts three instances into relation;;
picture thing (originally the “physical picture™), the picture object; a
the picture subject (“Bildding”, “Bildobjekt’, and “Bildsujet”, resp
tively). When the picture is said to be lopsided, this concerns the picti
thing; but when we complain about the failure of the photograph t
semble the person photographed, it is the picture object that is incrimi
nated (cfr Fig. 2). However, it might seem less clear what constitute
the difference between the picture object and the picture subject.

In the photograph of a child, a figure can be seen that is in's
respects similar to the child, but differs from it in size, color, et
miniature child in a greyish violet is of course not the child that is
tended’, i.e., conceived (“vorgesiellf’). The real child, the picture sy
ject, is red—checked, has blond hair, and so on, but the picture ob
can only show up ‘photographic colors’. The first, then, which is3

Pittre object

Pheture subjuct

Huteron|

Figure 2,

tion, as has been widely argued since; their case is different again. This argum
given more fully in Sonesson (1989, p. 282 et seq.). '

ssume that the picture subject is id

» 18 the picture object. The second is
¢ noted immediately that, although

o lr_lgt bmean the same thing o us as to Husseri
di valld, because even high—quality color ph ,
8 - . . Oto_
» as well as paintings, are incapable of rendering the fulf)scale

ot that acqordmg to Husserl, may be more or less ex-
nsive, more or less intensive, 1.6., concern a greater or lesser
umber of properties, and realize them

. o e to a greater or lesser d
Extensitdt” and “Intensitir der Bildlichkeir”, Husserl 1980 p f;%rz{:

always be a difference, how-

the picture
ing, whilst
- be thus. Nor is jt feasible to
entical to the referent, in the sense

oW, together with the picture th
dly be said to
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of 4 concréte object of the world, or even in the sense of being a  (Sonesson 1989, p. 262
standing for a-number of such instances. Many pictures may not i . More recently, Husser{’s
referents, in ary of the latter senses, but they clearly have picture
jects: suchis the case not only of the notorious unicorn, but of aff
creahirgs ‘emerging out of Escher’s and Reutersviird’s pictures
deed, there may be a difference between the picture object an
picture subject of a unicorn picture, for instance if the unicorn log
grey or even blue, but we know that unicorns are white — althoy
unicorns do not exist. .
Thus, in Husserl’s work, the picture subject has been made
mean two things that do not need to coincide: a) the picture objec
it is really, that is, without its ‘photographic colors’; b) the pictur
ject in its right place (cfr Fig. 2). As Husserl observes, the paintin
the palace is here, but the real palace is in Berlin. Indeed, it was, &
time Husserl was writing. After 1946 and until recently, however, th
Berlin Castle ceased to exist.” This does not mean that the differe
between the picture object and the picture subjects desappears fior
photograph taken in 1989 and observed at the present. The ‘pho Evan Thompson (2007, p. 267
graphic colors’ are certainly not those we expect the real castle texts on Bildbewusstsein whe
have had. The picture object corrected according to our expectati
will henceforth be called the picture subject. That which may ¢;
elsewhere may be called the picture referent. :
The whole point of ‘impossible pictures’ is that they point beyi
themselves to something that cannot exist, their equivalents in
three~dimensional world (cfr Sonesson 1989a, p. 266 et seq.). Ind
their picture things are quite possible, as are in this sense their pict
objects (consider the importance of ‘recognizability’ to Escher). T
is, I submit, the most interesting interpretation of the notion of pict
subject: as the potential real-world equivalent of that which is ‘s
in’ the picture thing, that is, of the picture object. Husserl (1980,
490) could be taken to suggest just this, when he claims that what i
seen in the picture is corrected for its deviations from the idea
have of the corresponding type, which imposes constraints on the p
sibilities of perception: being made of plaster contradicts our idea’
human being, so we withdraw it from the picture object. '
The description of this phenomenological analysis, and some ¢
rections proposed to it, occupy an appreciable part of Pictorial Ci

" 1t is now being rebuilt, but accerding to a new model by Frank Stella, so i
hardly a question of the same referent being re—established. :
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experienced as pictures. Indeed, among other things, mental i

are not located on a surface; they are not flat; and you cannot_.

1o 1 cfr Thomas 2010).
theIIIrla(;1‘;§rt:)(:plll(l)srﬁfi(:r1ﬂ:ifn;i(ctorial consciousness, Husser'l star'ts ou
1898 treating pictures — as opposed to signs ——has t;lemiessu;ﬂa
remembering, anticipation, and phantasy - Or ratber,_ eu e
of the picture as a model for undcrstandmglremem ering, an . pat
and phantasy. He denies, however, that plctur§S are signs. Sorg
(1989, p. 276 et seq.), who, on the contraq, thinks plctu;eg are s
believed the reason for which Husserl dgmes t.he status 01 Slgl?st 0
tures is that he sees signs as nece-ssarllly being symbois, t}z} .. :
conventional signs. This interpretatt.on is born_out by F{.usscrf sh ¢
that convention is needed to determine ?h;} up{lgbt position of the
ture that makes it possible to interpret 1t.. This is, howev(;er, ce;a;
not the main reason for Husserl’s contqntlop. It all dlepen s on f
ment (cfr Willard 1995). Only perception is Feally in .preience.q:
object.” “Signitive intentions” are to Husserl maqthentu;), the :P_o
of intuitive, that is, they have to be ﬁll{ill_cd — 1,f’ not by ptet;e.
then by presentifications (* Vergeg.enwartzrungen ). But, E;, t the:_.t
Husserl started reflecting on thesg issues, he clearly thoug :1
tures were more capable of serving fulﬁll_ment than .(c'on‘:.en .10
signs, thus being comparable to remembering and ant1ﬁ11;la (Iiog.
later stage, nevertheless, Husserl (1980, p. 139) estab“ls. Z, a_i
division into proper (“eigentlich”)‘ ?gld non—proper (“n_tc ',;e-
lich’) phenomena — also “symbth ?nd elsewhere S.lgmtl.w
tentions. In this division, presentifications guch as ant.lclpa 1(;111
membering, and phantasy appear togetf‘ler with perceptions, WS ier
signs and pictures are put in the opposite general .catefg(l)tr? (f:n .
trated very well in the diagram constructed by Stjernfelt fro
serl’s text; cfr Fig. 3).

ion i inly not nee
8 As we have shown long ago, however,d cony}e?u}? is E:;al;lz) }gn!:erprefaﬁ'g
is, si i i icture round unti] it offers ¢
s, since it sufficient to move a pict : : tpreta
;lz)lr?;ething that is in particular well illustrated by the classical comic strip *““TI

- LI 276 et SCQ.)- T
de—downs™; cfr Sonesson 1989, p g o
) e"‘_We are at the heart of what made Jacques Derrida criticize Husserl, But, a8

. 5
Ricceur said to me at a 1984 meeting in Toronto, where we were both pre_s.(.an

could not understand what was wrong with presence,

The Mind in the Picryre (GORAN SONESSON)

Vorsteliung  Wleas

“aigentiich” nicht-eigentilch
praper non<proper

4 also: symbolical)
Vel genwdrligung (
ege wérl&g{ (:é?)%s@mallon) o Wymbole)

Cpresenmation fepresentation symbils

[ ] e

eption  fantasy  memory presentative  representative

Figure 3,

us, in Husserl’s mature conception, the remembered object
ds before our eyes itself, whereas in the picture, something else is

3

g resembling it. In the case of
emberings, anticipations, and phantasy, there is nothing “in—
een” the subject and the object, only a modification of the act di-
d at the same object (cfr Fig. 3). Husserl rejects the “image theo-
of remembering, anticipation, and phantasy, as he had carly on

in the case of perception. The editor of Husserl’s posthumous
x{s on pictorial consciousness, Eduard Marba
istinction as being between being in one environment and expe-
ce what has happened before, what will happen later, and what is
erely possible in another environment, on one hand, and being in the
Ssence of something that indirectly gives access to something being
ewhere else in time and space, on the other, Thompson, on the
t hand, describes anticipation, memory, and phantasy more reso-
utely as being some kind of vicarious perception, some kind of “off-
e” perceptual processes that are are so close to real perception as to

facilitated by movements in the same sense and hindered by
vements in the opposite sense.

Before we can even discuss
on, it would be useful to estab

Marbach’s and Thompson’s interpreta-

lish a distinction between presentifica-
s and representations. Representation is the same as sign: there

lould be differentiation and double asymmetry. Pijf_:_sentiﬁcation
means that something is present in a modified modé__:- as i'm_agined, as
8t, etc. Presentify means making something present. Unfortunately,

exian, 7-8/2011
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w 1ons” for both (as did Husser! at ﬁrst),:_ §
E\F/Enarr:a:s}:);l?: iallizfsgl?i?;zgiut “refpresentaticgl” (hwitth :yda;:/l})la
. icipati , an antasy. :
el prencs lt'l(f)iS ilrgltc};};z?;rfl)’f ;rilgerrlr;.oge mentili)ns Husserl?s ph
home Thompiotgé' icture sign in passing but does not commit hjj
nomeﬂf)logy o er d?scusses signs at all. But without a contrast to’p
i:lztoalr?dHft;:: signs, Thompson’s otherwise \?xcellent analysis
mZHStal imagery and memory is not very 1nfc;n?;t;;fer.ls s omacta
Cognitive semiotics has to accoun? for bo g g
in other words, for both representations and presenti .
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On Imaginary Entities or Chimeras
and their Relation to Reality

ANITA KASABOVA®

title: Sulle entita immaginarie o chimere e la loro relazione con la reaita.
ct: 1 discuss the nature of imaginary entitics and argue that, although they in-
possible worlds, they interact with us in the real world by means of language
rrative. 1 sustain a non—pictorial view of mental images and I argue for this
by way of Quintifian’s theory of enargeia. 1 then reconstruct two relatively un-
1’ semiolic theories, formulated by B. Bolzano and A. Meinong, who contribute
‘conterporary discussion by examining the problem of how the referential rela-
an obtain when the re/atum does not cxist. They argue that imaginary entities
a signifying relation to reality -— which is projected or assumed by a narrator
‘an addressee. Like Bolzano (1837) and the early Meinong (1894-9), 1 remain on-
cally parsimonious: by assuming that ‘there are chimera’, we do not have to as-
separate universe for characters that do not physically exist in our actual
n order to imagine them or talk about them. I take my tead from them, as well
fom linguist and Gestalt psychologist K. Biikler (1934), semiotician and linguist
akobson (1975}, and linguist J. Lyons (1975), and distinguish between three lev-
‘existence: a virtual or possible level for ideal, mathematical, and logical ob-
an actual level for perceived objects, and a real or linguistic level of significa-

: hat grounds the other two.

words: imaginary entitics; chimeras; mental images; possible; real; existing,
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