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Abstract 

The notion of “common ground” is one of the most used tools when people want 
to describe the elements that the speakers engaged in a discursive interaction 
share. In this paper, some phenomena are presented involving common elements 
in two conflicting positions whose description is inadequate if we apply the notion 
of common ground, understood as pieces of information accepted by both parties. 
In particular, the way in which some repliers organise their opposition seems to 
require considering the positions as concepts, rather than as pieces of information. 
We define these concepts as connective entities, which can be interrelated.  We 
analyse three conflicting discursive sequences in French (one from a political de-
bate broadcast on television and two from Internet forums) by mobilizing a theo-
retical approach in which meaning involves connective concepts. We claim that in 
a conflicting pair statement — reply, there is one kind of reply strategy which con-
sists in reinterpreting the statement of the opponent, a strategy that we call refram-
ing, which accepts two versions depending on which part of the opponent’s posi-
tion is maintained (internal vs. external reframing). Moreover, the connective 
concepts approach is motivated both at the level of the conflict and at the level of 
the individual positions taken per se.  

1. The notion of “common ground”  

According to Stalnaker, the common ground of an interaction is the set of piec-
es of information that the participants in an interaction accept as shared belief 
[14]. 

It is common ground that φ in a group if all members accept (for the purpose of the 
conversation) that φ, and all believe that all accept that φ, and all believe that all believe 
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that all accept that φ, etc. 
(Stalnaker, 2002: 716) 

In this formulation, φ stands for a piece of information (a proposition), say an 
objective description of a state of affairs towards which a speaker may have a cer-
tain attitude, such as believing in its truth or falsehood. Common ground is based 
on the idea that meaning consists ultimately in pieces of information; that is why 
the notion of common ground makes sense from an informational/descriptive per-
spective, where speakers exchange descriptions of states of affairs (i.e. pieces of 
information) together with their psychological attitudes towards them. This is one 
of the assumptions that I will question. But first of all, it must be made clear that 
the notion of common ground can be treated independently from another notion 
which is usually associated with it, the notion of presupposition. In fact, the notion 
of common ground was created by Stalnaker to give a pragmatic account of pre-
supposition (or we should say “the phenomena usually called presupposi-
tion”). The most unequivocal example of presupposition may be presented by say-
ing that the proposition [There is a unique king of France] is presupposed by the 
sentence “The present king of France is bald”. Contrary to Strawson [17], who, 
like Frege [8], treated the use of sentences containing false presuppositions as spu-
rious (the truth of the presupposition being a condition for the sentence to be ei-
ther true or false), Stalnaker suggests that presupposition is not a problem of how 
the truth value of the presupposition affects that of the sentence, but rather a prob-
lem of the speakers’ attitude towards information [14], [15], [16]. In Stalnaker’s 
view, presuppositions must be explained by observing what speakers take for 
granted when using a sentence, which implies that a sentence can have a truth val-
ue even if its presuppositions are false.  Thus, a notion like “common ground” was 
necessary in order to theorise the pragmatic principles governing presupposition in 
conversation. Stalnaker suggests that to presuppose that φ is to believe that φ be-
longs to the common ground of the interaction.  Yet, if we admit that in a given in-
teraction, the parties involved have a particular attitude, like “to accept as shared 
beliefs”, towards a particular set of pieces of information, it doesn’t seem incoher-
ent to suppose that presupposition is not the only way to denote that attitude. Ar-
guably, a sentence like We both believe that φ would explicitly accomplish that 
task without presupposing that φ.  This is the way in which we will understand 
“common ground” in this work.  

In the next sections, I will present some descriptive problems with the idea that 
what is presented as “shared” has something to do with pieces of information and 
hence with common ground. But, of course, these are not very original claims; I 
am preceded by a long and strong tradition of non truth-conditional semantics or 
pragmatics. However, what I believe is that it is possible to allow a different kind 
of description of the “shared” elements of an interaction by focusing on the way 
elements of content (in my terminology, “concepts”) are related. Furthermore, I 
will try to show that this approach, which rests upon a conception of meaning as 
socially dependent connections of linguistic forms rather than as individual mental 
states, can be useful to identify speakers’ strategies to gain the upper hand in a 
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discursive conflict. In particular, we will try to characterise the strategy that con-
sists in modifying the interpretation of the opponent’s point of view.  

2. The common ground of a conflicting interaction 

The first interaction we will analyse is an excerpt from a political debate. In 
2007, the two main candidates in the presidential elections in France were con-
fronted in a televised debate. Nicolas Sarkozy, from a right wing party (UMP), 
had been Interior Minister during the period that was just coming to an end. 
Segolène Royal, from the French Socialist Party, was the challenger, and was at 
that time in an excellent position according to the opinion polls — many people 
had the impression that her bad performance in the forthcoming elections was 
linked to her bad performance as an orator  in precisely this debate, from which 
we will analyse the following excerpt:  

Fragment 1 
S. Royal : But it is also true that […] the ethics of politics […] demands that 
politicians account for what they do. I also know that what interests the 
French people is the future. Nevertheless, Mr. Nicolas Sarkozy, do you think 
you are partly responsible for the situation in which France finds itself to-
day?  
N. Sarkozy: [...] Am I responsible for a portion of the government’s record ? 
Yes, I was Minister of the Interior for four years, I was faced with a situa-
tion that was catastrophic, which, Ms. Royal, largely accounted for the de-
feat of your friends, the government to which you belonged at the time1 […] 
Regarding the failures of the republic, the Left and the Right are both partly 
responsible2 
liberation.fr 

                                                             
1 Segolène Royal was a former Minister in the government of Lionel Jospin, Prime Minister until 
2002. The Socialists were eliminated in the first round of the presidential election of 2002. 
2 S. Royal : Mais il est vrai aussi que […] la morale politique […] demande que les responsables 
politiques rendent des comptes par rapport à ce qu'ils ont fait. Je sais aussi que ce qui intéresse 
les Français, c'est le futur. Malgré tout, Monsieur Nicolas Sarkozy, estimez-vous que vous avez 
une part de responsabilité de la situation dans laquelle se trouve la France aujourd'hui ? 
N. Sarkozy: […] Suis-je responsable d’une partie du bilan du gouvernement ? Oui, j’ai été mi-
nistre de l'Intérieur pendant quatre ans, j’ai trouvé une situation qui était catastrophique, qui a 
compté pour beaucoup, Madame Royal, dans la défaite de vos amis, du gouvernement auquel 
vous apparteniez à l'époque. […] Sur les défaillances de la République, gauche et droite, confon-
dues, nous avons chacun notre part.   
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Let us reduce the conflict to its minimal expression from an informational per-
spective. The sentences that I list here intend to respect a declarative form so their 
translation into logical propositions should not be complicated, even if issues, 
such as the eventual presence of deontic operators, may be taken into account 
(here, p means [France finds itself in a critical situation]). 

Royal’s Position 
(1) [Sarkozy is partly responsible for p] 
(2) [Sarkozy must account for p] 
 
Sarkozy’s position 
(3) (a) [The Left is partly responsible for p] & (b) [The Right is partly re-
sponsible for p] 
(4) (a) [The Left must account for p] & (b) [The Right must account for p] 

Proposition p [France finds itself in a critical situation] is presupposed both by 
Royal (do you think you are partly responsible for the situation in which France 
finds itself today?) and Sarkozy (Regarding the failures of the republic, the Left 
and the Right are both partly responsible), hence it is a legitimate element of the 
common ground of the interaction. This is unproblematic. But what I am interest-
ed in is the fact that Sarkozy’s position somehow includes Royal’s position. So let 
us look in more detail what both candidates say. 

 My description of Royal’s position might seem debatable since she introduces 
proposition (1) [Sarkozy is partly responsible for p] using an interrogative sen-
tence, which does not denote a propositional attitude like “believe to be true” but 
rather, in Fregean terms, denotes the suspension of judgment about the truth value 
of the proposition [7]. However, from a pragmatic perspective, one could interpret 
it differently. Royal’s sentence (do you think you are partly responsible for the 
situation in which France finds itself today?) may be described as questioning 
Sarkozy’s beliefs: the question tends to oblige Sarkozy to publically accept or de-
ny (1). According to Searle’s framework [13], one would say that this is not a real 
question about [you are partly responsible for p] because the speaker already 
“knows the answer” (there is no suspension — not even a mock suspension — of 
any judgment about this being true or false), it is actually a real question concern-
ing the content [Sarkozy thinks that he is partly responsible …]. So in Stalnaker’s 
terms, Royal does not presuppose (1), because she presents this content as a per-
sonal belief and is asking Sarkozy precisely whether he believes it too. In other 
words, Royal wants to know whether (1) is shared belief (i.e. common ground) or 
not3.  

                                                             
3 I am not taking into account that there are non verbal manifestations (intonation, gestures) of 
this kind of attitudes, because I am focusing in the verbal features of the interaction. But this 
must obviously be addressed in a complete study of how the “conceptual space” (cf. infra) is 
modified by the speaker’s interventions. 
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Sarkozy’s position is instead quite transparent. Conjunction (3) comes from the 
sentence Regarding the failures of the republic, the Left and the Right are both 
partly responsible. Conjunction (4), the acceptance of the fact that the Right must 
account for what happened, plus the statement that the Left must do the same, can 
be identified in the word record (Suis-je responsable d’une partie du bilan du 
gouvernement ? Oui…/ Am I responsible for a portion of the government’s rec-
ord? Yes…) which refers, in this precise context, to an explanation of how things 
went the way they did, and which we can consider as a synonym for the expres-
sion rendre des comptes (to account for) used by Royal.   

In conclusion, from the moment that both Royal and Sarkozy accept contents 
(1) and (2) as true, that is to say the two pieces of information in Royal’s position, 
these pieces of information belong to the common ground of the interaction — for 
the sake of argument, we will consider Sarkozy as synonymous with the Right, so 
that (1) is synonymous with (3)b (reproduced here as (5)) and (2) with (4)b (re-
produced here as (6)): 

The Common Ground of the interaction contains: 
(5) [The Right is partly responsible for p] 
(6) [The Right must account for p] 

The first point I want to make is that by isolating pieces of information, we are 
separating what seems to be deeply connected in meaning. In neither of the inter-
ventions is being responsible for p independent from having to account for what 
happened to p. In Royal’s view, (1) and (2) are not isolated descriptions of inde-
pendent states of affairs, one being that Sarkozy had important responsibilities 
during the government still in power at the time, the other, that Sarkozy must ex-
plain why everything had gone wrong in France in the previous few years. These 
are not two independent entities put one next to the other, they are connected in a 
way that they make sense together.  For Royal, Sarkozy must explain why every-
thing has gone wrong in France because he is mainly responsible. But this causal 
link relating responsibility to accounting for is more profound that it may seem. It 
does not merely emerge as a textual causal connection between two independent 
propositions. This link pertains to the meaning that Royal gives to one single ex-
pression: “the ethics of politics”. Indeed, Royal presents this expression as a vehi-
cle for a kind of responsibility, that is something which is followed by the obliga-
tion to account for what you have done during its exercise. This kind of 
responsibility is different from many others. For instance, it is different from the 
one generally attached to fatherhood. When we say that we are responsible for our 
children, we are usually saying something quite different, we are saying, for in-
stance, that a father must “take care” of his children. But how could we describe 
this causal link? 

In truth-conditional approaches, causality is analyzed as a peripheral phenome-
non as regards propositions, and by peripheral I mean that the causal connection is 
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situated outside the core of the semantic content, the proposition itself. I will ar-
gue, along the lines of Carel’s Semantic Blocks Theory [2], [3], [4] that causality 
(in fact, something similar to what is usually called “causality”) may appear at the 
deepest conceptual level. So the first way in which the common ground approach 
appears to be unsatisfactory is that in order to understand Royal’s position, a caus-
al link between responsibility and accounting for must be supposed as internal to 
the meaning of the ethics of politics, while in the propositional approach, on which 
the common ground notion is based, this link is external to semantic content.   

The second criticism of the notion of common ground specifically concerns the 
description of the common element in the conflicting positions. As we have seen, 
if we stick to pieces of information, we can conclude that what is shared in both 
Royal’s and Sarkozy’s stances is the pair formed by (5) [The Right is partly re-
sponsible for p] and (6) [The Right must account for p]. So that Sarkozy’s strategy 
would consist in adding these pieces of information: 

(7) [The Left is partly responsible for p] 
(8) [The Left must account for p] 

Although it overlooks the causality issue, this description might allow an ex-
planation of the fact that in Sarkozy’s reply, Royal’s point of view appears as an 
incomplete interpretation of the situation. Nevertheless, one of the crucial proper-
ties of Sarkozy’s strategy is that he shows his own position to be a particular man-
ifestation of the ethics of politics as Royal defines it (this will be developed in sec-
tion 4). This kind of strategy seems to imply non informational contents. But even 
if we imagine an informational description of Royal’s ethics of politics, the way 
both positions are related does not seem something which it is possible to inter-
pret using the common ground approach. In the next section I will present a 
framework that avoids these problems, and will come back to the analysis of this 
fragment in section 4. 

3. The Connective Concepts Framework 

If semantic content is not made up of pieces of information, what is it made up 
of? I will say that it is made of “concepts”. But I will give to this term a definition 
that is noticeably different from usual ones. In my vision, a concept is a specific 
kind of link between linguistic forms that can function as lexical meaning, the se-
mantic contents of utterances and the units of social thought (i.e. what is usually 
treated as “stereotypes”, “common sense”, “social representations”, etc.). Let’s 
address the idea of “link”. In her theory about linguistic meaning, which is an out-
come of Anscombre & Ducrot’s “Theory of argumentation in language” [1], Carel 
supposes that some utterances link terms together by way of a normative link, link 
defined on a linguistic basis: A and B are normatively linked in an utterance U, if 
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U can be paraphrased by using a causal or a consecutive connector, like so, hence, 
thus, therefore, if… then, because, etc., that links A and B [2]. Utterance (9) would 
then express a normative link between to be a boy and not to cry, since (10) could 
be an acceptable paraphrase of it in a particular communicative situation: 

(9) Boys don’t cry. 
(10) You’re a boy, so don’t cry. 

Carel suggests that this kind of link between terms constitutes an “argumenta-
tive predicate”. Something like Peter doesn’t cry because he is a boy expresses the 
same normative link between boy and cry as (9) and (10). Carel notes this predi-
cate by marking the link with the letters “DC” which is an abbreviation of the 
French connector donc, but we will use instead, for clarity’s sake, the English 
word THEREFORE. We could say that both (9) and (10) express predicate (11): 

(11) to be a boy THEREFORE NEG to cry 

One of the most important features of Carel’s view on linking is that normativi-
ty is complementary to another kind of link: transgression. Similarly to normativi-
ty, transgression is defined on a linguistic basis: two terms A and B are transgres-
sively connected in an utterance U if U can be paraphrased by connecting A and B 
thanks to an “oppositive” connector like however, yet, although, despite, even if, 
etc. For example, sentence (12) allows the expression of the argumentative predi-
cate (13), where HOWEVER marks the fact that it involves a transgressive link 
(Carel notes this link with the letters PT, abbreviation of pourtant): 

(12) Peter cries (all the time), even if he is a boy.  
(13) to be a boy HOWEVER to cry 

In our vision, a concept (hence the units of lexical meaning, the semantic con-
tent of utterances and the units of social thought) have the same semantic structure 
as Carel’s argumentative predicates: a concept is a normative or a transgressive 
connection of signifiers. It’s in this sense that we can say that a concept is a con-
nective entity. 

But concepts are not free atoms. For instance, as it can be noticed, concepts 
(11) [to be a boy THEREFORE NEG to cry] and (13) [to be a boy HOWEVER to 
cry] share what can be intuitively called a “local world conception”, or a “micro-
ideology” concerning boys and crying. In fact, concepts pertain to coherent sets of 
concepts called “conceptual blocks” (after Carel’s “semantic blocks”). The follow-
ing diagram [5], outlines the formal relationships between the concepts of a block. 
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Fig. 1. Formal relationships between the concepts of a block 

Let’s stress that, in our framework, contrary to Fodor [6] (amongst others), a 
concept is not a mind state but a public productive structure. A concept is public 
because it acquires its concreteness when it is put into circulation. This is not to 
deny that the private level plays a role in the formation and the circulation of con-
cepts, nor that concepts influence the private level of individuals. But the private 
level appears as external to the concept itself (Paveau makes a similar stance 
about what she calls “pre-discours” [12]).  

A concept is productive in three ways : discursively, cognitively and praxeolog-
ically. A concept is discursively productive because it can engender infinite dis-
courses (concept (11) can engender discourses where boyhood appears as inter-
penetrated with the absence of crying); it is cognitively productive since it can 
become one of the structures through which individuals and social groups perceive 
(the way boys and crying are perceived, for instance); and it is praxiologically 
productive because it can be applied by performing an action (a boy may apply 
concept (11) by avoiding to cry).  

So, in a way, many conflicting interactions can be seen as struggles in which 
what is at stake is the productivity of concepts. In conflicting dialogues, as well as 
in other kinds of interaction, to refute a concept is to try to cease the productivity 
of this concept.  

Finally, the analysis of conflict is crucially dependent on the way we conceive 
interaction. When people interact, individual activity is subordinated to what the 
participants suppose is going on in a shared space. This is maybe quite visible in a 
multi-party interaction, like a business meeting in which speaking turns are strictly 
regulated.  One can imagine a very schematic interaction where the first speaker 
states a position, then a second participant makes this position more precise, a 
third one refutes the precision of the second participant but maintains the first 
stance, and so on. All of this happens at a level that is not the individual mind, but 
a collective space. Not everyone in the interaction has exactly the same idea of 
what is going on, but if one wants to describe what is happening with respect to 
the concepts involved in the interaction, one can objectivate a common dynamic 
“workspace”. So that when studying how people manipulate concepts in interac-
tions, we need a notion that allows the description of the operations performed by 
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each individual intervention at the collective level. We must be able to say, at a 
given point of the interaction, whether a concept has been added, modified, refut-
ed, etc. We will call this instance the “conceptual space” of the interaction4. Even 
if this idea raises many problematic questions that require our attention (what 
about plurivocity? is this the only thing happening at the collective level of an in-
teraction?, etc.), we will treat it as an operative notion that makes the description 
of the conceptual level of interactions accessible. I will suppose that every concept 
or conceptual configuration that will be postulated as describing (a part of) a par-
ticular point in the evolution of an interaction, takes place within its conceptual 
space. 

4. The common element in two conflicting positions in a 
connective framework  

In this section, we shall study a strategy set up in replies within conflicting in-
teractions. This strategy involves a conceptual operation that will be defined as re-
framing. Generally speaking, reframing consists in reinterpreting the opponent’s 
point of view, by modifying its frame, i.e. the concept that gives the key to the in-
terpretation of the particular point of view. We will describe two different kinds of 
reframing. If we call A the speaker to which the reply is addressed and B the one 
who addresses the reply, we could schematise the two kinds as follows :  

• B reframes A’s position:  

– by respecting the frame that A proposed (internal reframing) (§4.1) 
– by proposing a higher level frame (external reframing). Two different cas-

es of external reframing will be considered (§4.2). 

4.1. Internal reframing 

Let us now begin the connective analysis of the excerpt from the debate be-
tween Royal and Sarkozy. First of all, we will make a connective interpretation of 
what Royal calls “the ethics of politics”. As we have already seen, Royal means 
by that a particular kind of responsibility, one that engenders the obligation on the 
                                                             
4 Some of the terms that are used here to refer to technical notions (like “conceptual space”, 
“frame”, “reframing”…) are already in use to refer to notions that are not comparable to those 
defined here, mainly because they do not describe what is going on in a shared space but in indi-
vidual minds. One of the most used meanings of the term “conceptual spaces” comes from the 
cognitive theory presented in [9]. For a good account on the cognitive conception on “frames” 
and “reframing”, cf. [10].  
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part of the subject of this responsibility, to account for what happened to the ob-
ject of the responsibility while exercising it. 

The Ethics of Politics (according to Royal) 
(14) [to have the responsibility for something THEREFORE to account for 
what happened to it] 

If one accepts this, a straightforward description of Royal’s and Sarkozy’s posi-
tions is possible. According to Royal, Sarkozy must account for the way things 
went in France because he was (or was partly) responsible for its government, so 
she states the following concept :   

Royal’s position 
(15) [Sarkozy is partly responsible for the situation in which France finds it-
self today THEREFORE he must account for it]5 

Sarkozy shows himself as respecting “the ethics of politics”, he does not con-
test the link between having the responsibility for something and the obligation to 
account for what happens when exercising this responsibility: instead he contests 
being himself solely responsible for the situation. Sarkozy’s position can be de-
scribed using almost the same concept that describes Royal’s position, the differ-
ence being that in his position, besides the Right (or himself), the previous Social-
ist party government has also held a responsibility that engenders accounting for.   

Sarkozy’s position 
(16) Left and Right are both partly responsible for the situation in which 
France finds itself today THEREFORE Left and Right must account for it 

Sarkozy not only accepts in his discourse “the ethics of politics” as defined by 
Royal, he even situates his own position within this concept, but does so in a way 
that makes Royal’s position appear as a particular (partial) interpretation of his 
own (larger) vision of the world. Hence, it becomes necessary to consider the way 
concepts can relate to one another. Here, the relevant relationship seems to be 
“specification” [11]. A concept C1 specifies another concept C2, when C1 appears 
— in a given conceptual space — as a particular version of C2. One crucial fea-
ture of specification is that the more abstract concept of the two plays a role in the 
interpretation of the more specific one, in a way that makes it pertinent to say that 

                                                             
5 If we remember that a concept is a connection between signifiers, it may become suspicious to 
make concepts connect entire sentences. Nevertheless, the whole sentence may function as a 
unique signifier which relates to other sentences-signifiers with different kinds of links. Norma-
tive and transgressive links are the links that form concepts, but that does not exclude the exist-
ence of other kinds of links, since the sentence-signifier, as well as every signifier, may be linked 
to other concepts in a given conceptual space.  
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the more abstract concept functions as the conceptual “frame” of the more specific 
one. If we take the concept [to be tired THEREFORE NEG to work], it is easy to 
see that it can be interpreted in different ways depending on its conceptual frame. 
It can be interpreted as the manifestation of lazy behaviour, if it appears as a speci-
fication of [obstacle THEREFORE NEG to do], assuming that laziness corre-
sponds to the behaviour of people who do not work whenever the smallest obsta-
cle intervenes, and that the fact of being tired can function as an obstacle to action 
(Fig. 2). On the contrary, if the conceptual frame is the concept [risk 
THEREFORE to avoid], not working because of being tired is not to be lazy but to 
be careful (Fig.3). In the following schemes, the embedded concept specifies the 
“embedder”, which acts as a frame.  As we shall see, the specification relationship 
may take, as the most specific concept: 1) a concept that functions as the frame to 
another concept (so that specification can be characterised as being recursive) as 
well as 2) two (or maybe more) different concepts at the same time. 

 

Fig. 2. Not to work because of being tired is to be lazy 

 

Fig. 3. Not to work because of being tired is to be careful 

Conceptual specification plays an important role in Sarkozy’s strategy. Let us 
proceed step by step. Royal sets first a general concept that she associates with the 
expression “the ethics of politics” and then gives a specific version that is no long-
er general but specifically concerns Sarkozy, his responsibility as the leader of 
France and hence his obligation to account for how things went in France. 

 

Fig. 4. A region of the conceptual space of the interaction as determined by Royal’s intervention 

As we saw, Sarkozy does not oppose the general concept that defines “the eth-
ics of politics”, even recognizing himself that he is partly responsible for the cur-
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rent situation and accepting implicitly the possibility of accounting for it. Instead, 
he proposes something close to a correction to Royal’s more specific concept, a 
correction that reframes Royal’s position: Royal’s demand to Sarkozy no longer 
appears only as a specification of the ethics of politics, but also as specifying a 
concept where Left and Right together are items of a responsibility which engen-
ders accounting for. Sarkozy’s strategy consists in, on the one hand, maintaining 
the ethics of politics as the frame of his own concept, and on the other hand, set-
ting his own position as the frame for Royal’s demand. This strategy gives the im-
pression that Royal’s demand is a partial view of the situation, while Sarkozy’s 
position appears to be more general in scope (as far as history is concerned), as 
well as not escaping from the laws of the ethics of politics. 

 

Fig. 5. A region of the conceptual space of the interaction 
 as determined by Sarkozy’s intervention 

The fact that the reframing of Royal’s position performed by Sarkozy takes 
place within the frame that Royal herself has set, leads us to class this as a case of 
internal reframing. The new frame is internal with respect to the previous frame of 
the reframed concept, i.e. the frame in which Royal includes her position. In the 
following sections we will examine two cases of external reframing. 

But, before going through the next analysis, let us briefly point out how the de-
scription we have just made can shed light on our initial claim of the insufficiency 
of the notion of common ground to grasp the common element in conflicting in-
teractions.  

The first reason for the unsatisfactory result of the “common ground” view is 
that — given the informational perspective to which it pertains — it prevents us 
from describing some concepts which seem to be relevantly described as connec-
tive entities, like “the ethics of politics”, which we have identified as the frame of 
both positions. The ethics of politics cannot be defined as the conjunction of two 
states of affairs [X is responsible for p] and [X must account for what happens to 
p]. The ethics of politics, as Royal defines it, conceptually connects responsibility 
to accounting for. 

The second reason is that by focusing on the pieces of information that the 
speakers accept as true rather than on the relationships between semantic entities 
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that result from discursive activity, the common ground notion lacks descriptive 
adequacy regarding the strategies used in conflicting discursive interactions, even 
when these strategies concern entities that appear to be common to both conflict-
ing positions. We cannot describe the strategy of reframing the opponent’s posi-
tion, which involves “keeping it but giving it a different interpretation”, by de-
scribing what is believed to be true by both participants. The result of applying the 
notion of common ground would be a list of what is accepted as true by both par-
ticipants, but not how the replier’s position affects the opponent’s one. 

In the next sections, I will present two other kinds of strategies that involve 
presenting a common concept as the frame to two conflicting positions, that tend 
to show that connective concepts, specification and reframing might be useful 
tools to reveal the nature of the operations performed in the conceptual space of 
conflicting interactions. 

4.2. External reframing  

We have just seen a first reply strategy in a conflicting interaction which con-
sists in making the adversary’s position seem too specific, partial, local, with re-
spect to the real situation. This “real situation”, which is nothing but the replier’s 
position, becomes what I have called the frame of the opponent’s position, a more 
abstract concept that reinterprets the adversary’s statement. This strategy is char-
acterized by the respect of the frame of the opponent’s position, and that is why it 
can be viewed as an internal reframing. The excerpts that we will analyse in this 
and the following sections, concern two different kinds of external reframing, de-
fined as the strategy of setting the highest level frame for the reinterpreted posi-
tion. The two kinds of external reframing differ in that while the first replaces the 
frame proposed by the opponent (substitutive reframing), the second encompasses 
it in the new frame (comprehensive reframing). 

4.2.1 Substitutive reframing  

The following interaction takes place on a forum of a French web site ad-
dressed to women (aufeminin.com). A member of the forum, that we shall call 
“ONE”, starts a “topic” by expressing concern about the growth of racism in 
France. The day after, the user we will call “TWO” replies to ONE by giving a 
different view of the situation. 

Fragment 2 
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ONE6 posted on 06/23/10 :  
With no intention of playing the lefty or run of the mill idealist, I think peo-
ple are becoming more and more racist in France. The French affirm par-
ticularly loudly and clearly, their hatred of Blacks and Arabs […] I don’t 
know where we’re going with these mentalities, but it’s frightening […] I 
admit that there are problems in the suburbs, there are the idiots that don’t 
give a shit and provoke, but that doesn’t excuse everything. Tone down your 
language! You cannot love everyone, that’s true, but I hope there are still 
tolerant people in France?7 
 
TWO replies to ONE on 06/24/10 :  
We must understand how exasperated and “fed-up” the French, who are 
forced to endure situations they never asked for, feel. […] Yes, it’s disturb-
ing, but unfortunately I think it’s too late to turn the clock back […]8 
aufeminin.com 

According to ONE, explicit racism against Blacks and Arabs is growing among 
the French. In our terms, she describes the French using a THEREFORE connec-
tion between “racial” categories and hate: “the French” are characterized by a 
concept in which being Black or Arab engenders hate — obviously (17) is not the 
only concept expressed by ONE, but we will focus on it to describe the way the 
two posts relate to each other.   

(17) to be Arab / Black THEREFORE to hate him/her 

Concepts like this one, which construct a kind of hate with a racial basis mani-
festly constitute one of the many types of concepts that can epitomize a racist ide-
ology. Words like racist or racism must be stably associated to a concept similar 
to (17) but in a more abstract form, like (18). 

(18) x has other ethnic origins than y THEREFORE NEG y sympathises with x 

This ties in with the description that would receive the typical justification I’m 
not racist ! I’ve got Black/Arab friends, which evokes a specific version of the 

                                                             
6 The surnames of the participants have been changed. 
7 Je ne vais pas jouer la gauchiste et idéaliste de bas étages mais je trouve que les gens sont de 
plus en plus racistes en France. Les français affirment haut et fort leur haine anti-noirs et anti-
arabes en particulier […]Je sais pas ou on va avec ces mentalités, mais ça fait peur […] Je veux 
bien admettre qu’il y’a des problèmes en banlieue, y’a des petits cons qui foutent la merde et qui 
provoquent mais ça n’excuse pas tout. Modérez vos propos ! On peut pas aimer tout le monde, 
c’est vrai mais j’espère qu’il existe encore des gens tolérants en France ? 
8 Il faut aussi comprendre l’exaspération et le ras-le-bol des français qui subissent des situations 
qu’ils n’ont jamais demandé. […] oui, c’est inquiétant, et malheureusement je crois que mainte-
nant, on ne pourra plus faire marche arrière […] 
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converse concept9 to (18), namely (19) — which hence belongs to the same con-
ceptual block: 

(19) some of the people I know are Black HOWEVER they are my friends 

ONE’s position is analogous to Royal’s position in that concept (17) [to be Ar-
ab / Black THEREFORE to hate him/her] specifies a more general concept, i.e. 
(18) [x has other ethnic origins than y THEREFORE NEG y sympathises with x] 
— lexically associated to racism or racist—, the latter functioning as a conceptual 
frame, hence giving an interpretation of (17) as manifesting racism in a particular 
way.  

 

Fig. 6. A region of the conceptual space of the interaction 
 as determined by ONE’s intervention 

This is a schematic view of the conceptual counterpart, in particular, of this 
fragment of ONE’s post : I think people are becoming more and more racist in 
France. The French affirm particularly loudly and clearly, their hatred of Blacks 
and Arabs. In her reply, TWO does not at all argue against this vision of the 
French as hating Black and Arab people precisely because they are Black and Ar-
ab. Instead, she aims to reinterpret this attitude as the expression of the “exaspera-
tion” caused by these ethnic groups. For her, French hatred of Arabs and Blacks 
stems from the fact that Arabs and Blacks make French “endure situations they 
never asked for” (which can be easily interpreted as evoking a commonplace 
which links immigration to crime and violence, but also those concerning “irritat-
ing” habits like praying in public places, etc., all of which receive a high level of 
coverage in the French media). In this manner, TWO proposes a modification to 
the conceptual space as ONE sets it, but she does not express a completely dissim-
ilar version of reality. In fact, she retains concept (17) (according to which being 
Black or Arab engenders French’s hatred), but she embeds it in a different frame, 
and hence reinterprets it. According to TWO, being Black or Arab engenders 
French’s hatred because these populations have “exasperated” the French, and not 
because of a racist ideology anchored in the French population. The following di-
agram represents TWO’s position: 

                                                             
9 Conversion is a formal relationship between two concepts. There are four possible converse 
pairs:  [A THEREFORE B] and [A HOWEVER NEG B]; [NEG A THEREFORE NEG B] and 
[NEG A HOWEVER B]; [A THEREFORE NEG B] and [A HOWEVER B]; [NEG A 
THEREFORE B] and [NEG A HOWEVER NEG B]. Cf. Carel, 2011. 
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Fig. 7. A region of the conceptual space of the interaction 
 as determined by TWO’s intervention 

To summarize, TWO replaces the frame of ONE’s position by a concept which 
is not an accusation of the French, but of Blacks and Arabs, who engender hate by 
their “exasperating” behaviours. In other words, she retains the most specific 
component of ONE’s position, yet she gives a new interpretation of it. So that, 
similarly to what happens in the fragment we have analysed from the Royal / Sar-
kozy debate, the core concept of the two conflicting positions of Fragment 2 is 
precisely their common element. That is because TWO, like Sarkozy, replies by 
reinterpreting (or technically, by reframing) the most specific concept of her op-
ponent’s position. Yet TWO’s strategy is not exactly the same as Sarkozy’s. In 
fact, whereas Sarkozy respects the frame proposed by Royal (he accepts to talk 
within the frame of “the ethics of politics” as Royal conceives it), TWO replaces 
the frame of ONE’s position, substituting a concept associated to racism with an-
other that presents the French as victims of exasperating behaviours of Blacks and 
Arabs and whose hatred is an “understandable” reaction to those behaviours. In 
other words, for ONE, the French are racist, while for TWO if French hate Blacks 
and Arabs, it’s rather Black’s and Arab’s fault.  

The main difference between Sarkozy’s and TWO’s reframing strategy is that 
while Sarkozy corrects Royal’s position from within her own perspective (that is 
why it is an internal reframing), TWO situates ONE’s most specific statement in a 
new perspective, hence accomplishing an external reframing. In order to distin-
guish this kind of external reframing from the one that will be analysed in the fol-
lowing section, we will class it as a substitutive external reframing.  

As what concerns these conceptual strategies as argumentative strategies, one 
can notice that internal reframing makes much more difficult to the speaker A (in 
our case, S. Royal) to counter-attack (to try to cease the productivity of her oppo-
nent’s concepts), since speaker B is actually keeping the frame that speaker A had 
proposed : speaker A is prisoner of her own statement, which has been now turned 
against her position. Instead, when a speaker performs a substitutive reframing, 
she gives a very different account of the situation proposed by speaker A, so that 
this kind of reframing is overtly polemical. Hence, after a substitutive reframing 
performed by speaker B (in our case, TWO), speaker A (ONE) is free to develop 
her own point of view as well as to attack speaker B’s vision, because only the 
most specific part of her statement is kept within the opponent’s position.  

How would a description of this interaction using the notion of common 
ground give an unsatisfactory result, as I claimed before? First of all, by applying 
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the notion of common ground we would have found that both speakers agree that 
the French hate Blacks and Arabs, but we could not have accounted for the fact 
that this hatred is not just a coincidence, as if we said that the French hate Blacks 
and Arabs independently of their origin or colour of skin (those who are hated just 
happen to be Black and Arab). According to this interaction, there is something in 
the fact of being Black and Arab that engenders hate, “something” which is inter-
preted by ONE as a racist attitude and by TWO as some kind of understandable 
behaviour. More precisely, on this level, if we wanted to describe the common 
ground of this dialogue, we could say that the piece of information that both ONE 
and TWO accept as true is : 

The Common Ground of the interaction contains: 
(20) [the French hate the Arabs and the Blacks] 

However, unlike what happens in the debate between Royal and Sarkozy, one 
could say that the impossibility of describing the causal link that connects being 
Black or Arab to hate, which is included in both positions, does not prevent us 
from describing the common element in both points of view. This link would just 
be left underspecified, yet the piece of information (20) could count as being what 
the two participants think to be true (that is not the case with respect for “the eth-
ics of politics”, which is irreducible to a description of a state of affairs). On the 
contrary, if we applied the common ground notion, we would not succeed in ob-
taining a clear representation of the way the two positions differ. As far as I know, 
there is no tool for describing the idea of frame, and a fortiori that of frame substi-
tution, within an informational perspective. There is no room in the meta-language 
of an informational approach to see a semantic entity, like (20), as a particular 
manifestation of a more abstract one (this is not comparable to an extensional rela-
tionship like, for instance, “inclusion” since what is at stake here is not the ele-
ments of sets but connections between linguistic forms).  

4.2.2 Comprehensive reframing  

In the first strategy we have analysed, the one we have called internal refram-
ing, the replier maintains the frame proposed by his opponent, while in the one we 
have just described, the replier’s position is formed by giving to the opponent’s 
position a new frame. Because of the fact that the resulting highest level concept is 
set by the replier, we qualify this strategy as an external reframing. We noted also 
that in the case of the latter, the replier replaces the opponent’s frame with her 
own frame, and that is why this kind of external reframing can be named substitu-
tive reframing. If we need this detailed classification it is precisely because in this 
section we will look at another case of external reframing, which is perhaps a 
more complex strategy, in which the replier reinterprets not only the most specific 
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position but also its frame, by adding a higher level frame. For this reason, this 
kind of external reframing will be called comprehensive reframing. 

Let us consider Fragment 3. Some contextual elements will be useful: the 
French Interior Minister, Manuel Valls, said in a recent interview that Romani 
people who are in France are destined to return to their countries of origin (Bul-
garia and Romania). The Ecology Minister, Cécile Duflot, strongly opposed this 
statement by saying that it does not respect French republican values. After this, a 
highly publicized poll said that two thirds of the French agreed with Valls. This is 
— roughly speaking — the context of this brief interaction found on the forum of 
the website of a well-known French magazine, Le Nouvel observateur.  

Fragment 3 
ALPHA10 posted on 3-10-2013 at 09:57.  
A CSA-BFM TV poll released Wednesday, October 3 said that two thirds of 
French are closer to Valls than to Duflot. No! This is untrue! Totally untrue! 
The survey lies, the survey does not tell the truth. The truth is that Valls is 
closer to 2/3 of the French than Duflot.  If tomorrow two thirds of the 
French were opposed to the “bougnats” who were intending to take over all 
the bars in France again, Valls would be closer to that 2/3. Valls knows the 
laws of populist mathematics very well. Regardless of the proposed axiom, 
if it is the axiom of 2/3 of the French, Valls will follow it [...]11  
BETA posted on 3-10-2013 at 11:00. (Reply to ALPHA’s post) 
The French [...] are exasperated. That politicians attempt to surf on this ex-
asperation – I mean, in their discourses  - is quite normal. This is not popu-
lism, as the ill-intentioned would say. It’s just the game of democracy, the 
politician must RESPOND to the desires of those who voted or intend to 
vote for him [...]12 
Nouvelobs.com 

In order to get an image of the common ground in this interaction we could 
start by looking for pieces of information that can be considered to be believed as 

                                                             
10 The surnames of the participants have been changed. 
11 Un sondage CSA-BFMTV publié mercredi 3 octobre ���dit que 2/3 des Français sont plus proches 
de Valls que de Duflot ������. Non c’est faux !! archi faux !!! ���Le sondage ment, le sondage ne dit pas la 
vérité ���. La vérité c’est que Valls est plus proche de 2/3 des Français que Duflot. ���Si demain les 
Français étaient pour les 2/3 opposés aux bougnats ��� qui se remettraient à accaparer tous les bis-
trots de France, ���Valls serait plus proche de ces 2/3 là. ���Valls connaît par excellence les lois de la 
mathématique populiste. ���Peu importe l’axiome proposé, si le chiffre de 2/3 le tient pour axiome ���, 
Valls le suivra […] ��� 
12 […] Les Français […] sont exaspérés. ��� ���Que des politiques tentent de surfer sur cette exaspéra-
tion – en paroles s’entend – est tout à fait normal. ��� ���Ce n’est pas du populisme comme diraient les 
mal-pensants. ������ C’est simplement le jeu de la démocratie, l’homme politique devant REPONDRE 
aux désidérata de ceux qui votent ou ont l’intention de voter pour lui […] 
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true by both participants. I will only take into account two pieces of information: 
(21) and (22). 

The Common Ground of the interaction contains: 
(21) 2/3 of the French are for the return of the Romani to Romania and Bul-
garia  
(22) Valls is for the return of the Romani to Romania and Bulgaria 

It is easy to see that (21) and (22) are accepted as true by ALPHA and are taken 
for granted by BETA. We could then state that (21) and (22) are part of the com-
mon ground of this interaction. I know I am oversimplifying but this extremely 
simplified version reveals the core of the problem. Exactly as in Royal’s and Sar-
kozy’s positions, we cannot describe ALPHA’s position by juxtaposing pieces of 
information. We could summarize ALPHA’s opinion by saying that she states that 
what is going on qualifies as a specific instance of some general idea that she calls 
the “populist mathematics”. But which piece of information may qualify to instan-
tiate this general way of doing politics? If ALPHA sees a manifestation of popu-
lism it can neither be in (21) nor in (22) taken as isolated pieces of information. 
Take (22), the information about Valls. It just describes Valls as being for the re-
turn of the Romani to their countries of origin. That is not, in itself, what ALPHA 
is calling populism. If we don’t relate it to (21), it does not manifest Valls’ popu-
lism that ALPHA is talking about.  

What manifests populism, for ALPHA, is the THEREFORE link between 
Valls’ declarations and popular opinion. We can note this entity as in (23):  

(23) two thirds of the French are for the return of the Romani to R&B (Romania and 
Bulgaria) THEREFORE Valls is for the return of Romani to R&B 

ALPHA opposes this concept to the one that she associates with the poll, name-
ly (24): 

(24) Valls is for the return of the Romani to R&B THEREFORE 2/3 of the French are for 
the same thing 

In this concept — that ALPHA rejects —, Valls’ opinion about the Romani ap-
pears to be the cause of public opinion. According to the poll, people would fol-
low Valls, while ALPHA’s position is that Valls follows popular opinion.  

We can see, once again, that the THEREFORE connection may occur at the 
deepest conceptual level in the impossibility of describing what populism is — at 
least for ALPHA — if we do not take this conceptual linking into account. For 
ALPHA, populism is the very fact that popular opinion conditions political deci-
sions. We can obtain this general concept of what ALPHA calls populist mathe-
matics by giving a more abstract form to (24).  
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Populist Mathematics (according to ALPHA) 
(25) the opinion of the majority is something THEREFORE the politician 
defends that something 

If we recall that the “common ground” isolates pieces of information, we can 
see why this notion fails to describe what populism is for ALPHA, hence how 
ALPHA depicts Valls. We cannot describe what populism is here by saying that 
on the one hand, we have popular opinion, and on the other hand, a politician who 
defends a point of view — even if it happens to be the same point of view. From 
an informational perspective — which is, I insist, the perspective within which the 
notion of “common ground” makes sense —, if you have established a cause-
consequence relationship it is because you have performed some kind of operation 
on propositions, not within them. My claim is that understanding what populism is 
for ALPHA involves a THEREFORE connection that is internal to concept (25).  

Let us turn now to what is common to both positions. ALPHA’s position, that 
I schematise in Figure 8, is formed by concept (25) — which describes Valls’ atti-
tude —specifying in a particular way concept (23) — which defines populism.  

 

Fig. 8. A region of the conceptual space of the interaction 
 as determined by ALPHA’s intervention 

In this figure I intend to show that, in ALPHA’s text, Valls’ attitude appears as 
a particular manifestation of populism. Let us remind ourselves that, in a concep-
tual specification like this, the more abstract concept acts as the frame for the 
more specific one. Here (25), which defines populism, is the frame in which the 
link is made between popular opinion and Valls’ opinion.  

Conceptual specification plays also an important role in BETA’s strategy. Let 
us see how it works. Concept (26) gives a connective form to BETA’s position 
about Valls. 

(26) voters desire the return of the Romani to B & R THEREFORE Valls responds to this 
desire 

In BETA’s discourse, when Valls responds to the desire of voters, he acts by 
strictly playing the game of democracy, that is to say that in BETA’s text, concept 
(26), concerning Valls, is a particular specification of a more general concept in-
volved in the very nature of democracy, which I note in (27): 
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The Game of Democracy (according to BETA)  
(27) voters desire something THEREFORE the politician responds to this 
desire 

Figure 9 schematises the way BETA’s position can be described with a concep-
tual specification, which respects the same pattern that we attributed to ALPHA’s 
position: a concept concerning Valls specifies a more abstract concept defining a 
way of doing politics13.  

 

Fig. 9. A region of the conceptual space of the interaction 
 as determined by BETA’s intervention 

Now, what is the conceptual element common to both these positions ? This el-
ement stems from a subtle difference between ALPHA’s and BETA’s views: the 
opposition between the verbs to follow (ALPHA) and to respond (BETA). To re-
spond to the desire of the people includes the possibility of not following popular 
opinion. So that to follow popular opinion appears as a specific kind of response. 
This means that BETA’s democracy concept (which is about responding) appears 
as a more abstract (or a less specific) concept than ALPHA’s populism (which is 
about following). Put another way, by defining democracy by encompassing 
ALPHA’s concept of populism, BETA treats ALPHA’s description of Valls as a 
particular interpretation of democratic behaviour. In fact, if BETA can qualify 
ALPHA as ill-intentioned, it is because she presents ALPHA as specifying the 
concept of democracy in a way that makes following popular opinion the only 
possible kind of response Valls can make to satisfy the desire of voters. Conse-
quently, BETA makes her own view of democracy function as the common con-
ceptual frame for both positions14.  

                                                             
13 It is true that BETA does not mention Valls explicitly, but concept (26) is triggered by the fact 
that BETA’s post appears as a reply to ALPHA’s, so the link to Valls is made by the textual as-
sociation of the two posts. 
14 If we compare the three descriptions we have made, we can see that specification is the gener-
ic name for a variety of possible relationships. In Sarkozy’s case, the fact that Royal’s position 
appears as a specification of his own view, makes Royal’s position appear to be partial in the 
sense of incomplete. In the example of  French hatred towards Arabs and Blacks, the most spe-
cific concept appears as the “fact” to which the frame provides an interpretation. In the present 
interaction, to include the opponent’s position in a more comprehensive frame allows for it to be 
qualified as a biased (ill-intentioned) position. 
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A final interesting element of BETA’s strategy is that by situating the two posi-
tions as specifying the same frame, she gives a view of the conflict as confronting 
two different ways of seeing the same thing. This is similar to the previous analysis 
in which TWO’s reply accepts that the French hate the Blacks and the Arabs yet 
not taking it as a racist attitude but as “understandable” behaviour. However, what 
is specific to BETA’s strategy is that she presents her opponent’s position as a par-
ticular manifestation of a higher level concept15. This idea is presented graphically 
in the following figure. 

 

Fig. 10. A region of the conceptual space of the interaction as defined by BETA’s reply 

Would ALPHA agree with this? Maybe or maybe not. One can imagine that 
ALPHA has a different conception of democracy, but this is not the point. What 
counts here is that BETA has made ALPHA’s position enter into a conceptual 
frame that appears to be common to both of them. In order to get out of this frame, 
ALPHA would have to show in what way what she calls populism is not a demo-
cratic attitude. Thus, comprehensive reframing appears as a highly efficient argu-
mentative strategy: by making the opponent’s position appear as a partialized vi-
sion of reality, the speaker who reframes is associated to the “ethos” of an orator 
who has a more impartial vision of the situation. 

Conclusion 

In this paper, my intention has been to show that taking content to be connec-
tions of linguistic forms instead of pieces of information reveals a particular kind 

                                                             
15 In this paper I have not dealt with the problem of the « status » of the concepts within the con-
ceptual space. In BETA’s reply, ALPHA’s position is given a « rejected » status, whereas this is 
not the case in the previous fragments we analysed. Other related issues are overlooked here, like 
the fact that BETA treats ALPHA as ill-intentioned because of her use of the term populism and 
not because of the concept that is asserted. 
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of replying strategy in conflicting interactions, and, at the same time, allows a 
more accurate description of the individual positions.  In particular, we have seen 
that a possible strategy in replying consists in reinterpreting the other speaker’s 
position by encompassing it in a more abstract concept, strategy which we have 
referred to using the term reframing. This idea rests upon the hypothesis that in a 
given conceptual space, two concepts can enter into a relation (specification) in 
which one of them appears as a specific version of the other one, which functions 
as its frame, and hence participates in the interpretation of the more specific con-
cept.  

We have identified two main kinds of reframing, one in which the reply keeps 
the original frame, i.e. the most abstract concept, of the opponent’s position as the 
higher level frame (internal reframing), and one in which the higher level frame is 
set by the replier (external reframing). The latter case has been illustrated by two 
of its possible sub-kinds: in the first one, the frame set by the replier replaces the 
one that belonged to the opponent’s position (substitutive reframing) and the se-
cond embeds the opponent’s frame into a new one (comprehensive reframing). 
This is obviously not the whole catalogue of every possible reframing strategy, but 
the heterogeneity between the cases we have analysed suggests that the reframing 
strategy might be a generalized phenomenon that manifests itself in a variety of 
procedures.  

To accept the existence of a strategy like “reframing” challenges the idea of 
conflicts as opposing contrary contents, as well as a conception of discursive in-
teraction as an exchange of pieces of information accompanied by propositional 
attitudes. To reframe is to modify the way that the position defended by the inter-
locutor must be interpreted. In other words, two conflicting positions may have in 
common the precise element that defines their most specific item, while they dif-
fer in their most abstract component. This has nothing to do with a picture in 
which the two speakers are opposed in believing one that P is true and the other 
that P is false (or that non-P is true). The conception of the discursive interaction 
that the strategy of reframing depends on, sees speakers’ interventions as perform-
ing operations within a collectively elaborated conceptual space. This space is not 
comparable to Stalnaker’s common ground on several counts. Firstly, it is not 
composed, at any level, of pieces of information.  Secondly, its elements are not 
determined by what the speakers believe to be mutually accepted, but by whatever 
concept is set by the utterances of the interaction, even when it is explicitly shown 
to be an unshared position. Thirdly, it is an organised space, in which elements are 
not isolated items on a list; the specification relationship is just one of its possible 
organisational principles. Thus, a conflicting interaction seen from this angle, ap-
pears as a struggle to set the final form of the resulting conceptual space, hence —
 if we recall that concepts are productive in what concerns discourse, thought and 
action — to enlarge or maintain the productivity of certain concepts, as well as 
diminishing or ceasing the productivity of others. 
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