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The Polarity Statement Taxonomy (PST)

Abstract

This paper introduces and defines the concept of the Polarity Statement, a novel linguistic and
cognitive structure in which a single sentence can be interpreted in mutually exclusive ways
depending on the reader’s perspective. Polarity Statements are structurally coherent yet
semantically bifocal, allowing opposing positions to affirm the same sentence as true - each
through its own interpretive lens - while simultaneously rejecting the opposing reading. This
phenomenon does not arise from ambiguity or contradiction, but from the sentence’s
symmetrical encoding of divergent ideological or perceptual frames. A taxonomy of polarity
types is presented alongside illustrative examples to demonstrate their function and relevance.
The aim is to formally establish Polarity Statements as a distinct phenomenon within cognitive
linguistics, semantics, and rhetorical philosophy, revealing a hidden architecture that underlies

belief formation, ideological conflict, and the interpretive tension woven into human discourse.
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Introduction

This paper is written to elucidate the meaning and function of a new term, called a Polarity
Statement. It also includes a taxonomy and examples to show its usage and applicability. The
aim is to formally introduce it into the lexicon of cognitive-linguistic and rhetorical concepts.
A polarity statement is like a cognitive Mobius strip: it appears to have two sides, but in fact
forms a single, continuous surface of meaning that shifts depending on perspective. Such a

statement is:

« Internally coherent (not contradictory)
e Anchored by two interpretive poles
o Affirmed as true by opposing perspectives

« Simultaneously rejected by each perspective when viewed through the other's lens

It is not the same as a contradiction, paradox, or ambiguity. It is a single, symmetrical semantic

structure whose defining feature is perspectival polarity.
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Comparison with Related Concepts

Polarity Statements (PS) occupy a distinct conceptual space within the broader landscape of
cognitive-linguistic phenomena. While they share certain surface similarities with paradox,
dialectic, ambiguity, equivocation, perspective dependence, and framing effects, their internal
structure and interpretive mechanics set them apart in important ways. Understanding these

distinctions is crucial to recognising the unique explanatory power of Polarity Statements.

Paradox involves the coexistence of apparently contradictory truths, often creating logical
tension or even collapse. A paradox is structurally unstable or self-negating; it forces
confrontation with inconsistency. In contrast, a Polarity Statement remains structurally intact. It
presents a stable linguistic surface that yields conflicting interpretations only when viewed from
opposing ideological or perceptual standpoints. The contradiction lies not within the sentence

itself, but in its interpretive bifurcation.

Dialectic is a dynamic process through which opposing ideas interact to produce synthesis. It
assumes evolution, a movement toward resolution or integration. Polarity Statements, however,
do not resolve. They encode a stable semantic symmetry that allows each pole to affirm its own
truth without yielding to the other. A dialectic seeks convergence; a Polarity Statement preserves

divergence.



By James Kosev-Lex, 21 May 2025. See more at kosev-lex.com

Ambiguity arises when a word, phrase, or sentence can be interpreted in multiple ways due to
vagueness, lack of definition, or contextual gaps. While ambiguity can be a feature of a Polarity
Statement, the defining trait of a PS is not vagueness but symmetrical interpretability, where
each side finds clarity, not confusion, in the statement, even as their conclusions oppose. Thus,

PS are often sharply interpretable rather than ambiguous.

Equivocation occurs when a single word or expression is used in multiple senses, often leading
to deceptive or imprecise reasoning. While both equivocation and PS involve dual readings,
equivocation hinges on a semantic slippage, whereas a Polarity Statement maintains consistent

wording and grammar; its interpretive divergence stems from framing, not lexical ambiguity.

Perspective dependence acknowledges that truth or meaning can vary based on the observer's
standpoint. This notion underlies the logic of Polarity Statements, but PS go further: they
structure that dependence into a linguistic form that supports opposing affirmations of the same
sentence. Perspective dependence is a condition; a Polarity Statement is a mechanism that

reveals its operation.

Framing effect refers to how the presentation or context of information influences interpretation
or decision-making. While framing is external to a statement, Polarity Statements internalise the
frame, as they carry within their structure the capacity to be split by opposing perspectives.
Where framing shifts perception from without, PS encode the divergence from within.

In summary, Polarity Statements reveal the architecture of interpretive conflict: structurally

unified, semantically polarised, and cognitively bifocal. They do not contradict themselves,
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evolve toward resolution, or trade on vagueness. Rather, they hold up a mirror to how language

can simultaneously reflect opposite truths, depending on where the viewer stands.

RELATED CONCEPT WHY IT ISSIMILAR

PARADOX Holds two opposing truths
DIALECTIC Opposites create synthesis
AMBIGUITY Allows multiple interpretations
EQUIVOCATION One word, different meanings
PERSPECTIVE Truth varies by viewpoint
DEPENDENCE

FRAMING EFFECT Lens affects perception

WHY IT IS DIFFERENT

Often self-contradictory or structurally
unstable

Assumes evolution or resolution

Often vague or context-dependent
Suggests deception or imprecision
Doesn’t imply symmetrical internal
structure

Not intrinsic to sentence structure

As a philosophical construct, the polarity statement model builds on WB Gallie’s concept of

essentially contested concepts - terms whose very meaning is subject to continual dispute. In

polarity statements, such terms are not debated explicitly, but embedded within agreement,

making their contestation latent and structurally encoded. This mechanism explains how

semantic convergence can coexist with moral opposition which is a defining feature of polarity

discourse.
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Definition

Polarity Statement (n.)

1. Asingle, semantically symmetrical statement containing opposing interpretive vectors,
such that two or more mutually exclusive perspectives can each affirm the sentence as
true from within their own framing, while simultaneously rejecting the other’s
interpretation, despite referencing the same linguistic structure. The sentence functions as

a semantic fulcrum, around which opposing perceptions can pivot.

2. A cognitive Mobius strip: one continuous surface of language, twisted by perspective into
interpretive contradiction, appearing two-sided only because perception bends it. Truth
flows in opposite directions across the same words - not because of ambiguity or

imprecision, but because the audience’s stance determines how it is interpreted.

This is a symbolic and cognitive-linguistic phenomenon that, though widely experienced, has not
previously been formally defined. Polarity statements expose the underlying geometry of belief
and the mechanics of interpretive conflict. They trace how language encodes ideological fault
lines, allowing two readers to affirm opposite truths without altering the text - only the lens
through which it is understood. The concept offers a symbolic model for understanding truth,

rhetoric, and the structural origins of conflict and polarisation.



By James Kosev-Lex, 21 May 2025. See more at kosev-lex.com

Overview of Applications

Polarity statements appear most often in politics, ethics, philosophy, poetry and current affairs.
Understanding polarity statements can help to explain why some conflicts resist resolution: not
from ignorance, but because participants interpret the same language from opposing faces of a
semantic loop. It shines light on how convictions are formed, how language mediates
contradiction, and how truth can echo from opposite ends of the same sentence. There are
numerous potential applications in psychological research, political discourse, diplomacy,

education, mediation and high-stakes debates.

The concept of a Polarity statement is actually more than just a rhetorical tool; it is primal
cognitive structure that innately surfaces in the presence of identity groups, regardless of how
superficial they may be. Therefore, it is not merely confined to the domain of linguistics but will
likely find a home within social psychology due to its ability to explain how minds can hold
contradictions without internal logical collapse, and further extend understanding of cognitive

dissonance.

Polarity statement modeling will also be greatly beneficial for Al development and will enable
incisive analysis of important but subtle indicators of group tension or conflict — something that

could have numerous applications.
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The Polarity Statement Taxonomy (PST)

In the course of developing the concept and companion educational software program, it became

clear that a number of different classes of polarity statements can emerge. These constitute

discrete categories that can more lucidly describe the lens through which a particular group

processes an argument or point of view. Understanding the mechanics of these cognitive loops

permits an impartial and objective analysis of the pertinent issues and sources of tension, which

themselves can become the subject of deliberate intervention — constructive or otherwise. Thus,

the taxonomy presented below forms a scaffold for future research aimed at developing tools to

expose manipulation, and promote agreement.

The Polarity Statement Taxonomy (PST) consists of a typology of linguistic structures whose

truths diverge by semantic emphasis, yet retain internal coherence:

Primary Types

Type Name

I Emphasis-Flip

1 Causal Reversal

i Moral Anchor Shift

v Framing Polarity

\/ Resolution Trap

Vi Affirmative
Divergence

Description
Truth hinges on which part of the sentence is emphasised
Opposing sides invert cause and effect
Agreement on principle, divergence on moral value or
application
Identity or worldview determines interpretation
Language of closure conceals an unresolved interpretive loop
Both sides affirm the sentence, but for fundamentally different
reasons

10
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Examples
Type I: Emphasis-Flip
"Freedom requires order."
- Focus on freedom: order protects it.

- Focus on order: it threatens it.

Type Il: Causal Reversal
"Power corrupts.”
- Side A: Limit power to prevent corruption.

- Side B: Corruption necessitates stronger power.

Type I11: Moral Anchor Shift
"Tradition preserves identity."

- One sees tradition as sacred, the other as restrictive.

Type IV: Framing Polarity

"Silence speaks volumes."

- For some: silence is wisdom. For others: complicity.

Type V: Resolution Trap
"The truth lies somewhere in the middle."
- One sees this as healthy compromise.

- The other sees it as avoidance of clarity.

11
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Type VI: Affirmative Divergence
“Everyone deserves to feel safe.”

- This statement could apply to polar groups like conservative and progressives. Both poles
uphold the statement but through incompatible frames, namely what safety means, who it
applies to and how it should be implemented. Divergence is found in moral application,
interpretation and group identity. Type VI is differentiated by the fact that there is
unification on the surface but a split in affirmative logic, which contrasts it with Type I-V
where there is tension, contradiction or deflection. This makes type VI the most insidious
and difficult to identify because there is apparent agreement that masks deeply opposing

convictions.

12
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Secondary Axes (Subtypes)

Each polarity statement may be tagged by its semantic axis and a single polarity statement may

span multiple axes:

AXis
Cognitive
Ethical
Temporal
Identity
Linguistic
Epistemic
Psychological
Social
Cultural
Political
Legal
Behavioural
Symbolic
Economic
Educational
Strategic
Environmental

Focus
Thought model: logic vs intuition, abstraction vs experience
Moral emphasis: justice vs mercy, principle vs consequence
Orientation toward change vs preservation, future vs tradition
Self vs other, individual vs group, in-group vs out-group
Semantic framing, tone, metaphor, precision vs implication
Source and justification of knowledge: empirical vs ideological truth
Internal state or perception: trust vs suspicion, fear vs openness
Group dynamics: conformity vs dissent, status vs solidarity
Norms and values shaped by tradition, geography, or heritage
Power, governance, rights, and control: authority vs autonomy
Rule interpretation: procedural fairness vs spirit of the law
Action vs inaction, response tendencies, compliance vs resistance
Value representation through symbols, icons, or emotionally charged terms
Resource framing: fairness vs efficiency, regulation vs freedom
Knowledge transmission: indoctrination vs critical thinking
Tactical framing: long-term vs short-term gain, stability vs disruption
Relationship to nature: exploitation vs stewardship

13
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PST as a Philosophy of Mirrored Rationality

Philosophical Development of the PST: A Mirror-Framework for Belief Systems

The Polarity Statement Taxonomy (PST), while linguistic in its formal definition, and also
possessing applicability in other areas already mentioned above, also holds deep philosophical
significance. It presents a novel model for understanding belief systems as mirror-structures:
frameworks where semantic coherence can be maintained across mutually exclusive

perspectives.

A polarity statement operates not through contradiction, but through semantic interpretive
bifurcation - two opposing interpretations of the same sentence, each internally rational and
emotionally resonant. This dynamic allows individuals and groups to anchor moral or ideological
positions in mirrored readings of a shared structure. As such, PST reveals that disagreement is
not always based on factual dispute or irrationality, but may emerge from interpretive emphasis

within a common logical form.

This mechanism exposes a core tension in public discourse: individuals often assert a polarity
statement as objectively valid while simultaneously invalidating the same statement interpreted
through a different pole. The resulting asymmetry fuels not just disagreement, but epistemic
distrust and each faction perceives itself as the guardian of truth and the other as engaged in

distortion, even though both employ the same foundational reasoning.

14
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Thus, PST offers a philosophy of mirrored rationality: it suggests that oppositional worldviews
may not be divergent in logic, but in semantic prioritisation, driven by identity, moral framing,
and emotional salience. This insight has profound implications for how we conceptualise belief

formation, moral justification, and ideological conflict.

From contradiction to reflection
Opposing beliefs are often contemplated in an adversarial way, in a zero-sum game, where one
side is right and the other wrong; opposing beliefs are seen as logical contradictions. PST puts

forth a different model:

“Oppositional beliefs may be structurally non-contradictory, but semantically polarised. The

disagreement lies not in truth-value but in what is foregrounded.”

This positions belief systems as mirrors rather than mutually exclusive conceptions, especially

when they are both logically valid, and morally and emotionally grounded.

Semantic prioritisation as the root of division

Rather than irrationality, much conflict arises from different semantic weightings. One group
might elevate freedom, but another might subordinate freedom in favour of another competing
value, like safety. A phrase like “freedom requires order” is not disputed in structure but in terms
of which concept is prioritised. The clash is not in logic but lexicon and lens. PST reveals

differing prioritisations of semantic anchors that are often shaped by identity and experience.

15
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Belief Formation as Axis Alignment

The philosophy behind PST encourages one to see belief systems as the result of axis alignment:

AXis Example Polar Pair
Moral Justice vs Mercy
Cognitive Intuition vs Logic
Identity Individual vs Collective
Epistemic Certainty vs Openness
Temporal Preservation vs Progress

Each worldview or ideology is a kind of semantic gyroscope oriented along one or more of these

axes. PST helps decode these orientations through the linguistic surface of polarity statements.

Ideological conflicts are often a result of framing rather than fundamental structure. Both poles
may affirm the same core value, such as safety, truth, justice, but frame its implementation
differently. Polarity statements become linguistic battlegrounds where shared values are split by
diverging lenses, and explains why some conflicts can become intractable and exhausting: they

are not fact-based disagreements, but of worldview.

16
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Moral Justification as a Mirror Loop

Each pole of a polarity statement typically comes with a moral rationale:

e Side A: “We must protect freedom to preserve dignity.”

e Side B: “We must regulate freedom to preserve dignity for all.”

Both frame themselves as morally justified - which means the polarity statement dissolves the
assumption that morality is always a differentiator; it often mirrors itself in opposing form. This
therefore, presents a philosophical challenge: how do we adjudicate between equally moral,

depending on lens, but structurally inverse, claims?

Cognitive Humility and Dialogic Potential

At the heart of the Polarity Statement Taxonomy lies a subtle but profound shift in how we
approach disagreement. Rather than treating conflicting interpretations as evidence of ignorance,
irrationality, or bad faith, the PST framework invites a stance of cognitive humility. It
illuminates how structurally coherent sentences can be understood in entirely different ways
depending on one’s interpretive axis. These often shaped by identity, values, culture, or
epistemic commitments. This recognition undermines simplistic binaries of right and wrong,

rational and irrational, and instead asks: what framing makes this true for them?

Such an approach encourages dialogue over debate. In debate, opposing views are pitted against
each other in a struggle for dominance; in dialogue, truth is understood to potentially live in the

interplay of poles. PST reframes communication not as a zero-sum contest, but as an opportunity

17
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to reveal the underlying structure of disagreement and in some cases, even to reconcile

competing truths at the level of shared axes.

It also opens the door to a potent but neglected dimension of cognitive processing — it fosters
metacognitive awareness: the ability to observe not just what one believes, but how one comes to
believe it. By exposing how deeply language shapes perception and cognition, polarity
statements function as cognitive mirrors. They allow individuals and groups to see the
architecture of their convictions and to trace how linguistic symmetry can contain moral,

political, or epistemic divergence.

Ultimately, PST proposes a third path between relativism and absolutism. It doesn’t claim that all
truths are equal, nor that only one interpretation can ever be correct. Instead, it offers a structured
way to map disagreement - to chart not just what people think, but why their interpretations
diverge. In doing so, it opens up a richer, more compassionate, and more intellectually rigorous
space for discourse. Through the lens of polarity, conflict becomes not just a site of opposition,

but a terrain for mutual insight.

Therefore, in summary, the PST encourages:

- Cognitive humility: recognising that opposing views may not be irrational;
- Dialogue over debate: since truth may live in the interplay of poles;

- Metacognitive awareness: realising how deeply language shapes cognition.

It reframes communication not as a contest of dominance, but as an opportunity for axis-

reconciliation.

18
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Real World Examples of Polarity Statements as Mirrors of Belief

Polarity statements are not contradictions but mirrors of belief. Mirrored rationality is shaped by
identity, morality, and semantic prioritisation. It is a philosophy not of contradiction but
perception. The idea that polarity statements represent mirrored rationality reframes how
disagreement is interpreted. Instead of seeing opposing worldviews as logically incompatible, the

PST proposes that they may be:

“two internally consistent systems of reasoning, whose divergence arises not from faulty logic

but from prioritisation of different semantic anchors.”

This is not confined to a mere linguistic container, but is a cognitive model for belief, identity

and meaning-making.

The core principle is this: Mirrored rationality is where two perspectives can agree on a phrase’s
truth within their own frame, but reject the other’s interpretation as misguided, dangerous, or
immoral. This is not due to logical fault but because each side foregrounds a different axis
(freedom vs safety, tradition vs progress, individual vs collective). Each side believes they are
morally justified in their position, and each side believes the same words to mean different
things. Therefore, polarity statements are simultaneously unifying and divisive, as they appear
shared (in terms of vocabulary) but are cognitively bifurcated (mirroring rather than matching
meaning). It is a cognitive mobius strip where the mind walks along the polarising phrase and

from one side it perceives a coherent message, but from the other side, a flipped meaning, but yet

19
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the strip is one continuous surface. Each interpreter believes they are on the front, though really

they are on the same loop, but on opposite sides.

The reason why rationality still applies to both poles of a polarity statement is because: logic is
used within a context, premises are consistent within their worldview, morality is anchored in
perceived good, and interpretations are coherent not random. This challenges the binary
condition of rational vs irrational, or right vs wrong and suggests a higher-order model.
Rationality is not just procedural (logic), it is positional (frame-dependent). This has implications
in the comprehension of the layers involved in belief formation and conviction, and how nuanced
and subtle cues or difficult to perceive dynamics can confound and escalate conflicts.

Developing the capacity to unravel them has profound and multifaceted utility across many

fields.

Structural View: How Mirrored Rationality Forms

Component Pole A Pole B

Shared Phrase  “Order preserves freedom.” “Order threatens freedom.”

Pivot Term "Order" or "Freedom" "Freedom™ or "Order"
Framed Value  Safety — then liberty Liberty — without constraint
Moral Premise  Chaos is harmful Control is harmful

Identity Anchor Civic duty Individual sovereignty
Outcome Loyalty to systems Resistance to systems

20
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Each side reads the same language, but activates a different conceptual schema. They are not
opposites in reasoning, they are mirrored systems using the same structural tools to justify polar

conclusions.

PST contends that there are psychological implications evident in the use of polarity statements
because the mind is not just a truth-seeker, but a meaning-prioritiser. Polarity statements become
tools to test semantic allegiance, reveal moral and cognitive axes, and trigger identity protective
cognition. Thus, mirrored rationality is not just disagreement but a deep mental structure for how
the mind constructs meaning in the face of contradiction. In this way, an analysis of polarity
statements therefore, can serve to illuminate where the maintenance of one’s worldview can
overstep objective truth or at least, highlight a worldview that is out of balance and could benefit

from moderation, depending on where the fulcrum is positioned on the spectrum.

By engaging in such an analysis, ideological rage and frustration can be defused by recognising
the validity of the internal logic held by the other side. It invites a higher-order dialogue by
making available tools that allow the determination of the real issues of contention; instead of a
superficially reductionist question of “who is right and who is wrong”, instead we ask “which

axis are we standing on?”

The PST philosophy can be applied to build new frameworks for diplomatic communication,
ethical design and social Al. There are other applications in law, psychology, mediation and

education, which will be discussed later.

Another philosophical reflection for this concept, is that it can advance humility as an

overarching value in highly contentious, high stakes environments because at the core of PST

21



By James Kosev-Lex, 21 May 2025. See more at kosev-lex.com

and mirrored rationality, is the unbending reality that every truth can cast a shadow that looks
like its opposite. This same function can be used as a diagnostic tool also, as correspondingly,
the absence of humility might be taken as an indicator of someone acting in bad faith; someone
who is deliberately inflating polarisation; someone who is trying to drag the pendulum further to

their side of the scale.

Real world Examples:

1. Law & Order vs. Social Justice

1

Polarity Statement: “Everyone must be treated equally under the law.’

« Pole A (Conservative framing):
Justice is colourblind. The law should apply uniformly without exceptions for race or
history.

« Pole B (Progressive framing):
Equal treatment requires accounting for unequal starting points - equity demands

structural reform.

- Axis: Moral + Identity
- Mirrored Rationality: Both sides affirm justice and fairness, but differ on how those are

operationalised - procedural equality vs. historical redress.

22
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2. Public Health and Autonomy (COVID context)

Polarity Statement: “Public safety sometimes requires limiting individual freedom. ”

Pole A (pro mandate): Yes — protecting public safety during a crisis justifies temporary
limits on individual freedoms.

Pole B (anti mandate): Yes — that’s exactly the problem. Governments exploit ‘public
safety’ to take away freedoms. Bodily autonomy is non-negotiable. Mandates are

totalitarian.

Axis: Moral + Cognitive
Mirrored Rationality: Both frame their view as protective of life but from different

angles. Conflict arises from the framing of risk and responsibility.

3. Trans Rights and Gender Definitions

Polarity Statement: “We must protect women’s rights.”

Pole A (Gender-critical feminism): Protect sex-based rights and spaces; identity cannot
override biology.
Pole B (Trans-inclusion feminism): Protect gender identity rights; exclusion is

discrimination.

Axis: ldentity + Moral

23
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- Mirrored Rationality: Both claim to protect women yet differ in what ‘woman' means.

Conflict is not about whether rights matter, but how identity is defined and protected.

Summary

The PST offers a lens to reframe conflict as cognitive reflection rather than contradiction.

It posits that belief is not merely deduced, but prioritised, through identity, emotion, and
semantic weight. It may also function as a detection tool to highlight manipulation and attempts
at heightening dialectical fragmentation on the part of malicious actors. In this way we can better
understand the origins of demonisation of groups, and recognise hypocritical double standards

applied to other groups, and the process of how bitterness is inflamed and escalated, in real time.

In Mirrored Rationality, one can witness shared surface values with diverging semantic anchors,
a pivot term (justice, freedom, health, truth, identity), and two rational paths leading to
oppositional stances. PST does not flatten these arguments but it reveals that many disputes are

not in relation to whether a value matters but how it is defined, framed and prioritised.

Thus, PST is not just a taxonomy of statements - it's a philosophy of plural truths, oriented
around identity-anchored semantics, morally bifurcated reasoning and the possibility of mutual

validity without logical collapse.

24
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Domain-Specific Applications of PST

Law

Legal principles often encode polarity structures that create friction in interpretation. For
instance, “Justice must be blind” versus “Justice must be contextual” reflects an emphasis-flip
that underpins many constitutional debates. PST provides a framework for identifying where
judicial language masks divergent moral interpretations, helping to expose why rulings are

received so differently across communities.

In any kind of legal negotiation, awareness of polarity statements can aid expedient resolution
and conversely, illuminate vexatious parties who try to prolong and deepen conflict. There are
potential use cases for Law Societies to adopt a polarity statement tool as an ethical arbiter in

circumstances of professional misconduct or to assist courts in determining motive, intent and

culpability in trials.

There are also various applications for alternate dispute resolution methods, such as conciliation
and mediation, where not just the issues in contention are more readily identified, but the

nuanced layers underpinning them can be pulled apart and scrutinised, axis by axis. It does not
necessarily imply that each side must abandon or soften their beliefs, but clarifies the exact lens

through which tension pivots and the lucid understanding of that can itself be valuable.

Whether in a tribunal or court, an objective and neutral judgment can then be made that fully

weighs the issues for each side but also additional metrics, for different axes, allow the decision
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maker to understand all the layers of cognitive reasoning that underpin those issues. This permits
a much deeper level of adjudication that bores beneath language and surface level
communication. This has the ability to introduce a statistically valid, standardised measure to

assist with adjudication, especially where a motive, intent or state of mind is unclear.

Diplomacy, International Relations and Armed Conflict

Polarity Statements often manifest and operate in the context of diplomacy, international
relations, and armed conflict. These domains are rich in semantic ambiguity, moral posturing,
and strategic framing - a natural environment for PST dynamics to emerge. In diplomacy, terms
such as justice, freedom, security, sovereignty, and peace often serve as divergent pivots. For
example, “Every nation has the right to defend itself” where “defense” might be interpreted as
proportional deterrence or as justification for aggression. “Universal values must guide action”
where “universal” can mean rights-based liberalism or cultural imperialism. These statements
maintain coherence while enabling oppositional commitments, thereby preserving the facade of

agreement in negotiation and rhetoric.

Diplomatic discourse often hinges on maintaining rhetorical ambiguity while projecting moral
clarity - a contradiction resolved structurally through analysis of polarity statements. In matters
of war, sovereignty, and international law, leaders and diplomats rely on linguistic symmetry that
masks oppositional intentions. The same sentence, when viewed through opposing poles, can
justify either aggression or restraint, intervention or sovereignty, justice or peace. These semantic

constructs are not accidents but strategic tools.
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Diplomatic language frequently relies on obscurity and strategic mirroring. PST analysis allows
diplomats and mediators to diagnose why shared phrases break down in negotiations - not
because they lack clarity, but because they carry mirrored valences. By mapping these structures,
negotiators can create more symmetrical rhetorical bridges that surface the underlying

interpretive polarity.

Implications for Diplomatic Analysis
Function PST Utility
Conflict de-escalation Identify mirrored structures to find shared frames
Negotiation Use PS deliberately to keep rhetorical doors open
Propaganda analysis  Detect polarity exploitation and frame inversion

Peacebuilding Translate conflicting narratives into symmetrical recognition

There may be circumstances where one side desires resolution and endeavours to achieve it,
whilst another does not, but the latter must appear like they do, to seem to be acting in good
faith, and to feign the offering of an olive branch. In such instances, a polarity statement tool can
immediately identify hollow rhetoric, or calculated statements that intentionally convey an
alternate construal that was not intended. Where agreement is portrayed broadly but ultimately

serves to conceal covert agendas that directly undermine agreement, this can be exposed readily.
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Belligerent actions can be laid bare, muddy waters can be clarified. In cases of great confusion
and uncertainty, answers can be provided by dismantling and evaluating the threads of logic and
argumentation used by each polar party, drawing the relevant axes, and by using statistically

robust measures, determine the truth and validity of their stance.

Polarity statements are used as moral weaponry where each side uses structurally identical
statements to justify its own actions whilst condemning the other. The same language cited in
press releases, official statements and war propaganda is perceived differently depending on
alignment. Strategically, polarity statements can help warmongers act aggressively while
claiming restraint; can obscure culpability through shared polarity language where both sides
appeal to the same values; and can be used to shape global perception as media organisations

often gather at one end of the spectrum and seek to create an illusion of consensus.

A polarity tool can impartially and quantitatively evaluate and reveal those dynamics. It goes
without saying, that some parties will be opposed to such a tool; polarity statements can easily be
abused by the powerful to impose greater control on the weak. Despite this, PST can be used to
level the playing field where weaker powers can reveal hypocrisy, deceit, manipulation,
confusion, instigation, provocation and the like. It does not mean that power will cease to exist,

but it can be more easily seen, nakedly, without verbal camouflage.

Where ideological division is encoded within linguistic agreement, PST can provide analytical

insight that reveals fractured meaning.
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Psychology

In psychological contexts, the Polarity Statement Taxonomy (PST) helps model internal conflict.
Clients may use polarity statements such as, “I need to be strong, but I also need to be
vulnerable” or “I think I’m fragile, but I have been resilient”, without recognising the looped
logic they inhabit. In therapeutic settings, identifying the internal polarity axis enables narrative

reframing, emotional integration, and cognitive clarity.

While the psychological literature offers robust models for understanding internal conflict,
cognitive dissonance, and narrative identity, the PST introduces a novel contribution by
formalising the linguistic structure through which such tensions are encoded. Unlike traditional
models that emphasise belief content or behavioural outcomes, the PST focuses on how
ambivalence is preserved through semantically symmetrical statements that allow for divergent
interpretive poles. This structural focus offers a new analytic tool for understanding identity
fragmentation, internal partial conflict, and interpersonal misalignment, and bridges the domains

of narrative psychology, cognitive theory, and linguistic analysis.

In psychological research and clinical practice, there are many occasions for polarity statements
to exist, often without the clinician or subject being consciously aware of them. There may even
be cases where polarity statements are nested within others, creating a problematic feedback
loop. With the use of an objective, statistically based polarity statement measurement tool,
psychologists, researchers and clients, can be notified of polar cognitions where a dual
interpretive focus emerges for an identical logical thread. Once recognised, the less beneficial

pole can be diminished and supplanted with the more positive one.
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Often the same behaviour can be activated by differing logical pathways. Polarity statement axes
can be used to explain why the behaviour occurs under different conditions and for different
reasons, even in cases where it appears illogical or inconsistent. It can be used to identify why
self-control, impulsiveness, anxiety, depression, phobias or addictions can be apparent in one

circumstance, but completely absent in another.

The concept can extend further than merely a diagnostic or reactionary tool but rather as an
explanatory metric that can measure inherent cognitive processing dynamics. For instance, in a
depressed subject where even the most positive statement uttered by a therapist can be distorted
into something miserable, a polarity statement model can extract the precise lens through which
the maladaptive view was compiled and that particular axis can be isolated and examined.
Therapeutic progress can be mathematically enumerated. Highly focused treatment can target

very subtle cognitive layers where PS exist, that would otherwise be hard to find.

In this way, polarity statements indicate latent cognitive structures that can be found in subtext,
internal dialogue, or emotional interpretations at a much deeper and more opaque level, and long

before they become apparent in the form of words.

Let’s use a simple but crude example to demonstrate: a psychologist says to a depressed client:

“Why don’t you go for a walk later, it’s such a beautiful day — it might make you feel better.”

The client retorts: “It’s too hot, I’ll get burnt. I’d rather stay inside.”
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In this context, the polarity statement has morphed from a linguistic structure into a cognitive
one that has definitive functional attributes, namely, that shared language can portray split
realities. The ability to recognise and articulate that latent PS function can transform a discussion

from friction to insight, and a blockage can become a bridge.

To be clear, the example above is not a polarity statement because each party is making separate
claims and they do not both agree in the truth of the same statement, but it constitutes an
abstraction of the concept at the emotional-cognitive layer. The psychologist frames the walk as
beneficial that affirms a cognitive-behavioural model where action precedes mood and

environment affects mental state.

The client rejects the advice, citing discomfort or physical risk where the walk imposes a burden
instead of a solution to a problem — it is a problem itself. There is no shared sentence both sides
uphold. However, it is possible for polarity to exist in principle at the subtextual layer. Instead of
a shared statement, the interaction is abstracted into an underlying proposition that both

participants can implicitly agree on, whilst both poles interpret it contrastingly.

In this case, the underlying proposition is “going outside is good for you.”

This is the polarity statement in this formulation. Discovery of the underlying proposition reveals

the polarity statement. In this context, it may perhaps be more fitting to describe the term as a

cognitive polarity statement, or a polarity thought or belief.
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The psychologist interprets it as a gentle truth based on evidence: exposure to nature, exercise,
and light has mental health benefits. The client, through their depressed emotional state,
interprets it as a burdensome or dismissive expectation that disregards their discomfort or
vulnerability. Both may “agree” in principle, but the interpretive pivot is “good for you” — its
meaning changes dramatically depending on psychological framing, which determines whether it

is construed as a therapeutic good or invasive and burdensome.

In a situation like this, the truth from each pole bifurcates since the psychologist sees the
statement as caring and supportive but the client may feel shamed, misunderstood, or pressured.
So while not originally stated, a latent polarity statement exists beneath the exchange — one the
therapy must often surface and resolve, and if not it can produce an intractable obstacle of

misunderstanding and incompatibility.

Polarity Statements in Therapeutic Settings

The above example illustrates how highly focused psychological treatment can uncover hidden
polarity structures: the same advice may be interpreted divergently based on emotional state, past
experiences, or implicit values. By identifying the shared linguistic surface and teasing out
interpretive poles, the therapist can reframe the statement, or explore the resistance not as

opposition but as a lens shift.

This has profound therapeutic utility because it reveals not just what the client resists, but why.
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It allows for axis-reconciliation rather than pathologising the response. In this way, the use of a
polarity model can advance an axis based harmonisation approach that strives to diminish

polarity to create a beneficial alignment.

This method of revealing hidden tensions in the crevices beneath spoken language, takes the
concept of polarity statements from the linguistic realm into the cognitive. In different arenas —
therapy, mediation, education, diplomacy — identifying unspoken PS can illuminate fault lines
between stated intention and perceived meaning. It may not necessarily be what was said that
creates tension, but what the sentence means to each side, even subsequent to common

agreement on the wording.

From this perspective, polarity statements become a kind of cognitive structure where the axis of
misunderstanding can be diagnosed, and measured, along with the emotional architecture

underpinning it. It presents a new therapeutic opportunity.

Potential Polarity-Based Therapeutic Models

Consider the following model:

- Therapist listens for resistance;
- Then constructs an implicit polarity statement;
- Presents it to the client in reframed form;

- Invites the client to explore both poles.
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This approach could be used not just for clinical relationship building but also for assessing

beliefs generally.

Now consider an alternate model thusly:

- Therapist identifies disagreement in the subject following an input stimulus;

- APolarity tool is updated with cause and effect parameters;

- An array of potential belief axes with probability weightings are defined,;

- Therapist can evaluate accordingly by progressing through the list to find the salient axes;
- Once the correct axis is found, pendular harmonisation can be used to measurably shift

the belief weighting, or at least understand the strength of the belief.

Under this model for a clinical framework, belief systems are treated as multidimensional
dynamic fields where polarity statements function as diagnostic probes and axes can be viewed
as coordinates in a cognitive belief space. It could form the basis of a targeted interpretive
diagnostic process where the goal is to identify the correct axis (what dimension is the
disagreement on), and polarity assessment (how strong is the divergence from the neutral point).

This may be called the ‘Axis-Polarity Diagnostic Model (APDM)’.

Step 1: Divergence Detection

- Disagreement is detected following a stimulus (statement, question, prompt)

- Subject’s response reveals interpretive friction or rejection
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Step 2: Axis Mapping with Weighted Candidates
- Aset of candidate belief axes is generated (moral, psychological, epistemic)
- Each axis is assigned a probability weighting based on the semantic features of the
stimulus and response, any known belief patterns, an algorithmic scoring function

- The therapist explores high ranking axes through reflective questions of further probing

Step 3: Axis Confirmation
- Once a candidate axis yields meaningful engagement or confirmation through emotional
salience, reduced resistance, insight alignment, it is accepted as the correct active

interpretive axis.

Step 4: Polarity Level Assessment
- With the axis confirmed, the level of polarity is assessed:
o Low polarity: mild divergence, open to reframe, low affect;
o Moderate polarity: active disagreement but curiosity or complexity is present;

o High polarity: entrenched opposition, emotional reactivity, rigidity.

- Assessment tools could include verbal markers (certainty, absolutes, sarcasm, resistance),

affective cues (tone, body language, defensiveness, hostility), semantic symmetry (does

the subject affirm an opposite truth using the same or similar wording?).
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Step 5: Axis Harmonisation
- Depending on the goal and context, the information obtained can be used in different
ways, such as simply naming the axis and polarity to produce insights, or to use pendular
harmonisation techniques to evaluate both poles, or to introduce neutral pivots to reframe

the issues to reduce polar intensity, which could reduce conflict.

Polarity-Based Model in Mediation and Education

A polarity-based approach would also be of great utility to adjudicators in court procedure, and
assist with interpreting evidence and determining truth in testimony. Similar approaches could be
very useful in other areas including mediation and education. For the latter, for example, it could
allow highly precise, individualised learning techniques for each student that matches their
cognitive architecture. It is a way to tune information and cognition. It also allows challenging,

abstract concepts to become interactive and navigable.

The strength of the model lies in clarifying how individuals interpret shared information
differently. In education, cognitive axis mapping takes into account each unique cognitive
architecture and the various, unrepeatable influences that produce them; prior beliefs, epistemic
inclinations, motivations, interpretive filters of different kinds. By detecting an axis where a
student resists of misinterprets a concept, teachers can customise the reframing of information to
align with the student’s dominant axis, thereby making them more receptive; identify low
polarity entry points to trigger learning without triggering defence mechanisms, disengagement
or alienation; and develop adaptive pedagogical profiles for each learner based on their axis

sensitivity (like a cognitive fingerprint).
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This approach holds the potential to transform the teaching of challenging, abstract, divisive and
difficult material into interactive semantic maps that each student can explore through different
frames and gradually reconcile. It shifts the educational process away from standardised delivery
into interpretive harmonisation where the objective is not merely surface level comprehension
but fluency across axes, where the student develops the ability to navigate and reframe ideas

across different interpretive lenses — that is the definition of real critical thinking.

In the arena of mediation, intractable impasses are often found where two parties construe the
same facts, actions or intentions through incompatible axes. A polarity sensitive approach can

assist mediators — consider this model:

Mediators can rapidly identify upon which axis disagreement lies (moral vs legal, identity

Vs epistemic);

- Clarify that the conflict may not be about facts or logic but interpretive stance;

- Allow parties to see the semantic symmetry of their disagreement and highlight the
different angles at which the issues are viewed,;

- Formulate neutral or axis bridging statements to maintain dignity and create new
interpretive space for resolution.

- The mediator moves from being a referee to an axis-mapper. Conflict becomes navigable

rather than adversarial, and informed with real data.

The posited methodology takes polarity statements beyond philosophy and into real diagnostic

process that is practically actionable. At the kernel of the concept is the idea that language can be
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tuned to the listener — it is a precision model for sense-making. Regardless of the realm of
application — teaching, therapy, dialogue — sense-making becomes chartable and navigable

terrain. Polarity can be found and traversed with insight, agility and efficiency.

Polarity Statements in Intelligence Testing

Flowing from the preceding axis based model, it becomes apparent that diverse and multilayered
thinking styles can be seen. It may be the case that a subject is thinking about an input stimulus
across more than one axis of belief. Complexity of thought is a hallmark of highly intelligent
individuals and something that current standardised intelligence testing does not account for.
With the use of a polarity tool, a clinician would be able to ascertain precisely, along which axes
reasoning is occurring. It is hypothesised that more intelligent subjects would more frequently

ponder multiple axes, reflecting a multilayered thinking style.

Therefore, greater understanding of cognitive capabilities could be gained not just from the

subject’s answers, but the reasoning pathways that produced them and why that particular answer
was preferred over other candidates. This is a way to measure competing logical frameworks that
occur in tandem, for a given question, especially if it is a question that the subject can perceive as

being multi-dimensional.

The test therefore, is reformulated as an exploration of cognitive dimensionality and interpretive
agility. The focus shifts from accuracy to axial breadth — where convergent reasoning makes way

for depth, plurality and fluidity of interpretive frameworks applied to a stimulus. The number and
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variety of interpretive axes a subject engages with when processing a complex or ambiguous
prompt is an under-investigated indicator of intelligence. By integrating polarity analysis, further
insights can be gained as to processing complexity — not just if a problem can be solved, but in
how many dimensions they can perceive the problem in simultaneously. This approach then,
would dispense with a speed based metric, or at least reduce its relevance, as this is incompatible

with the depth of thought that occurs in multi-layered processing.

Under polarity aware testing, a question would be presented that allows for multiple plausible
interpretations, for instance, along moral, epistemic, symbolic, or identity axes. The subject’s
response is less important than their explanation. The clinician or tool maps which axes are
invoked and whether the subject can hold conflicting interpretations without cognitive

dissonance.

High scorers might show signs of simultaneous multi-axial reasoning, ability to navigate and
weigh competing truths, identify semantic pivot points or zones of interpretive tension, and be
comfortable with meta-dimensional questions (where truth is dependent on framing). This
correlates closely with the characteristics of high fluid intelligence, cognitive flexibility and
philosophical depth. These are traits that are currently under-emphasised in standardised tests but

frequently found in highly intelligent individuals.

If adopted, this would form the basis for a new metric of intelligence — Interpretive
Dimensionality: The number of relevant belief axes engaged, reconciled, or explicitly navigated

during a reasoning task.
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It could be quantified by tracking verbal explanations or decision trees; measuring the number of
distinct axes referenced; and scoring the coherence and transition between axes (can they

integrate conflicting insights or merely stack them?)

Consider the following example test question:

“Is it ethical to genetically enhance human intelligence? ”

Rather than a multiple choice answer, the subject is asked to discuss briefly. An evaluator

(human or algorithmic) would log the dimensional axes apparent in the response:

- Ethical axis: harm, benefit, fairness themes
- Epistemic axis: uncertainty, limits of science themes
- Social axis: class division, stratification, equity themes

- Identity axis: implications for meaning of humanity, transhumanism themes

A subject who can identify and explore multiple axes, even if uncertain, is demonstrating high
interpretive capacity, versus someone who gives a single axis answer like, “No, it’s playing
God.” This form of assessment would offer a richer way to comprehend advanced meta-
cognition. It is a way to measure not just what a person thinks is correct, but in how many

different ways is it correct, perhaps where competing truths are present simultaneously.
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This could have far reaching implications for educational placement and gifted education where
tailored curricula could be generated for gifted and divergent thinkers who do not fare well in
conventional systems, or even those who are highly intelligent but might not score highly on

current intelligence tests because their strengths are not being measured.
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Polarity Statements in The Mind: Identity, Dissonance, and Internal Conflict

Polarity statements are not only linguistic structures in public discourse — they are mirrors of
internal psychological processes. In therapeutic, interpersonal, and cognitive domains, PS reveal
how individuals maintain coexisting but oppositional beliefs, justify behaviour through

interpretive emphasis, and navigate inner conflict without overt contradiction.

Within psychology, Polarity Statements operate across three nested levels:

1. Intrapersonal — inner dialogue, self-concept, moral ambivalence
2. Interpersonal — relational conflict, framing in communication

3. Clinical / Therapeutic — cognitive dissonance, narrative therapy, identity integration

1. Intrapersonal Polarity Statements: The Mind’s Mdobius Strip
People often hold statements that are structurally coherent but emotionally conflicted.
Example: “I need to be strong, but I also need to ask for help.”

e Pole A: Strength means self-reliance and emotional control.

« Pole B: Vulnerability is a deeper form of strength.

This polarity statement is not a contradiction - it is a looped internal structure where truth shifts

depending on emotional state or self-narrative.
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Such statements allow compartmentalisation of conflicting needs or identities, and reflect
adaptive ambiguity - the mind uses PS to avoid cognitive overload, and can generate emotional

tension if poles are mutually exclusive in practice.

Consider the below intrapersonal polarity statements:

“I never apologise, but | 'm in the wrong”’
“I’'m the leader but I don’t know the answer”

“I’'m a good person, but sometimes a bully”

The semantic structure is logically consistent but the emotional or identity level interpretation is
internally bifurcated. It is not a case of being torn between two external perspectives but instead,

between co-existing internal positions, each affirming a different pole of the statement.

Evaluation:

“I never apologise, but | 'm in the wrong”’

Polarity axis: Identity vs Behavioural/Moral

Pole A: “I never apologise”: suggests a self concept of pride, defiance, emotional protection.

Pole B: “I’m in the wrong”: suggests an admission of guilt, humility, awareness, guilt.
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Interpretive Conflict:
The speaker is confronting a moral truth that clashes with a habitual or identity bound stance. It
is not contradictory because wrongdoing can be admitted whilst refusing to apologise, but a

polarity exists in the emotional incompatibility of the two stances.

Intrapersonal Tension:
There is cognitive dissonance between knowing better and still refusing to act differently. The
refusal to apologise implies vulnerability or a threat to identity and thus may be indicative of a

deep seated protective mechanism.

Evaluation:
“I’'m the leader but I don’t know the answer”

Polarity Axis: Identity vs Epistemic

Pole A: “I’m the leader”: implies authority, competence, decisiveness.

Pole B: “l don’t know the answer”: signals uncertainty, fallibility, weakness.

Interpretive Conflict:
Identity conflicts with internal epistemic vulnerability, where the tension stems from an

expectation that certainty must always exist in leadership.
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Intrapersonal Tension:
The risk of shame and inadequacy is present. Axis harmonisation can bring about an opportunity

for authentic leadership through reframing — where leadership includes humility.

Evaluation:
“I’'m a good person, but sometimes a bully”

Polarity Axis: Moral vs Psychological

Pole A: “I’m a good person”: an overall moral assessment.

Pole B: “Sometimes a bully”: a pattern of behaviour that is inconsistent with that assessment.

Interpretive Conflict:
The moral axis is warped by the dissonance between self-image and observed behaviour,

characteristic of moral polarity with the self.

Intrapersonal Tension:
The subject attempts to maintain integrity whilst acknowledging damaging actions. This can lead

to beneficial progress if both poles are integrated rather than denied or kept isolated.

The common features in the above examples are that there is structural coherence in that the
statements make literal sense but there is an emotional contradiction. The duality is based within
the self rather than external, and the subject maintains both poles as truths but struggles to

reconcile them. The therapeutic opportunity can be found in uncovering the polarity statements
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so the poles can be integrated, or in words, the pendulum can be re-aligned more harmoniously.
This can be achieved via journaling, and other standard therapeutic techniques and mapped to
specific axes. The therapist can help the subject understand that it may not be a binary case of
either A or B but both being true and existing at the same time. Therapy can aim at strengthening

positive polarities and reducing negative ones.

2. Interpersonal Polarity Statements: Misalignment of Emphasis
In relationships, partners may both agree on a polarity statement while clashing over its

application.

Example: “Love requires honesty.”

o Partner A: Full emotional disclosure is necessary, even if painful.

o Partner B: Withholding harsh truths is a form of love and protection.

In this situation, both can agree with the statement, but diverge in semantic priority. Frustration
arises when one person believes the other has violated the principle, whilst both are acting in
accordance with their interpretation of it. This dynamic can explain empathic breakdowns
despite shared values, and reveal how moral misalignments can masquerade as betrayal. It is

something that is frequently observed in family or couples therapy, and in conflict resolution.
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3. Polarity Statements in Clinical or Therapeutic Contexts

Therapists regularly encounter polarity statements embedded in client narratives. These serve as
windows into inner conflict, especially in relation to identity development (e.g., “I want to be
authentic, but I also want to belong.”), trauma integration (e.g., “It wasn’t my fault, but I feel
responsible.”), and moral injury (e.g., “I did what I had to do, but it still feels wrong.”). By
identifying the structure of polarity, therapists can help clients externalise and examine the poles,
reframe the statement as a dynamic loop, rather than a block, and guide them toward integration
rather than forced resolution. This approach would be especially effective in narrative, family

and schema therapy, and CBT.

Psychological Functions of Polarity Statements
Function Description

Cognitive Dissonance Buffer PS allow temporary coexistence of conflicting beliefs

Emotional Flexibility Shifts in polarity match mood states, offering adaptive response options
Self-Justification Enables retrospective reframing of actions
Identity Complexity Supports multifaceted, non-binary self-concepts

Using polarity statements in this context can be advantageous by revealing not just what clients
believe but how they organise and alternate beliefs under different conditions, like stress or
change. Naming the polarity specifically creates a meta-awareness the reduces internal tension,
and by helping clients recognise that each pole contains partial truth opens the path towards

synthesis.
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Summary

Polarity statements provide a conceptual bridge between language and the layered structure of
the psyche. They mirror how individuals negotiate tension between competing truths, not
through contradiction, but through semantic symmetry. Recognising and working with these
structures enhances therapeutic insight, supports integrative identity work, and deepens our

understanding of how human beings maintain coherence within complexity.
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Polarity Statements in Media: Framing, Conflict Amplification, and Semantic

Symmetry

Modern media often deploys polarity statements to frame narratives in emotionally charged but
semantically flexible ways. Headlines like “Freedom is under attack™ or “Safety requires
control” invite divergent interpretations while maintaining rhetorical punch. The PST offers a
tool to decode how meaning is structured to appear neutral but carry ideological weight, assisting

both media critics and consumers in recognising framing effects.

The media is a primary conduit for the dissemination and normalisation of polarity statements.
These constructions are especially prevalent in headlines, political commentary, editorials, and
soundbites, where brevity and rhetorical impact are prioritised over nuance. Polarity statements
in media do not merely reflect public conflict - they amplify and encode it. This section explores
how polarity structures shape narrative framing, influence audience alignment, and function as

instruments of semantic weaponisation in the informational ecosystem.

Framing and Interpretive Bifurcation

Media discourse frequently utilises statements that appear to offer neutral or shared truths, but
which are semantically designed to split interpretation along ideological or identity lines. Such
statements are structurally coherent and widely agreeable, yet function as mirror-triggers:

activating opposite reactions depending on audience framing.
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Example: “Speech has consequences.”
o Pole A (Progressive Frame): Speech that causes harm (e.g., hate speech) must be socially

and legally accountable.

o Pole B (Libertarian Frame): Consequences for speech reflect cancel culture and suppress

free expression.

Both interpret the sentence as true. The disagreement lies in the moral emphasis: harm
prevention versus liberty protection. The pivot term (consequences) becomes ideologically
loaded. These types of polarity statements allow opposing groups to affirm the same phrase
while denouncing each other’s interpretation; enable media outlets to signal allegiance subtly,
while maintaining rhetorical deniability; and function as semantic battlegrounds where moral

values are implicitly contested.

Rhetorical Utility and Conflict Amplification

Polarity statements are ideal for headline writing, viral clips, and debate framing because they
condense complexity into an easily digestible phrase. They encourage interpretive projection
(readers see themselves in the phrase), and they can preserve plausible neutrality while

channelling emotional polarisation.

Example: “Justice delayed is justice denied.”

« Pole A: Delays in trial or access to restitution are a violation of rights.

o Pole B: Rushed justice risks error, prejudice, or political manipulation.
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This structure supports opposing calls to action while appearing to express universal wisdom.
When deployed in media, such statements often escalate discourse, as factions claim the same

phrase to delegitimise each other’s positions.

Semantic Polarisation and Audience Alignment
Polarity statements in media facilitate audience sorting through selective semantic emphasis. A

statement like “Protect our way of life” may resonate with:

o Nationalist sentiments in one context

« Environmental preservation or indigenous sovereignty in another

This versatility stems from the semantic symmetry of polarity structures as they can reflect any
pole the audience is primed to prioritise. As a result, polarity statements can act as alignment
triggers in partisan media because rhetorical ambiguity allows statements to circulate widely, yet
harden opposing interpretations. The subtle illusion of shared language masks underlying

interpretive fragmentation.

Implications for Media Literacy and Rhetorical Analysis

Understanding polarity statements equips readers and analysts to detect hidden semantic
asymmetries in headlines and slogans and deconstruct moral positioning within compact
linguistic forms. The targeted audience can therefore avoid being manipulated by pivot term bias

or semantic camouflage. Polarity statements thus become a tool for media literacy education,
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framing analysis in journalism and communication studies, and also algorithmic detection of

rhetorical devices in automated media systems.

Polarity statements are a defining feature of contemporary media discourse. Their ability to
encode conflict within shared language gives them immense but subtle rhetorical power. By
mapping their semantic symmetry and interpretive poles, the PST framework provides a unique
methodology for understanding how the media both mirrors and magnifies ideological division.
In doing so, it contributes not only to linguistic and psychological insight, but to the

depolarisation and clarity of public discourse itself.

Polarity Statements, Algorithmic Amplification, and Public Opinion Shaping

In the contemporary digital media ecosystem, polarity statements are not only rhetorically potent,
they are also algorithmically optimised. Their semantic symmetry, moral resonance, and
interpretive divisibility make them highly amenable to engagement-driven content
recommendation systems. As a result, polarity statements disproportionately influence public

discourse, group identity formation, and the emotional architecture of online dialogue.

Algorithmic Amplification of Semantic Tension

Social media platforms and news aggregators rely on algorithms trained to maximise
engagement - often through provocation, emotional arousal, and polar alignment. Polarity
statements, by design, seek to generate agreement in one group plus outrage in another, in
parallel. This produces further click-through and resharing by users from opposing ideological

poles and comment threads rich in interpretive conflict and moral assertion. This makes them
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ideal amplifiers of emotionally charged content. A polarity statement is algorithmically effective
because it invites both affirmation and contradiction, it provides a linguistic anchor for tribal
self-expression, and it sustains engagement by refusing to resolve. One of the most nefarious
aspects of polarity statements, especially when deliberately engineered, is through the
heightening of polarity which maintains conflict and removes any common ground between

parties.

Triggered engagement via polarisation invites confirmation bias, disagreement and debate and
multiple interpretations from different angles of perspective. This results in algorithms that can

treat polarity statements like magnetic nodes that attract traffic, reaction and virality.

Fragmentation of Interpretive Communities

When polarity statements circulate widely, they do not promote shared understanding. Instead,
they often lead to Interpretive Bifurcation, where distinct audience groups stabilise their reading
of the same phrase within echo chambers; semantic entrenchment, where the pivot term becomes
a shibboleth - a marker of in-group vs out-group interpretation; and decreased metacognitive
reflection, as the simplicity of the sentence conceals its underlying structure — a hallmark of

groupthink.

This process gives rise to rhetorical mirroring without semantic reconciliation: a condition in

which each faction believes it is upholding truth, while the other is manipulating language. This

can be seen where memes, quotes or headlines are misappropriated or deliberately
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misrepresented or misconstrued; where the same phrase can be held as virtue or sin depending on

the lens through which the audience views it.

Influence on Public Opinion and Narrative Control

Because polarity statements are linguistically self-sealing, they lend themselves to ideological
capture. Once embedded in a campaign, headline, or hashtag, they reinforce confirmation bias,
serve as narrative anchors for agenda setting, and allow opinion leaders and institutions to claim

moral authority while obscuring the complexity of the relevant issues.

In this sense, polarity statements function as semantic control valves: tools for mobilising belief
systems, discrediting opponents, and maintaining narrative continuity across ideological
campaigns. Polarity statements are often found in echo chambers, regardless of size — whether
mainstream or niche. They may exist in ideological silos, fan communities and algorithmic news
feeds, just as they may be found in general media and broadcast to millions. Either way, they
become amplifiers of tribal cognition. The pivot term becomes an in-group totem, and its

opposing interpretation perceived as heretical or deceitful.

Public opinion is then shaped through reinforcement — where echo chambers become even more

resolute in their point of view — and through distortion — where the opposing poles are ridiculed,

ignored, erased, and demonised.
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The polarity statement takes a sinister turn when it is weaponised by media figures, politicians
and those who wield control over social influence because it is so subtle and seemingly
innocuous. However, a message that appears reasonable on the surface may carry highly
resonant, symbolic and emotionally charged overlays that can activate different groups
simultaneously and stimulate tension. Polarity statements can serve to weaponise ambiguity and
foment fractures whilst maintaining a cover of ‘reasonableness’. Manipulation of the divergent
pivot point, shifting the position of the fulcrum, can gently trigger outsized reactions from the

opposing pole, in a way that escapes general perception.

A feedback loop revolving around heightened emotional salience develops, as algorithms
continually create more polarity. More polarity leads to more tension, more reaction and
engagement, more visibility and then more polarisation — and the loop continues. This is partly
due to the competition for engagement and attention that occurs between the major social media
platforms. Ultimately, this competition is about control over consciousness, and therefore,

thought itself.

There already exists algorithmic polarity scoring in sentiment analysis that is used in social
media. An axis based polarity statement tool can provide enriched data for this purpose that goes
far deeper than just evaluating language and rendering a sentiment score and NLP models would

be greatly enhanced if the PST were integrated.
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Summary

Polarity statements are ideally suited to the dynamics of digital media. Their ability to carry
opposing meanings within a single phrase makes them highly engaging, yet deeply divisive.
Algorithms amplify them, audiences polarise through them, and institutions exploit them.
Shared phrases interpreted through irreconcilable lenses creates semantic fracturing. Narratives
can be hijacked and their meaning inverted. Debate can be nullified and a stalemate reached
when the same phrase confirms polar viewpoints. All of this can heighten distrust and cognitive
dissonance that causes withdrawal and permanent prevention of reconciliation; the gulf between
the poles is too great. As such, understanding the Polarity Statement Taxonomy is not only a
linguistic or psychological concern, but a critical competency in the age of information warfare

and narrative manipulation.
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Politics and Ideological Conflict

Polarity Statements are most prominently weaponised and ritualised in the battle for narrative
dominance, moral legitimacy, and public allegiance. Political ideology thrives on the re-
anchoring of shared premises. For example, statements like “We must protect our culture” are
structurally symmetrical but morally divergent across political groups. PST reveals how
polarised factions share linguistic architecture while inhabiting opposite interpretive poles, a
mechanism that contributes to entrenchment and misrecognition. This insight can support

depolarisation efforts by shifting debate from truth disputes to interpretive awareness.

Polarity Statements in Politics: Moral Framing, Ideological Entrenchment, and the
Architecture of Conflict

Political discourse is the most fertile domain for the emergence and strategic deployment of
polarity statements. These statements, by their structure, allow parties across the ideological
spectrum to claim allegiance to shared values, while projecting opposing interpretations. Their
rhetorical function is dual: they serve as moral anchors and ideological weapons. This section
explores how polarity statements shape political identity, entrench belief systems, and contribute

to the intractability of partisan conflict.

Moral Framing and Shared Language with Opposing Poles
Politics frequently revolves around essentially contested concepts such as freedom, justice,
equality, and truth and they are all ideal candidates for polarity structuring. Politicians, pundits,

and parties routinely use statements like:

57



By James Kosev-Lex, 21 May 2025. See more at kosev-lex.com

’

“We must protect freedom.’

’

“Everyone deserves justice.’

’

“No one is above the law.’

These utterances appear nonpartisan and widely acceptable, but within each resides a semantic

pivot - a term whose meaning is interpreted through ideological framing.

Statement Pole A Pole B

“Freedom must be Emphasises resistance to government =~ Emphasises protection from

protected.” overreach systemic oppression

“Justice is blind.” Calls for impartiality and formal Critiques blindness as ignorance of
equality inequality

“We are defending Upholds institutional legitimacy and ~ Challenges institutional capture and

democracy.” national sovereignty electoral injustice

Each side affirms the sentence’s truth, but appeals to opposing moral foundations (e.g., fairness
vs loyalty, liberty vs authority). The shared phrasing conceals divergent ethical hierarchies,

which are never made explicit but weaponised through framing.
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Ideological Entrenchment and Polarity Loops

Over time, polarity statements solidify into ideological cornerstones. They become mantras that
unify coalitions under ambiguous banners, they become defensive shields against critique (e.g.,
“We stand for law and order”), and allow the formation of offensive reframing tools to

delegitimise adversaries.

A situation can arise where a dominant party espousing a polar view, positions itself beyond

reproach, making any criticism of its stance inherently unthinkable and impossible. Dissent is not
even contested, it is rendered structurally invalid. When ideological entrenchment reaches such a
degree, on a relevant axis, there is a dangerous imbalance. The opposing side is forced to become

more polar to resist the imbalance as a necessity to continue existing in the discourse.

This creates the conditions for what may be called a polarity loop: both sides repeat the same
foundational statement, each accusing the other of betraying it, thereby intensifying conflict
while affirming mutual righteousness. The mirrored affirmations are mutually exclusive despite

the same language.

Examples: “We follow the rule of law.”, “Only we protect freedom ”, “We stand for truth .
- Both factions assert this as a foundational principle.
- Each faction accuses the other of violating it, one through action, the other through

interpretation.
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The result is semantic saturation: where the phrase loses specificity but gains emotive power. Its
repetition fuels tribal certainty while eliminating shared referents. Societal views, in that state of
affairs, in the presence of a power imbalance, can become so warped that new laws and police
powers may be enacted to enforce the righteousness of the dominant pole and suppress the other.
Extreme social norms emerge and take hold. In those circumstances, the worst aspects of
humanity come to the surface but ultimately, it is simply one group competing with another and
polarity loops are one of the weapons used. The shared language becomes the battlefield as each

pole claims it but interpretation diverges.

Under Polarity Statement theory, it is stated as a general proposition, that justice and peace are
promoted more through balancing opposing poles within the neutral interpretive zone, than by
adopting extreme polar alignments. In highly contentious public discourse, extreme polarisation
is often witnessed, with dominant groups using simplified binaries to suppress nuance and
dissent. For instance, this rhetorical trap — “You 're either with us, or against us ” — is a forced
polarity situation that collapses the semantic space into false clarity, and sharply demarcates ‘us’

and ‘them’ in a highly divisive way.

Polarity loops can occur when a polarity statement is not resolved but instead feeds back into
itself recursively, causing amplification of the original polar tension. This is not confined to the
socio-political realm but can also exist in intra/interpersonal settings. The characteristics of

polarity loops include:
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- Symmetry is maintained but interpretation becomes increasingly rigid;
- The pivot hardens or becomes a moral battleground;
- Each pole uses the opposing position as proof of its own legitimacy;

- The loop repeats, increasing affect and decreasing flexibility.

Intrapersonal polarity loop example:
“I’m a failure because | don 't try —and I don 't try because | 'm a failure”

A self-validating loop where the poles are not opposites but reinforce mirrored interpretations.

Interpersonal polarity loop example:
Person A: “You 're being defensive ”
Person B: “Because you 're attacking me”

Person A: “That’s exactly what a defensive person would say ”

Socio-political polarity loop example:
“Our side must dominate to prevent them from dominating”

Each side’s escalation justifies the other’s.

A polarising trigger statement causes initial tension and interested individuals cluster into
opposing groups. Mutual responses reinforce polarity via looping. There is an axis contraction
where semantic flexibility narrows and fewer possible interpretations are acceptable. Then

follows an emotional escalation, and loop reinforcement as the loop protects underlying group
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identity and is not concerned with determining objective truth. Polarity loops become self
sustaining and reinforcing belief structures that cause ideological entrenchment and resistance

that become deadlocks.

Polarity statement tools offer a way to track and visualise imbalances. By monitoring key
interpretive axes they can become objective cognitive barometers that signal movement of the
pivot point, when it shifts too far towards one end of the spectrum or when responses start
forming closed loops. The loop structure can be mapped showing the feedback path and axis
distortion. Harmonising or reframing statements can be introduced to open the space and allow
the pivot to be challenged. Tools like this can become analytical devices and early warning
systems that detect increasing rhetorical extremism and tumult, and guide discourse back

towards balance.

Such tools could be developed to also track the provenance of polarity growth, and thereby pre-
empt the inevitable “they started it”” arguments. There will always be a circular chicken/egg
situation where one side claims the other is responsible. A specific tool to track polarity
statements and the resulting actions that stem from them, for specific subjects or axes, could
quantify precisely, with timestamps, where the responsibility and onus lies for stoking tensions,
and in what proportions. Inflammation can be tracked; cause and effect can be tracked. It would
be like a scorecard, where evidence is accrued, and instances of polarity increase or decrease
could be evaluated objectively. This would improve accountability and fairness. The polarity

provenance could even be documented on blockchain as an immutable, decentralised record.
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Identity Formation and Ingroup Polarisation
Polarity statements are not only rhetorical; they serve as identity markers in the formation of

political tribes. A single phrase can function as:

- Ashibboleth (e.g., “Freedom isn’t free”)
- Aloyalty test (e.g., “Support our troops”)

- A proxy for ideology (e.g., “Defend the Constitution™)

This process contributes to ingroup cohesion and outgroup differentiation, even when the
semantic content remains identical across groups. The emphasis, context, and pivot interpretation
create epistemic bifurcation as citizens no longer disagree merely on opinion, but on what words

mean.

Policy and Legislative Consequences

Polarity statements have real-world consequences in governance because they carry much weight
in shaping public opinion, policy and high impact judgments. They can render bipartisan
cooperation impossible, as compromise appears to betray one pole of the polarity.

Moreover, legislation itself is often named or framed through polarity language, allowing
proponents and opponents to argue from the same rhetorical base while enacting diametrically

opposed agendas.
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Summary

Used in the political context, polarity statements are not errors of ambiguity, but strategic devices
that encode moral absolutes and interpretive duality within shared linguistic frameworks. They
allow ideological factions to inhabit opposing ethical worlds while claiming the same verbal
terrain. As such, they are among the most potent instruments of identity construction, conflict

escalation, and rhetorical entrenchment in modern democratic discourse.
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Conclusion

This paper serves to introduce the Polarity Statement Taxonomy as a novel framework that
bridges linguistics and psychology, highlighting polarity statements as an innate feature of
communication and cognition. These structures influence identity, meaning derivation, and
conceptual prioritisation in discourse and provide insights into belief formation and ideological

division.

The metaphor of a cognitive Mobius strip captures the essence of polarity statements: a single

semantic surface that twists under opposing lenses, producing mirrored but irreconcilable

interpretations. It provides a lucid way to visualise interpretive divergence without flattening its

complexity.

By mapping polarity statements along salient axes of belief, this taxonomy allows for the
creation of specialised tools for analysis, education, therapeutic insight and conflict resolution.
Such tools hold the potential to reveal hidden tensions, clarify misunderstandings, and ultimate

promote more constructive dialogue in individual and societal contexts.

ly
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Appendix

Summary tables with example polarity statements, in different categories, highlighting the pivot

term, divergent poles of interpretation, and the underlying semantic axis. This is provided to

support further study and many similar examples are replicated and extended in the companion

web app and open source python program on GitHub.

Table: Political Polarity Statements by Issue Domain

Statement Issue Area
“We must Civil Liberties
protect

freedom.”

“Security Diplomacy
ensures

peace.”

“No one is Rule of Law
above the

law.”

“We defend Governance

democracy.”

Pivot Term

Freedom

Security

Law

Democracy

Pole A
Interpretation
Guard against
government
overreach and
regulation
Security means
removing violence
and providing
safety

Apply legal
consequences to
elites and
institutions
Uphold electoral
legitimacy, norms,
and institutional

process

Pole B Interpretation

Ensure structural
freedom from
discrimination or
economic hardship

Security means

removing threats by any

means

Law is selectively
enforced based on

political bias

Fight institutional

capture,

disenfranchisement, or

voter suppression

Semantic
AXis
Moral,
Identity,

Legal

Political

Political,

Ethical

Political,

Epistemic
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“Support our | National Security = Support
troops.”
“Freedom Patriotism

isn’t free.”

“The Constitutionalism
Constitution
is

paramount.”

Freedom

Constitution

Table: Polarity Statements in Media

Pole A

Affirm loyalty to
the military and
national defense
Sacrifices must be
made for national

security

Protect legal
foundations of

government

Critique unjust wars or

foreign interventionism

Proactive steps must be

taken to prevent

national security

overriding freedoms

Interpret the

Constitution as evolving

with contemporary

values

Pole B Interpretation

Interpretation

Polarity Pivot Term
Statement

“Speech has Consequences
consequences.”

“Protect our way = \Way of life
of life.”

“Justice must be | Justice

served.”

Speech that harms
others should be
penalised

Safeguard cultural

heritage and national

sovereignty
Prosecution is
essential for social

balance

Speech can hold the

powerful to account

Continue transforming

old, outdated ideas

Overzealous justice risks

scapegoating

Moral,
Identity,
Nationalist
Moral,
Temporal,

Political

Legal,
Temporal,

Political

Semantic
Axis
Ethical,
Identity,
Legal
Identity,
Moral,
Political

Ethical, Legal
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“The system is System
broken.”

“Truth must be Truth
told.”

“We must follow | Science

the science.”

“The people have People

spoken.”

Institutions are
corrupt, unjust and

require change

Silence enables

injustice

Empirical evidence
should guide policy

and public health

Electoral outcomes
express legitimate

democratic will

The system is
undermined by
unrealistic demands and
public distrust
Truth-telling is often
politicised or selectively
applied

“Science” is selectively
cited to serve political
agendas — show us the
rest of the science.

Low voter turnout

exposes lack of trust

Cognitive,
Moral,

Institutional

Epistemic,

Moral

Epistemic,

Political

Political,

Identity
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