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60 years, 21.971 days have gone since your first wordless speech-act: ”I scream – therefore I am”. 
Happy birthday, dear Søren. 
Congratulation, jubilation, celebration! Today we honour a post-war kid, a decent badminton player, a commuting bicyclist, an adventorous traveller, an outstanding educator and Bildungs-central at CBS, and a devoted and curious ’Wissenschaftler’ & a fearless interdisciplinary thinker, performing combinational skills and innovative power..  
Your ”unhintergehbare” (German for something we can’t leave unnoticed, undone) brick in the Academic wall of semiotics:  Cybersemiotics. Why Information os not enough! Toronto 2008 (477 pages) is 4sure an impressive work. We do not know anything of a similar type – at least here in this country and maybe in the whole wide world. The book is a major intellectual achievement. 
In the following app. 18 minutes – I’ll first sketch a few critical remarks to Brier’s doctoral theses
and then try to shed light on Brier’s role in the public as a critical and cunning intellectual voice.




1. Cybersemiotics – a groundbreaking research field
Of course, I can’t go through the whole book and present the complete oeuvre of (one of) this field’s most promiment founding father(s)[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  See Steen Nepper Larsen: ”Review of Søren Brier: Cybersemiotics. Why Information is not enough!, University of Toronto Press, 2008”, Cybernetics and Human Knowing, Vol, 16, nos. 1-2, p. 183-192 & ”En cybersemiotisk afhandling fra Danmark”, Kritik 192, Cph. June 2009, p.83-87.] 

As a philosopher and a semiotician Søren emphasizes difference and non-identity. Eagerly he tries to make an open non-reductive system for all living systems in spheres of communication. 
He creates, invents and construes coherent thought systems, but he is not building closed totalities and entities. 

A non-reducible multi-ontology
It is important to notify and emphasize that Brier’s cybersemiotic project possesses five ontological – mutually non-reducible – levels:

1. A first level of continuity, quality and potentiality,

2. A second level of matter, energy and causalities of natural forces,

3. An informational and cybernetic system-level of quasi-semiotic signals,

4. The living systems bio-semiotic level including triadic signs and the
production spheres of signification, and

      5.   The level of consciousness (”conscious languaging systems”); with our
            present knowledge we only ascribe this level to humans.



Coming a little bit closer: Brier offers us a semiotic star with four corners (or legs, if you please…)
Brier insists that man lives in four worlds at the same time: 

(i) in the bodily world – in which man is sharing the world with other living beings (forming living systems, a developed organic evolution – in short: LIFE); 
(ii)  in the inner-mental world of emotions and thoughts, manifested as ’mind’ and in short: CONSCIOSNESS; 
(iii)  in the physical-chemical – pointing bach towards bib bang cosmology – in short: ENERGY; and finally 
(iv)  in the cultural and linguistic world, ¨made’ out of language and power – in short: MEANING.

Again he does not end up with a reduction of non-identities to the identical (the same). No necrophilia. E.g. first-person qualities can never become reduced to stardust from Big-bang – and language is never equal to acoustic patters and decibel figures. But at the same time: there is no body withput naturen and no information with mind. The delicate relations – or rather: the interrelatedness – of the phenomena.

Let us dwell on the content of the semiotic star.. At the center of the star resides knowing as semiotic activity, and here human beings exchange language and consciousness unfolds. 

According to Brier living systems (brains, organisms) differ from mental and social systems and, Brier points out, man is no unity and no system, but has to be understood as an ongoing process of interpretation, traversed by three autopoietic systems. 

The idea of the conscious and sovereign subject cannot be maintained, and human agents and agency have to be grasped as both interactive black-boxes, but also as engaged lives.


I am overall positive but… a few critical remarks from the sidewalk
The four worlds are thought productive but not mandatory. And it might be that they are conceived a little bit too abstract and tradtionalistic. The first world seems to contain thoughtless brains, the second bodyless brains, the third extra-humane physics and chemistry, and the fourth and last immaterial and human cultural and linguistic spheres. 
Every categorial division in ideal types and distinctive spheres has apparantly to pay a price. The strive for clarity and non-reductionism can probably not be won, albeit one might try too overtake Brier and introduce 8, 12 of 16 spheres and subdivisions. My thesis, which I can’t present and defend here, is that ontology and epistemology will never become reconciled, due to Theodor W. Adorno’s important claim Negative Dialektik: “Die Utopie der Erkenntnis wäre, das Begriffslose mit Begriffen  Aufzutun, ohne es ihnen gleichzumachen” (Frankfurt am Main, 1966, p.21) . There will always be tensions and differences (non-identities) between the non-conceptual and the concept. Besides, Brier subscribes to Charles Sanders Peirce’s speculative and philosophical metaphysics, as it is condensed in the concept of Firstness and I do not find this concept convincing. I have a hard time believing that life and mind were there from the very beginning in a chaotic world, in socalled Firstness “full of potentialities” (Brier, 2008: 201). 
Modestly Brier declares: ”…our knowledge is always contextual and therefore limited to part of reality” (p.192), and he states: ”The world formula thinking is a dead duck” (p.359). But as a reader we now and then come to feel that Brier’s construction of the semiotic star and his devoted readings of Peirce’s concepts let him (re)constuct a fairly fat world formula duck. Probably he would have loved to explain e.g. the transitions from respectively:
(a) matter to life (the emergence of the first self-organizing systems of plants, cells, bacteria and primitive organic life-forms) 
(b) and from life to mind (the feeling of the mind and consciousness as extra-/prehuman or distinct human entities). 
…because these profound riddles still invoke philosophical, scientific and intensive research interests among thinkers around the Globe. These questions have haunted and attracted humans for millennia. But they are still alive and kicking after the last page 477 in Søren’s book is turned and digested.
Besides it would been interesting, if Brier had taken a closer engagement with some of the newer research results from the neurosciences (e.g. social neuroscience and the theories of neuroplasticity) - and from the widespread field of joint action ’investigators’ (e.g. Michael Tomasello and his concepts ‘we-intention’, ‘man as the prosocial animal’  and ‘shared intentionality’). It could probably led to some thought provoking distinctions between the cybersemiotic project and those researchers who think they can detect the truth of what it is to be a human being in scanning brains or studying human interaction and social synchronicity. On page 427 Brier proclaims with a high-altitude problem awareness, “as far as we know, a brain is necessary to have consciousness but we cannot show that the brain creates consciousness and that consciousness is therefore solely a product of the brain.”
But the intimate relations between brain, body and consciousness have to be dealt with in other books. So does the relations between cooperative brains and social synchronicity.


2. Critical Enlightenment – to qualify the public sphere and to be engaged in the socialization of the coming generations 
Philosophy matters! Brier launches books and course programmes for newcomers in epistemology. He har trained hundreds of student and contributed to an ‘elevation’ of their talents. A congenial American philosopher, Martha S. Nussbaum, has a good word for that: Brier is active in Cultivating Humanity on/in a Business School. And it is not an easy task – the job is not without obstacles and hurdles. 
The scientist has may even an obligation and a task to fulfil: to intervene in the public sphere and in the medias. He or she has to do ‘Offentlichkeitsarbeit’ – to perform and act as a critical and enlighting voice in Res Publica. The critical intellectual is an unpredictable and thought provoking voice. As Immanuel Kant wrote in the text “What is Enlightenment?” way back in 1784: Sapere aude! Maintain you courage and use your own reasoning and ctitical judgment withour the leadership of others. 
Bildung matters! Brier is engaged in promoting a non-instrumental non-utilitarian view on education. He has ventilated serious and thorough critique of present day New Public Management regimes and governance in educational magazines and interviews. And he has given many crtitical speeches here and abroad. 
Brier is not just contributing to Cybernetics and Human Knowing and other highly specialized academic magazines. He was an active writer in the board of the groundbreaking transdisciplinary magazine Paradigma in the 1980s and now he contributes to the open web-site Videnskab.dk 
One of Søren’s favourite subjects is the question of knowledge in a knowledge society and he as stated with a semi-British stiff upperlip and a vivid tongue in his cheek: let’s become one, let’s move fast. And when it comes to knowledge and politics of knowedge, he has talked and written about themes and subjetcs like: Research Ethics – the depressing Milena Penkowa-case gave and gives Copenhagen University negative branding – the ideology of Bjørn Lomborg’s ‘thinking’ and the anti-environmentalist Copenhagen Consensus Conferences. Brier has criticised the political control of the universities and the science politics in this country, and even though he is a decent and honest man, he knows and acknowledges that decency and honesty is not enough. Major political changes in the local university governance and at the national level are needed to foster freedom for critical thinking and new fertile research programms. 
One might wonder and ask - Søren Brier and his colleagues might think and speculate - if the new and/or the next CBS will come to possess a high ceiling (as we say in Danish). Will it tolerate real thinking, philosophy and free research? Does it want to become a thinking university of does it only have an ambition of feeding the national competitive state with competent soldiers destined for the labour market and the globalization fight: compulsory creativity – encapsulated in the business cycle model: 1, 2, 3… creativity (1) has to lead to innovation (2), which has to show its value when a product is launched and sold (3). Everything else is a waste of time, state grants and the tax-payers money. Only the market success counts also in the scientific world.   
Brier has given important critique of scienti(ci)sm (the believe in science as was it a religion; a subsitute-metaphysics. He claims what I can only acclaim: Science is not prior to life! “Knowing is a prerequisite for science” (p.101) and not necessaily the other way around. Like Maurice Merleau-Ponty he states that we can before we know. According to Brier neither science, religion or political ideologies know the final or ultimate truth, but all of them are are different and necessary voices
Brier covers and investigates a very broad spectrum: Ethology, biology, evolution, anthropology, biosemiotics, Charles Sanders Peirce, pragmaticism, constuctivism, phenomenology, communication, Popper, Niklas Luhmann, Seboek, von Uextküll, Bateson, von Foerster, Maturana and Varela, Lakoff & Johnson etc.
For Brier transdisciplinarity is a leading sign, implying cross-fertilizing of disciplines and engaged research groups and sparkling networks
