
Meaning and truth in communication

Abstract

1. Describing parts of communication; sender, recipient and message. Presenting a model with; sender-meaning, 
recipient-meaning and message-meaning, described as; intention, interpretation and 'literal meaning'. 

2. Dismissing the idea of message-meaning as a 'literal meaning'. Describing the message-meaning as context-
dependent. 

3. Explaining why the message-meaning is independent from sender and recipient. 

4. Leading us to conclusion that the message-meaning is to be seen as determined by a third part, "a judge". 

5. Investigating attributes of this judge. Borrowing the concepts of 'doxa' and 'habitus' from Pierre Bourdieu. 

6. Dismissing the idea of the sender-meaning as an intention and dismissing the idea of the recipient-meaning as an 
interpretation. Follow up and further develop the sender-meaning and recipient-meaning. Putting this in context with the 
newly developed judge-meaning. 

7. Illuminate similarities and differences between the meanings. 

8. Discussing the significance, possibility and privileges of each of the participants.

1. Three kinds of meaning in communication

1.1. What we got in communication? 

1.11. (1) a sender, (2) a recipient and (3) a message.1 I.e. what we got here is (1) me who is writing 
(the sender), (2) you who are reading (the recipient) and (3) a document with the title ”Meaning and 
truth in communication” (the message).

1.2. Next thing I ask: what is the meaning of the message in communication? For example if 
somebody states ”I want a banana”, what is the meaning of that message? 

1.21. Simply one may answer, the meaning of the message is that he (the sender) wants a banana.

1.22. This is what could be called a 'literary meaning' of the message.

1.3. But now, the author of this text who just wrote ”I want a banana” (me that is), is it reasonable to 
interpret it as if I wanted a banana? 

1.31. Perhaps you reply: ”No, you just wrote 'I want a banana' to state an example for this 
philosophical investigation, there's no reason to believe you actually do want a banana.”

1.32. A fair reply, I would say. But really, what can you as a reader know about my intention? Isn't it 
possible that my intention could be something completely different, unknown to you?

1.33. On this point you have to agree. You can't know anything certain about my intentions. When 
you said the message was given as an example for a philosophical investigation, that was just your 
own interpretation. 

1.34. One can imagine that the writer of this text could have other intentions; perhaps I'm just 
working as a translator, translating this text from French into English and not intending anything in 
particular by it except for making a proper translation. 

1.4. Now we just carried out our first investigation. In this I wanted to make clear the three parts of 
communication; the sender, the recipient and the message. Also I wanted to show examples on how 

1 That is the concrete elements of communication. Abstract elements (or 'constitutive factors') of communication may 
be added such as: context, channel and code (see model by Roman Jakobson).



one can consider different 'meanings' in communication. At first we mentioned 'literal meaning', a 
meaning that's oriented towards the message (we may call it message-meaning), secondly we spoke 
about intentions - a meaning that is oriented towards the sender (sender-meaning) and then 
interpretations - a meaning that is oriented towards the recipient (recipient-meaning).2

1.41. What we've concluded now may be rearranged and turned into something else later on, but I 
think this will bring a good basic notion for these investigations. Later on I will show that the 
message-meaning can be more than just a literal meaning, the sender-meaning more than intentions, 
and the recipient-meaning more than interpretations. 

1.5. Summing up this session; we have (1) a message, a sender and a recipient, and (2) a message-
meaning, a sender-meaning and a recipient-meaning.

***

2. The message-meaning as dependent on the context

2.1. In the previous session we spoke of three different meanings; one tied to the sender, one tied to 
the recipient and one tied to the message. When we spoke of the message-meaning, we mentioned it 
as a 'literal meaning'. However, we can imagine the message-meaning to be more than just a literal 
meaning. Consider how the message 'I want a banana' can be used in different situations;

a) it can be constative, the stating of something, just to inform, read in a sense like "I want it to be 
summer"

b) it can be performative, express a wish or desire, like the child says to her mother "mum, can I 
have a banana?"3

c) it can refer to the fruit banana

d) it can refer to a candy with banana shape and banana flavour

e) it can be the lyrics of a song or a poem

f) it can be a sentence in a foreign language

(the list could be made much longer, only imagination puts limits).

2.3. When we have so many alternatives to choose from, what determines the actual meaning of the 
message?

2.31. One answer could be that the actual meaning has to be according with the dictionary, and refer 
to the fruit banana.

2.4. Would it then be the same, in another country, speaking another language, where all the people 
understand the message 'I want a banana' as 'there is key under carpet'? 

Translating from English to this foreign language you find: 

I = there is  want = key  a = under  banana = carpet

2.41. Here we are inclined to admit, that a word or a message can have different meanings in 
different languages. 

2.5. So then if the language currently spoken is English, then the actual meaning of the word 
'banana' has to refer to a fruit?

2 The concept of 'meaning' is here to be understood in a wide sense.
3 Constative and performative are central concepts used by J.A. Austin. The constative utterances can be said to have 

a truth-value (either true or false). The performative utterances on the other hand have no truth-value but instead 
said to be either happy/felicious or unhappy/infelicious, depending on if their aim is succeded or not. The main work 
of Austin is called How To Do Things With Words, which title refers to these performative acts.



2.6. At a jewellery store, looking at earrings in shapes of different fruits in miniature. There are 
earrings looking like tomato, cucumber and banana etc. The customer looks at these and says to the 
salesperson: "I want the bananas". 

What would be the expected reaction of salesperson here? Open the fridge that's behind her back 
and get the two 'real' bananas that happen to lie there? Or unlock the two tiny pieces of metal 
painted yellow that the customer is looking at?

2.61. You'd reply the latter. The word ”bananas” does here seem to refer to tiny pieces of metal. 
How come? Because we are at a jewellery store, and here we are expected to talk about jewelleries; 
because customer is looking at certain pieces of metal, and then we expect her to refer to what she's 
looking at; because these jewelleries are painted yellow, similar colour to the fruit banana. The 
bananas in the fridge was something the customer didn't see, and thus she is not expected to talk 
about them.

2.62. Though we are speaking English here, the word 'banana' doesn't refer to a fruit. Here we are 
inclined to say that the message-meaning cannot simply be determined only by knowing which 
language is spoken (unless we widen the meaning of the word 'language'), it is the circumstances 
around, the context, that determines the message-meaning.4

2.7. Let's now agree on this: It is the context that decides the message-meaning.

***

3. The message-meaning as independent of sender and recipient

3.1. In the jewellery store (see 2.6), the customer asked for "the bananas". We came to the 
conclusion that the meaning of this message was that she wanted earrings with banana shape. How 
could the message "I want the bananas" mean this? Why didn't it refer to the real bananas, that was 
in the fridge? 

3.11. One could say that the meaning of this message referred to earring-bananas because that was 
what the sender intended.

3.2. A customer enters a flag-store, says to the salesperson ”I want an Austrian flag”. ”All right”, 
says the salesperson, and shows an Austrian flag to the customer. ”No” that's not the flag I meant 
replies the customer, ”this flag you show me is white and red, but the flag I want is blue with red 
stars and a cross in the upper left corner”. ”Ah, you mean this”, replies salesperson, and shows an 
Australian flag. ”Yes, exactly, that's what I meant” says the customer. 

Was it the customer (sender) that was mistaken about the name of Australia, or was it the 
salesperson (recipient) that misunderstood the message? 

3.21. Of course it wasn't the salesperson who misunderstood the message, the customer asked for an 
"Austrian" flag and salesperson showed her an Austrian flag. The customer though seemed to be 
mistaken since she asked for an Austrian flag but really wanted an Australian flag.

3.22. By this we draw the conclusion that the senders intention does not decide the meaning of a 
message.5

3.3. Can we then say that it is the recipient who get's to decide the meaning of a message? 

4 One may argue that the message refers to earrings because that's what the sender intends, and thus making it more of 
a sender-meaning than message-meaning. A reply to that could be what's stated in 1.41. However this is a situation 
where I wouldn't want to apply this kind of 'extreme sceptisism'. I will develop further answer in session 3.

5 Of course we could insist, say it's indeed the sender that decides the meaning of a message. But it wouldn't be in line 
with what people in general think. I'm interested in 'ordinary sense opinion'.



Imagine this similar situation: A customer asks for an ”Austrian flag”, and the salesperson picks up 
a Polish flag, thinking this got to be an Austrian flag, and shows it to customer. 

3.31. In this situation, the sender thinks of an Australian flag and the recipient thinks of a Polish 
flag, but both were wrong, the real meaning of the message ”Austrian flag” referred to an Austrian 
flag.

3.32. This shows that it's neither sender, nor recipient that decides the meaning of a message. 

***

4. Message-meaning as a meaning according to a third part judge

4.1. What is it then that decides the message-meaning? 

4.11. In part two I showed how complex the message-meaning can be. You simply cannot just refer 
to a dictionary, or something like that. In order to understand a message, you need to understand the 
context. But then, what is this context? How can a context decide something? A context doesn't 
have any consciousness, “context” is just an abstract term. 

4.12. I'm inclined to say that the message-meaning needs some kind of human interpretation, and in 
session 3 I showed why not sender's intention nor the recipients interpretation can be accepted for 
deciding the message-meaning, thus I'm inclined to say we need to take a third part into 
consideration, leading us to the conclusion: 

4.2. The message-meaning is it's meaning according to a third part judge.6

***

5. Attributes of the third part judge

5.1. We may say that the meaning of the message is decided by a third part judge. So who is then 
this judge? 

5.11. Well, we cannot be expected to present any exhaustive description, but I will give some 
outlines, and hopefully you'll see where I'm getting at.

a) The judge knows what language is spoken and is well oriented in the current context. 

b) The judge has to be respected and awed by the people involved, else it won't get attention.

c) The judge is to be considered as an imaginary person, existing in thought but not in physical 
presence. However any kind of 'real judge' may serve as an embodied metaphor, for example a 
judge in the court, a referee in a sports game, an examiner in school or the constructor of a quiz.

d) The judge may be considered as a representative for the 'official truth'. Mark well though that 
official truth might not be the same as actual truth.7

e) As representative for 'official truth' the judge may always get overthrown and replaced by a new 
judge when one official truth is replaced by another official truth. For example until year 2006 it 

6 I will from this point use the concepts 'message-meaning' and 'judge-meaning' synonymous. However, one could 
argue that the 'judge-meaning' should be separated from the 'message-meaning' - and let the  'message-meaning' be 
used in a wider sense, as including all of sender-meaning, recipient-meaning and judge-meaning

7 From this point on there is a lot of talk about 'truth', how do this word become central in our investigation? The 
relationship between 'truth' and 'meaning' is something that could be investigated further. Sometimes I tend to use 
these concepts symonymous, and at some point I found it more reasonable to use the word 'truth' instead of 
'meaning' (explanation how I all of a sudden started to use the word 'truth')



was official truth that Pluto was the planet furthest off in the solar system, and then well respected 
people with authority to speak concluded that it wasn't sustainable to call Pluto a planet at all. Now 
Neptune is considered to be the planet furthest off. Even though it wasn't actual truth that Pluto was 
the planet furthest off in year 2000, it still was an official truth and thus we may imagine it was the 
judge's truth. 

We could use another more trivial example for this; right now it is official truth that it is year 2012, 
but in one years time this truth will have become overthrown. The date-judges are short-lived on 
their thrones.

f) As representative for 'official truth' the judge's dispositions not only changes in time, but also in 
space and context. This is more or less what already has been pointed out in a), but to give some 
examples; in (most of) USA it's official truth that Neil Armstrong was the first man to walk on the 
moon, in Russia it's widely considered as false; among some religious groups it is official truth that 
the earth is no more than 10.000 years old, and among other people that's official falseness.

g) Criterion e) and f) has to be understood in the light of criterion b). It is because of criterion b) 
that the judge is said to represent official rather than actual truth.

h) Judges meaning have a tendency to always appear natural, obvious and indisputable

i) It is us humans who are creating this imaginary judge, yet the point is that s/he aren't completely 
under our control. Perhaps we could draw a parallel with the dictionary; at first we write the 
dictionary (writing down what we created by our own imagination) - and then we let the dictionary 
rule over us (as we are correcting ourselves after it).

j) The judge is only in part known, and in part unknown. We cannot completely understand the 
judge, because that would play out the function of the judge as an independent representative. If the 
sender or the recipient completely knew the judge, the judge would become an integrated part of the 
agent itself, and the judge would then lose part of it's function (a completely unknown judge would 
on the other hand be useless). I.e. when I said that the judge's truth is that Neptune is the planet 
furthest off in the solar system, it was only intended as an example on how we can imagine it to be.8

k) The judge may be viewed in different ways, just as we can view the position we are in, from 
different perspectives. For example, we could consider a particular situation in a wide sense i.e. 
"context of speaking in English language", or a more narrow sense i.e. "context of (English) child 
talks with her mother at the dinner table". Depending on what perspective we choose to apply we 
can invoke different judges. Possible mistake when speaking of the judge would be to invoke an old 
conservative, out-of-date-judge, failing to see that the judge one is speaking of is in fact not the 
actual judge (the actual judge avoid scorn by hiding itself, and let others think that somebody else is 
current judge) 

l) The judge-meaning may be seen as similar to the concept of 'doxa', described as a 'common belief 
or popular opinion'. "The power of doxa is in its hidden nature which claims that what it claims to 
be 'reality' is the one and only 'truth' about the nature of existence".9 This could also be said about 
the judge-meaning. 

m) Also we can draw a parallel between the judge-meaning and Pierre Bourdieu's concept of 
'habitus'. Both habitus and judge-meaning can be seen as ways of embodying (objective) structures. 
Habitus is described as "a set of dispositions which incline agents to act and react in certain ways. 
[...] The dispositions generate practices, perceptions and attitudes which are ‘regular’ without being 
consciously co-ordinated or governed by any rule". The judge-meaning can also be seen as a set of 
dispositions (and this is very important remark), but we locate these to the imaginary judge instead 

8 This is a rule I will often break in this text, but it's not because I don't believe in it myself, it's for the sake of being 
pragmatic. It becomes very difficult to speak about the judge when the judge is someone unknown and abstract. To 
simplify I will therefore sometimes speak of the judge in prejudiced concrete terms and let the words "we may 
imagine..." be implied.

9 Description of 'doxa' from http://www.elizd.com/website-LeftBrain/essays/practice.html 



of  the sender or recipient. We may imagine these dispositions have strong influence on the sender 
and recipient, but we don't have any intent to describe how and in what way. We must note that 
'habitus' is mainly a sociological term, and our investigations are of another kind.10  (Further effort is 
required to describe the relationship between judge-meaning and habitus.11 )

n) What we are looking for is a judge that is not too intolerant and nor too tolerant. For example a 
judge that is tolerant enough to agree with us that "bananas" can refer to pieces of metal, that has 
similar shape to bananas and that's painted yellow (as concluded in 2.5.1), but not so tolerant that it 
would agree on that a flag which only got two bands of red and white (like the Polish) can be 
referred to as an Austrian flag (as concluded in 4.3.1).12

Examples:

       1a.                1b.     1c.

      2a.                                       2b.                                                          2c.

Many would probably agree on that 1a and 1b are bananas, but not 1c. And that 2a and 2b are 
Austrian flags, but not 2c. It needs some degree of tolerance to agree on that 1b are bananas (one 
can mark that it's not real bananas, they just look like bananas), and it needs some degree of 
tolerance to agree on that 2b is an Austrian flag (for example, one can mark that the bands are not 

10 Wittgenstein: "Our interest does not fall back upon these causes of the formation of concepts; we are not doing 
natural science; nor yet natural history - since we can also invent fictitious natural history for our purposes" (it might 
not appear as if we are always faithful to this (and we aren't going to be faithful for the sake of faithfullness either))

11 Some further comments on habitus, "the modes of behaviour created by the habitus do not have the fine regularity of 
modes of behavior deduced from a legislative principle: the habitus goes hand in glove with vagueness and 
indeterminacy. As a generative spontaneity which asserts itself with an improvised confrontation with ever renewed 
situations, it obeys a practical, inexact, fuzzy sort of logic, which defines one's normal relation to the world" and 
Habitus' "conception is primarily dynamic and operational, as opposed to static and ontological."

12 We may choose to interpret the judge in the narrow sense, as someone who doesn't tolerate anything but perfect 
logic, or we may interpret it as an infinitely tolerant person, who never claims anything about right or wrong 
(philosophic discussion tend to hover between these two extreme standpoints on truth (which I think is 
unfortunate)). However, what these two judges have in common is that they've never visited planet earth, and don't 
know what a human is. In case we take interest in things that got to do with specific human conditions, they can't be 
of any help for us. 

Compare with Wittgenstein: "The more narrowly we examine actual  language, the sharper becomes the 
conflict between it and our requirement. The conflict becomes intolerable; the requirement is now in danger of 
becoming empty. [...] The crystalline purity of logic [has got us] on to slippery ice where there is no friction and so 
in a certain sense the conditions are ideal, but also, just because of that, we are unable to walk. We want to walk: so 
we need friction. Back to the rough ground!" 

What W. calls 'friction' is similar to what I call 'tolerance' (though analogy can't be made fully)



the correct size, the white band shouldn't be bigger than the red ones).13 One could say that 1b 
indeed are bananas, but it's not real bananas (yet then one have admitted it is bananas), and that 
indeed 2b is an Austrian flag, but it is disproportionate and badly painted.

My point is not to argue that 1b are bananas and 1c is not a banana. I just want to point out that 
what is considered as banana and what's not considered a banana is arbitrary, there is no set line 
which distinguishes banana from non-banana. Some degree of tolerance is necessary, but infinite 
tolerance is useless. The perfect amount of tolerance is determined by the context. I cannot tell the 
perfect amount of tolerance, as I can only speak within my own context.14

o) We need a different judge for every different situation. And there will be judges who's going to 
say that sure 1c is a banana, and other judges who refuse to agree on that 1a is a banana. Some 
would say it's neither true or false that 1a is a banana, seeming to imply that 'it's true that it's neither 
true or false...'15 What each of them have in common though, is that every judge will have people 
around them who will support and think their current judge's opinion is the very most sensible and 
correct.

5.12. Summing up the judge-meaning, we may call it; the meaning (including opinions, 
dispositions...) or truth according to an imaginary judge with highest status in the current context.

***

6. Relationship between sender-meaning, recipient-meaning and judge-meaning

6.1. In the first session I described the sender-meaning as an intention, the recipient-meaning as an 
interpretation and the message-meaning as a literal meaning. Later on I described how the message-
meaning can be understood as more than just a literal meaning. Now I will show how sender-
meaning can be more than an intention and the recipient-meaning more than an interpretation.

6.2. Imagine a guy says to a girl at a bar, "you have a nice dress". 

6.21. Let us imagine he said this very spontaneously, he was confronted with the girl and simply 
thought that the girl had a nice dress, and he just wanted to tell her so. Yet there may be still a lot of 
other background information on why he said this. I.e. the guy felt sexually aroused by the girl, and 
would have liked to have sex with her. This might be true, but is it an intention if he never 
consciously thought of this when he made the utterance? Probably not.16 Another factor that made 
him speak to the girl might have been that he wanted to impress on his friends, show them he wasn't 
afraid of starting conversations with strangers. He might have been inclined to speak to the girl, 
because she looked to be similar age, and he estimated her to have about the same level of attraction 
as himself. If she had looked more posh, he might not have dared to speak with her, and if she 
looked stupid, he might have wanted to avoid her. The reason he was appealed by the dress might 
have been because his mum had worn a similar dress when he was a little kid, but he had no 
conscious memory of this and wasn't aware of the connection.

6.211. The list of explanations may be made much longer, more or less involving the entire state of 
the mind of the sender, and all of this I mean can be tied to the sender-meaning.17 The sender-
13 Strictly spoken, it also needs some degree of tolerance to agree on that 1a is a banana and that 2a is an Austrian flag.
14  The philosopher and the philosophical discourse of course cannot stand outside of this. Wittgenstein writes: 

"Philosophical problems arise when language goes on holiday", that is, when we take a word and try to look at it in 
isolation from its context.

15 Compare with Austin: "Suppose that we confront ‘France is hexagonal’ with the facts,[...] is it true or false? It is 
good enough for a top-ranking general, perhaps, but not for a geographer. [But] how can one answer this question, 
whether it is true or false that France is hexagonal? It is just rough, and that is the right and final answer to the 
question of the relation of ‘France is hexagonal’ to France. It is a rough description; it is not a true or a false one."

16 It cannot be in our interest to try to define what's an intention and what's not.
17 This can be compared with the concept of 'Background' developed by John Searle, described as "the set of abilities, 

capacities, tendencies, and dispositions that humans have and that are not themselves intentional states". I'm inclined 
to say that all this may also be involved in the sender-meaning. Here's an interesting article that compares Searle's 



meaning may be any description of the sender's mind in relation to the message sent.

6.22. In similar sense we may imagine the recipient-meaning be any descriptions of the recipient's 
mind in relation to the message received. We may imagine the recipient-meaning as an 
interpretation, for example; the girl thought that the boy meant her dress looked nice, or; the girl 
thought the boy was sarcastic, and really meant the dress looked ugly. It may also be reactions of 
the girl after she had made the interpretation, i.e.; the girl felt happy or; the girl felt insulted. 
Though the recipient-meaning may not involve any interpretation at all, i.e. the girl didn't really 
listen to, or understand what the guy said; she just thought for herself that he spoke with a funny 
accent, or; the girl was struck by the thought how peculiar it is that strangers often speak to her 
when she's at the bar, yet it never happens that strangers come up to her when she's at the school 
restaurant (and she starts developing a theory about the causes of this).

6.221. Thus, the recipient-meaning may be described as any kind of reaction of the recipient when 
receiving (or, after receiving) the message.18

6.23. Further on, we may imagine the judge-meaning to be just as complex and multifaceted as the 
sender-meaning and the recipient-meaning. Considering the judge-meaning in the situation 
presented above, we may imagine the opinions of an observer viewing this from the outside. 

6.231. Examples of possible judge-meanings; 'the guy really thought the girl had a nice dress', 'the 
girl might have thought he was being sarcastic', 'the guy was probably trying to pick up the girl', 'the 
girl didn't understand that the guy's real intention was to have sex with her', 'the guy used a clumsy 
pick-up line', 'the girl should have shown more gratitude', 'the guy shouldn't have tried to start 
conversation with the girl, because it was obvious she was too good for him'.19

***

7. The difference between the sender-meaning, the recipient-meaning and the judge-meaning

7.1. What is the difference between the sender-meaning, the recipient-meaning and the judge-
meaning?

7.11. Well there is one obvious difference, and that is that the three different meanings are located to 
the three different people. But apart from that, is there any essential differences in form or in 
subject?

7.12. Consider the sentence 'the girl felt happy' from the previous session (6.2.). One may be 
inclined to call this a recipient-meaning, since it's about the reactions of the girl. However, if we 
consider what we've concluded earlier, that might not be the case. It might just have been an 
interpretation of the sender or the judge. Imagine the girl felt bored, but pretended to act happy 
because she wanted to show good manner. In this case it would be sender- and/or judge-meaning 
that 'the girl felt happy' and the recipient-meaning that 'the girl felt bored'.20 

7.121. This indicates that there is no essential difference between the three different 'meanings' in 
form or in subject. You cannot look at a single sentence, and say whether this is a sender-meaning, 

concept 'Background' and Bourdieu's concept 'habitus':  http://www.springerlink.com/content/r854052115m43714/
18 The recipient-meaning can be seen as more or less equal to Austin's concept 'perlocution' - what comes by an 

utterance. Austin describes this in a more narrow sense than what I do, and focus on other things - such as actions 
rather than reactions, but essentially it seems to be no major difference in concept (though, it needs further effort to 
explain this well).

19 These examples enlightens the connection between the judge-meaning and Bourdieu's concept of habitus. Notice 
how the judge-meaning here is understood in a wider sense than in session 2-3, yet it is the same concept.

20 One may then answer that only the recipient can know what she felt, the sender or judge can only guess about her 
feelings. Well, but if you look at reality, you notice people usually don't do any guessing - the sender will often take 
for granted the girl felt happy, and never doubt about it. And if we consider judge-meanings, why would they permit 
any expressions of doubt or uncertainty? (Compare; you rarely see a commercial with the slogan "choose our 
product, it is probably better than the other choices!")



recipient-meaning or a judge-meaning, it may be any of these.

7.2. Then, how is the relation between the three different meanings to be understood?

7.21. Imagine a student said in year 2000 that Neptune is the planet furthest off in the solar system, 
the teacher told her she was wrong and that 'Pluto' was the right answer. By this time teacher's 
meaning was in line the 'official truth'. In year 2010 same procedure played out; a student said 
'Neptune' and teacher responded 'Pluto'. However now the 'official truth' had swayed. What was a 
sender-meaning in year 2000, had become a judge-meaning in 2010, and the judge-meaning in 2000 
was just a recipient-meaning in year 2010.

7.22. This shows that the different meanings are interchangeable; what once is only a sender-
meaning may turn in to a judge-meaning and a judge-meaning may turn in to just a recipient-
meaning etc.

***

8. The importance and privileges of each of the three different meanings

8.1. There seems to a need for a single meaning that stands above other meanings.21 This is often 
referred to as the real, actual, correct, objective or true meaning. However as we examine this, we 
notice the arbitrariness in what people consider as the true (or correct, real etc) meaning. The judge-
meaning may be seen as a stand in or deputy in the eventual absence of a real objective meaning.22

8.2. What we do is that we subjectify what's considered as official truth by calling it a 'judge-truth' 
or 'judge-meaning'. By doing this we also in a sense discrown the official truth, making it just a 
meaning among others. Then it stands on equal level with the sender-meaning and the recipient-
meaning.

8.3. None of these three people; sender, recipient and judge, have any given prevail over the other 
two, but each of them have their own special privileges; The sender as the creator of the message  
knows better than anyone else the conditions under which it was created, the recipient as a recipient 
of a gift who's free to do whatever s/he wants with what's given to him/her, and the judge with the 
strongest authority of the context, so strong that it makes people believe that the judge's meaning is 
the one and only real meaning (making both sender and recipient believe they got to correct 
themselves after it).

8.4. Imagine a student hands in a story he's written to the teacher. The teacher has got some 
alternatives, she may (1) treat it according to what's expected of her in the current context, i.e. judge 
the story according to nationally outworked guidelines,23 or (2) on the depth try to understand the 
sender, i.e. by reading closely and ask the student further questions, or (3) use her imagination and 
do what she pleases, i.e., take the text that's been given to her and fold paper planes.

21 This is quite obvious; acceptance of more than one meaning would quickly lead to misunderstanding. It could for 
example never be accepted in scientific studies. One can compare this with how Bourdieu describes the doxa:"the 
unsaid in the field of cultural possibilities, making it seem as if there are not multiple, but only a single possibility" 
('possibility' can here be seen as synonymous to 'meaning')

22 However it's not to be understood as a denial of any objective meaning. This text doesn't have any ontological 
approach. It's only a matter of applying perspectives. Nothing prevents the judge-meaning from being in line with 
objective meaning (neither does sender-meaning or recipient-meaning).

23 I present this as option number 1, as it probably will be the first thing that crosses her mind.


