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To my children Peirce, Anthi, Yanni... never
forget to follow the signs
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Chapter 1
Apologia

Peter Pericles Trifonas

Any attempt to compile a “handbook of semiotics” is a capricious undertaking at
best, and perhaps even impulsive, or at worst “whimsical”, in making decisions
about what to include and exclude from a tome that claims to engage the breadth
of a burgeoning field of inquiry. The chapters of this “international semiotic hand-
book” span a multiplicity of epistemologies, methods, and areas of inquiry that
constitute a sustained global dialogue among scholars of divers disciplines.

In “Semiotics ‘Today’: The 20th Century Founding and 21st Century Prospects”,
John Deeley traces how interest in signs as a thematic or distinct subject matter
of general interest in intellectual culture was a phenomenon first witnessed in the
twentieth century, under the title of “semiology” (from Saussure) in Western Europe
but “semiotics” in Eastern Europe (from Juri Lotman, who based his theory on
Saussure but knew also, unlike Saussure, of John Locke’s earlier suggestion for a
name). Thus, the original twentieth-century general interest in signs stemmed, both
East and West, from the work of the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de. Independently,
and slightly earlier than Saussure, the American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce
(10 September 1839 to 19 April 1914) had also taken up such a study, which he
called “semiotic”’; and he called the action of signs, from the study of which semi-
otic knowledge is called, “semiosis”.

As the twenty-first century opened, thus, the twentieth-century development
of semiotics had “gone global”, and the central organizing figure in that amaz-
ing phenomenon was, from 1963 onward, neither Peirce nor Saussure, but Thomas
A. Sebeok. Sebeok was also the first to make the point that semiotics provides
the only transdisciplinary or “interdisciplinary” standpoint that is inherently so; in
other words, semiotics thematizes the study of what every other discipline had (per-
force) taken for granted—semiosis. The chapter undertakes to provide an overview
of the twentieth-century semiotic development, as well as to attempt a projection
of the twenty-first-century trajectory semiotics is bound to follow in the transition
(or transformation) from the modern Enlightenment intellectual culture between

P. P. Trifonas (D<)
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education/University of Toronto, Toronto, Canada
e-mail: peter.trifonas@utoronto.ca

© Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht 2015 1
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2 P. P. Trifonas

Descartes and Peirce to the truly postmodern intellectual culture within which the
development of semiotics has proven to be the central positive force.

In “The Visual and the Virtual in theory, life and scientific practice: The Case
of Peirce’s Quincuncial Map Projection”, Vitaly Kiryushchenko aims at showing
some correlations between Charles Peirce’s life, his intellectual habits as a logician
and mathematician, his semiotic theory, and his practice as a geodesist. For this
purpose, it makes use of Peirce’s ideas about the nature of visual experience, some
facts of his intellectual biography, and his definitions of sign and the term “virtual”.
It appears that Peirce’s mature pragmatist and semiotic ideas find some support in
his early practice as a scientist and a mathematician, thus providing an interesting
example of the intersection of scientific practice and philosophical speculation.

In “Semiotics as an Interdisciplinary Science”, Yair Neuman approaches semi-
otics, as a meta-perspective, that has the promise to nurture the established disci-
plines by providing them with a way to conceptual processes of meaning making.
The power of semiotics as a meta-perspective or interdisciplinary science results
from its ability to conceptualize meaning and value. The promise of semiotics as a
meta-perspective has not gained similar success and popularity. In this short entry,
I would like to present the power of semiotics as a meta-perspective or as an inter-
disciplinary science by providing concrete and hopefully convincing examples. The
chapter introduces this thesis and supports it through three case studies: The way
semiotics may explain immune recognition in biological systems, its potential con-
tribution to collective intelligence and sense making in Web 3.0, and its relevance
for understanding the psychology of group dynamics.

In “The Semiotic Paradigm View of Theoretical Semiotics”, Charls Pearson dis-
cusses theoretical semiotics concerns such as abstraction, abduction, and the devel-
opment of semiotic explanations for meaning making, i.e. semiotic theories. Peirce
used the term “abduction” ambiguously for at least four different. He only became
aware of the full significance of this in his later years. One of his later uses of “ab-
duction” was for the invention of abstract theory to explain the generals of nature
and life. Peirce called this “reasoning to the best explanation of the phenomena”. It
is this meaning of “abduction” that the semiotic paradigm focuses on in the chapter.
For Pearson, theory is arrived at by abduction from a set of known laws or other
generals to a set of abstract principles that explain troth the known laws, the gen-
erals, and many new laws. Abduction carries us from signs with iconic structure
to signs with full symbolic structure. This allows for the development of abstract
concepts, principles, theories, and their relations. Pearson analyzes and explains
how a theory has the status of a tentatively “best working hypothesis™ that explains
known laws.

In “Visions of the Other and Free Indirect Speech in Artistic Discourse: Bakhtin,
Pasolini, Deleuze”, Augusto Ponzio and Susan Petrilli examine the relation between
one’s own vision of the world and that of others, which finds expression in the dif-
ferent types of reported speech—direct, indirect, and free indirect. Such interplay
between one’s own word and another’s word is strongest in free indirect discourse
where internal dialogism of the word is particularly evident. Internal dialogism is
the main focus of the Bakhtin circle and is what Bakhtin understands by “dialogue”
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which assumes a completely different meaning from what is commonly understood.
So that external dialogue among rejoinders is one thing, that is, dialogue as a liter-
ary genre, while dialogue in the Bakhtinian sense, that is, dialogue internal to the
same utterance, is another. The work of Deleuze, Pasolini, and Bakhtin can be as-
sociated on a theoretical level precisely through their reflections on the problem of
the free indirect discourse.

Intersemiotic translation was defined by Roman Jakobson as “transmutation of
signs”—"an interpretation of verbal signs by means of signs of nonverbal sign sys-
tems”. Despite its theoretical relevance, and in spite of the frequence in which it
is practiced, the phenomenon remains virtually unexplored in terms of conceptual
modelling, especially from a Peircean semiotic perspective. In “C. S. Peirce and
Intersemiotic Translation”, Jodo Queiroz and Daniella Aguiar detail an approach
based on Charles S. Peirce’s pragmatic model of semiosis to provide a preliminary
conceptual framework to the phenomena.

Welby introduced the term “significs” for her special approach to the study of
signs and meaning towards the end of the nineteenth century. This term was com-
pletely free from technical associations and was suitable to describe her focus on sign
and meaning in relation to values and sense. In “Welby’s Significs, its Developments
and International Ramifications”, Susan Petrilli argues that significs transcends pure
descriptivism and analyzes signifying processes beyond logical-cognitive boundar-
ies to explore the ethical, aesthetic, and pragmatic dimensions of sign activity. Welby
exchanged ideas with numerous personalities of the day in some cases influencing
the course of their research as in the case of Charles Peirce during the last decade of
his life or Charles Ogden in his young student days. Her work inspired the Signific
Movement in the Netherlands, which flourished across the first half of the twentieth
century through mediation of the Dutch poet and psychiatrist F. van Eeden.

There have been two popular approaches to critical readings of the Umberto
Eco’s The Name of the Rose: (1) the criticism treating the novel as, more or less,
a “clear-cut” representation of the genre of detective fiction and (2) the criticism
treating the novel as the actualization of a self-reflective treatise (generated in the
current milieu of intricate postmodern—poststructuralist debating of sign theory) in-
tended to construct an exegetic platform whereby the intertextual field functions to
serve Eco’s digressions into the polemics of semiotics. “Crafting the Literature of
Semiotic Possibility: From the Metaphysical to the Detective Story in The Name of
the Rose” presents a reading of the novel and to a certain extent Foucault’s Pendu-
lum, by Peter Pericles Trifonas, from a semiotico-comparativist viewpoint, in light
of how the detective story genre flirts with and the corpus of Eco’s writings, theo-
retical and otherwise. Specifically, it examines how the aesthetics of textual produc-
tion as generated through the lexical signs and codes manifesting the discursive text
of the novel work to engender what might be called a re-crafting of the detective
story from the narrative domain of the metaphysical tale of a mourning for the truth
to the “literature of semiotic possibility”.

Science fiction in the 1950s attempted to provide a moral framework for
adults, but especially children and teenagers concerning the duel intimidation of
communism and nuclear threats. Though no causality is implied, tracing these
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moral lessons allows us to find out how a particular subjectivity emerges. “The
Emergence of ‘Atomodoxy’ in Cold-War Rhetoric and Science Fiction Narratives:
Fear, Threats, and the Duties of Citizenship in an Atomic Age” by James Eric (Jay)
Black attempts to identify and illuminate the imagined companion narratives of a
world in the nuclear age. These narratives were created out of fear of what could be
rather than a fear of what was, a fear of philosophy rather than historical fact, and
became the companion to facts that ultimately became conspiratorial truisms. This
chapter refers to these instantly recognizable Cold War metaphors, opinions, and
narrative constructs as atomodoxies. Examples include the consistent use of ticking
clocks, mushroom clouds, and desert wasteland inhabitance in both science fiction
narratives and political speech.

Music provides an arena for the exploration of semiotics and the meaning that in-
dividuals make of sign systems. In “The Semiotics of ‘Monk’ Rehearsals: A Weav-
ing of Two Texts”, Kathy Schuh describes monk rehearsals, an activity that she
used during her teaching experience, and provides a semiotic interpretation of the
two texts that the rehearsal included—musical gesture and classroom management.
In Schuh’s analysis of the gestural signs within my rehearsal she draws on Peirce’s
(1893-1910) types of representamina (qualisigns, sinsigns, and legisigns), objects
(icons, indexes, and symbols), and interpretants (rhemes, dicisigns, and arguments).
The analysis indicates the insistent role of these two texts in a musical rehearsal—
how they allow for communication, instruction, and the creation of music.

“Deviant Orthography” refers to several textual phenomena: (1) a written lin-
guistic phenomenon that is used to imitate spoken speech in literature; (2) an ortho-
graphic abbreviation process used for text messages because of their limitation in the
number of characters permitted (tweets); and (3) sporadic errors that reflect reduced
literacy. This study by Frank Nuessel examines all three phenomena within a semi-
otic context, i.e. the use of conventional orthography in a nontraditional fashion.

Recently, a growing number of researchers study semiotics as a research tool in
translation. At the same time, semiotics of translation or translation semiotics has
gained its place as a theoretical approach. From the perspective of semiotics, trans-
lation is studied by Evangelos Kourdis as a purely semiotic act that involves the
transition from one semiotic system (source language) to another (target language).
This semiotic act can be interlingual, intralingual, or intersemiotic translation.
This chapter examines the interdisciplinarity of translation semiotics and the new
perspectives of study not only of intersemiotic translation but also of interlingual
translation, which is the main field of translation studies. The translation semiotics
approach is interdisciplinary also within the boundaries of semiotic theories since
researchers often apply different semiotic theories in their study of translation. “Se-
miotics of Translation: An Interdisciplinary Approach to Translation” also raises a
concern as to the highly theoretical approaches of most studies in the field of trans-
lation semiotics. Such a trend runs the risk of narrowing down the field to a purely
theoretical sphere that does not conform to translation as a practice.

Irini Stathi examines cinematic adaptations of theatrical plays as results of an
intersemiotic translation from a semiotic system to another. Cinematic adapta-
tions have been an important part of the history of cinema from its earliest times.
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Significant plays (from Greek tragedy and Opera to Shakespeare and Beckett’s
plays) have been treated in order to be transformed into films and recently also into
interactive audiovisual texts. “Inter-Semiotic Translation and Transfer Theory in
Cinematic/audiovisual adaptations of Greek™ attempts to approach the subject from
the “transfer theory” perspective and it also involves “translation theory”. Jakob-
son’s conception of “intersemiotic translation” is the main theory for this approach
and combined with Even-Zohar’s “transfer theory” gives the possibility to explore
how the relationships between theatre and cinema in general, cinematic adaptations
of classic Greek tragedy plays by diverse directors such as Cacoyannis, Pasolini,
Jancs6, Dassin, or Angelopoulos in particular, offer a framework for dealing with
two issues: (a) the way in which cinematic/audiovisual adaptations of plays ma-
noeuvre between the theatre and the moving images, two distinct media which use
different semiotic languages and involve different kinds of technologies which help
the production of a new meaning after the transfer and (b) how those adaptations
manage the distance between the original text and the time and condition of their
specific production/adaptation.

Since the early 1990s the enormous power of some brands as Coke, Levi’s, and
Marlboro, especially on the recently opened markets of Central/Eastern Europe and
China, has been attracting the attention of a significant amount of theorists and
practitioners outside the companies’ boardrooms. Almost suddenly it appeared that
everything could be branded with great influence and market value—services, mov-
ies, media, even people; brand sold more than functional attributes of the products
did; brands were in the centre of different lifestyles and last but not least, some
of them united people like a religion. In “Brand as an Economic Value and Sign:
Positioning as an Instrument for Creating Market Distinctions”, Dimitar Trenda-
filov analyses how the new millennium, mass (global) media strengthen brands
and contribute significantly to their power, increasing their awareness and positive
image, and putting them in almost each activity in our everyday life. Moreover, he
examines why the presence of brands on the Internet in various formats and their
active participation in the social media irretrievably changes the relationship and
conversation between companies and consumers. The stress is on its role in market
differentiation and, further, in consumer-based brand equity creation via long and
consistent communication process. The thesis that brand is not a mere “trademark”
but new, higher level of marketing and dealing with the consumers is supported
throughout the chapter. Semiotics, in terms of overall communication analysis and
in advertising area in particular, is fundamental for the better understanding of the
brand issues. The chapter refers to the contribution of socio-semioticians who are
focused on the commercial side of communication (J. Baudrillard, M. Evans, R.
Abadjimarinova) where brand is scrutinized as both primary sign and secondary
sign system of a product (social myth).

Narcissus did not know he was looking at his own reflection. The spatial dis-
tinction between his body and his reflection in a pool of water was not understood
because, while he was enamoured by his displaced image, his focus was absorbed
by the aesthetic code he was experiencing. Codes are only part of the story; focusing
on conventional meanings, interpreters tend to overlook the context of embodied,
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personal perspectives coloured by assumptions and preconceptions. An emphasis
on Peirce’s “secondness”, the relationship between a sign and its meaning, helps
to explain the inadequacies of code-based social network communication and new
media’s broader potential for identity and interpretations. In the light of a semiotic
perspective, in “Understanding the Codes and Assumptions of New Media”, Elliot
Gaines explores media as an extension of identity and communication.

In “The Semiotics of Innovation”, Massimo Leone argues that creating, enhanc-
ing, and monitoring buzz are nowadays marketing and advertisement imperatives.
Every commercial producer in the world seeks to surround its products and their
potential consumers into a persistent, stupefying, and seductive buzz. New digital
technologies of communication, above all social networks, are turning buzz into a
sort of religion: you are nobody if you are not preceded by buzz; what you do is
nothing if it is not immersed into buzz even before it comes about. But what is the
buzz about buzz? How can semiotics observe, describe, and analyze the processes
that lead to the creation, multiplication, transformation, and finally disappearing of
buzz? Moreover, how can semiotics predict what consequences buzz culture will
have on the way we create, share, remember, and forget meaning and its artefacts?
Relying on previous theories of cultural contagion (Landowski, Sperber) and viral
communication, the chapter seeks to place its understanding of buzz in the frame of
a general semiotic theory of novelty and innovation.

“Multimodal Digital Humanities” presents a theoretical and analytical approach
to semiotics research involving the use of interactive software applications and vi-
sualization techniques for multimodal analysis of text, images, and videos. The soft-
ware applications are used by Kay O’Halloran for the annotation, analysis, search,
and retrieval of semantic patterns based on frameworks for language, images, and
audio resources derived from Michael Halliday’s social semiotic theory. In the case
of video analysis, the software contains facilities to play the video, transcribe the in-
teractions, and systematically record time-stamped annotations for the semiotic se-
lections made by different participants. The various combinations of semiotic choic-
es can be viewed as interactive visualizations, which display the exact location of
the semiotic clusters in the video and the relative time spent in each state. The digital
tools and techniques for multimodal analysis thus provide insights into the nature
of intersemiotic relations and more generally multimodal semiosis. The approach is
located within the digital humanities paradigm which promotes the use of computer
techniques and technologies for humanities, arts, and social science research.

There are many ways of constructing pictures of the world, and photography
is only one of these. Nevertheless, there is no doubt of the type of picture that has
been most thoroughly studied in semiotics, as well as the kind which semiotics has
contributed in the greatest degree to elucidating. In “Semiotics of Photography:
The State of the Art”, Géran Sonesson, acquaints us with René Lindekens’ and
Hartmut Espe’s early attempt at creating an experimental semiotics of photography,
as well as with numerous studies of particular uses to which photographs may be
put, such a news pictures and publicity. He looks at Jean-Marie Floch’s masterly
analyses of particular photographs, which however do not purport to say anything
about the specificity of photography. Following a suggestion by Philippe Dubois,
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the chapter takes its point of departure in the idea that the study of photography,
both in its pre-semiotic and its semiotic phases, has first treated the photograph as
being a kind of icon (a similarity motivated sign), then a conventional sign, more
or less comparable to verbal signs, and finally as an index, a sign motivated by
the very continuity of the apparatus creating the expression to the corresponding
content in the real world. The idea of photographs being icons of course goes back
to Roland Barthes, as does so much else in pictorial semiotics, and Umberto Eco,
by implication, and René Lindekens explicitly, argued that pictures were conven-
tional. The indexicality thesis was argued in three fundamental books, by Philippe
Dubois himself, by Jean-Marie Schaeffer and Henri Vanlier, all published in the
early 1980s. Immensely enlightening as these books are, they were shown in the
late 1980s, in several publication by Gdéran Sonesson, argued that iconicity, but not
in the simplistic way in which it was imagined by Roland Barthes, must in spite
of all be fundamental to photographs, as to all pictures, and that indexicality can
only have a secondary importance. He also suggested that what really made the dif-
ference between photographs and other pictures were the global, instead of local,
mapping rules that they applied to perceptual reality. It is argued that the future of
a semiotics of photography, however, is in a return to the experimental approach of
Lindekens and Espe.

Marcel Danesi engages how signs and their utilization in textual forms by the
mass media shape social processes or perhaps mirror them. This branch has come to
be known broadly as media semiotics. “The Semiotics of the Mass Media” aims to
explore at a deeper level the implicit or unconscious signifying structures and prac-
tices present in mass media content. As an analytical and conceptual framework, it
has proven itself to be particularly well suited to deciphering media effects on cul-
tural trends and on how meaning systems inherent in human codes are transformed
for various purposes by the media. This chapter approaches media semiotics to in-
vestigate how cultural meanings encoded by media texts (programmes, spectacles,
and so on) are adopted and adapted for specific purposes and then redistributed
throughout the culture. Like the other branches of the discipline, media semiotics
interweaves insights and findings from cognate fields in order to unravel the mo-
dalities implicit in “mediated signification”, as media-based and media-delivered
meanings are commonly called.

Architectural graphics is a major communication tool in design. Although draw-
ings are meant to facilitate processes of building an architectural structure, nowa-
days they are imbued directly or indirectly with a lot of additional data. In “Prob-
lems of Contemporary Architectural Graphics”, Stela Borisova Tasheva explores
contemporary architectural graphic artefacts and is focused on their public appear-
ance in design, marketing, or even political visual texts and discussions. Graphics
are often used in parallel: as an internal professional language and as a special way
to promote to the whole society marketing ideas of “new” and “ideal” house, office,
city, and life. And although design renderings are not meant to be a true analogue
of the existing architecture, still they sometimes act for it and replace its real sense
and vision. Thus, the mass substitutions of architectural objects with their jug-han-
dled images in our data streams is a social phenomena, that is changing what is
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contemplated as building environment or the architect’s role of a creator. Investiga-
tion of different communication models, types, and levels is implemented with the
use of various castle representations as a case study.

“Part II—Curating documenta: The Spectacle of Modernism” aims at detect-
ing the traces that contradict the master narratives of documenta. Vesna Mazdoski
gathers evidence that had managed to escape the control, and to speak about the
processes and procedures obscured by the spectacle. The chapter is an examination
of a spectacle as a repression mechanism, as an attempt to escape the disturbing
narrativization of a traumatic past. We will look for the “hidden” narratives of ex-
clusion in order to acquire a glimpse of alternative histories of documenta. Taking
a step further, this makes curators, the main agents of documenta, the ones who
function not only as the “masters” of the spectacle but also as the “masters” of the
traumatic past.

“Introduction to Biosemiotics” details why the persistent need for semiotics in-
deed derives from the fact that semiotics is a fundamental science—the foundation-
al science for all those disciplines that are engaged in studying modelling systems.
And no living being can do without sign systems. Semiotics, put otherwise, is a
qualitative science of complex adaptive systems, which are precisely those systems
in which meanings are generated. Semiotics is the study of meaning making. Kalevi
Kull analyzes how the discovery that the behaviour of animals is not merely a chain
of automatic reactions, predictable by universal laws of nature similar to those gov-
erning fire, air, and water, or any chemical reaction whatsoever but is rather coded,
based on experience, and presumes recognitions, i.e. it is truly sign-based, meant
for treating biology from a new perspective. Physical methods of description are
insufficient for describing signness. Surprisingly, contemporary biosemiotic under-
standing concerning the types and extent of signs almost overlaps with the views of
Aristotle on nature and beings. Aristotle, as is well known, divided mind (anima)
into three basic types: vegetative (anima vegetativa), animal (anima sensitiva), and
propositional (anima rationale). Signs are divided likewise, comprising three ma-
jor levels of sign process, or semiosis: vegetative, animal, and linguistic (cultural)
semiosis. For semiotics, this means, however, that the overwhelming majority of
semiosis is not conscious. Conscious sign processes are but the tip of the semiotic
iceberg.

In “The Sign of Nature”, Gunta Mackars believes that in this period of global-
ization and connectivity, on virtually every level of experience we are at a critical
decision-making point about the quality of life, land, and health we are leaving to
future generations. We can become wrapped up in any moment in time as being the
most critical for a variety of reasons (economics, technology, sustainability, secu-
rity), but while each moment in time has its significance in an evolving world we
are also obliged to consider the world with its growth, complexities, and changes,
and the reality we are leaving 100 years from now.

It is tangible, emotional, gratifying, and direct to assess and make decisions
based on the now. These decisions support our roles and responsibilities at the mo-
ment and can be made in isolation of the long-term ramifications and significations
of a time to come in an with nature. The world is undergoing changes based on
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decisions being made now that will forever alter the natural landscape and our sense
of place within it affecting our homes, our cities, our being, and our psyche. A sig-
nificant area of impact on our sense of balance is in our relationship with nature that
can create a push—pull in our sense of balance. Nature supports us mentally, physi-
cally, and emotionally—it is the lifeline to our extended well-being, our health, and
our personalities. We are part of sign of nature and it signifies a part of us. This is
evident when we are present and attentive on the present signs of nature.

“Waves of Semiosis. Is It about Time? On The Semiotic Anthropology of Change”
explores the theoretical gap in semiotic anthropology between the Saussurean rigid-
ity of “change of system” and Peircean vicissitudes of “change in system”, and the
role culture plays in it. Ryo Morimoto argues that a Peircean conceptualization of
the index’s “dependence” on both the past (icons) and the future (symbols) informs
its peculiar “real-time” signification of becoming meaning-full through, and that
such processes can be ethnographically observed in contexts of sudden change, es-
pecially in the sociocultural processes of memorization in post triple disasters in
Japan. Morimoto suggest that a semiotically informed investigation of a struggle of
interpretative grounds in the midst of sudden change (where the previous presup-
positions become futile) allows social scientists to examine semiosis in its represen-
tational and determinative axes as it proliferates, is blocked, and/or is manipulated
in becoming meaningful through multiple temporalities condensed in “real time”.
Thus, any semiotic anthropological analysis of change has to take into account the
past, present, and future in continuum—though not necessarily in a linear order—in
understanding a semiosis of, in, and through society. The chapter concludes with a
methodological suggestion that the ethnographic study of societies undergoing rapid
social change and of traumatic rupture of their assumptive worlds offers a vista into
a prolegomenon of sociocultural continuity, and how signs in society are rendered
meaningful not only through their patterned communications in the representational
axis (i.e. commemoration) but also through semiotically condensed patternings of
remembering and forgetting along the determinative axis (i.e. historicization).

In “Embodied Signs: Action and Collaboration in Children’s Play and Digital
Media Texts”, Beth Lewis Samuelson and Karen Wohlwend surmise that play and
digital media production are emerging as key ways to mean and, importantly, that fit
semiotic abilities and strengths of young children. This chapter highlights the emerg-
ing research on the literate potential of play, collaboration, and action, suggesting
that a semiotic perspective is urgently needed to understand how play functions as
a key meaning-making practice in the context of powerful digital technologies that
amplify and record embodied signs. Children at play engage in production of mean-
ings as they manipulate artefacts to emphasize particular modal meanings through
changes in movement and proximity to co-players, postures, facial expression, as
well as physical layout of furniture, props, and toys. These modal designs take on
additional layers in digital domains as children design by manipulating modes such
as virtual proximity among avatars, arrangement of layouts, and movement across
screens. In this way, even very young children’s play creates complex embodied
signs and action texts, not to compensate for their emergent language but because
they intend to convey the richest meanings possible through their play and design.
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Humans have been eternally fascinated by their own face and faces of others. It
has always captured the imagination artists, philosophers, poets, medical profes-
sionals, and ordinary people. It presents a very rich chapter of study in semiotics
as a particular semiotic system. In “Face as a Sign and Paolo Manteggaza’s Theory
of Metoposcopy”, Anna Makolkin engages the little-known theory of metoposcopy
by a once very popular original thinker Dr. Paolo Mantegazza (1831-1910), the
“Italian Freud”, who had combined medical, anthropological, cultural, and philo-
sophical knowledge in the construction of his own extremely original theory. He
stands in European cultural history as a very exotic persona. The founder of the first
chair of anthropology at the University of Florence, Paolo Mantegazza claimed to
be also the father of the new science of physiognomy or metoposcopy. The chapter
examines the intellectual roots of Mantegazza’s theory which incorporated all the
traditional theories of the face-sign from Aristotle to Darwin, and had formulated
a new original semiotically based area of science. Inspired by his own numerous
world travels and observations of various people and traditions, not only was the
theory advanced for his time but it still stands in the history of ideas as an origi-
nal form of anthropological, cultural and medical knowledge, and ethics. On the
other hand, his philosophy of eudemonism is tied to his science of metoposcopy.
The chapter examines both aspects of Mantegazza’s legacy. Despite the occasional
swaying into pseudoscientific mode, his metoposcopy reaffirms a cultural and intel-
lectual identity of a man of the Enlightenment, leaning towards the power of human
reason in the era of cultural crisis and decadence, and standing as an antithesis to
the more popular Freud.

Jay Lemke’s chapter presents a semiotic (and more specifically bio-semiotic)
analysis of the relations between processes of feeling and meaning making. “Feel-
ing and Meaning: A Unitary Bio-Semiotic Account” argues that feeling and mean-
ing are two aspects of the same system of material processes, that the dynamical
system in which these processes occur is always larger than what we think of as an
individual human organism, and that meaning and feeling as processes always oc-
cur across multiple timescales and levels of organization in complex open dynami-
cal systems and have their evolutionary origins in systems that may be simpler than
single cells. Lemke argues that both feeling and meaning as processes are distrib-
uted, situated, context dependent, active, and culture specific.

In “Preserving Spaces of Uncertainty: Bioremediation, Urbanism and the Sport-
ing Spectacle”, Amanda De Lisio suggests that if the urban condition, its archi-
tecture, landscape, and design can offer a text to examine, the text of cities is in
constant flux. The staging of a sport mega-event will exacerbate this state in the
construction of new, ultramodern sporting facilities. More often than not, as the lit-
erature will attest, event-related construction will demand the removal of infrastruc-
ture (whether natural or woman/man-made) from host cities. The site of a new sta-
dium will be forced to become an “ecological tabula rasa”, a return to the backside
of heavily designed, controlled, and scripted spaces of everyday life. Even the soil,
the mineral foundation of the site, is often in need of careful bioremediation to erase
the (so-called) impurities of the past. In their piece entitled “1440: The smooth and
the striated”, Deleuze and Guattari describe striated space as that which is typical of
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the highly organized urban environment we (in)voluntary navigate daily—consist-
ing of orderly, grid-like patterns of rectilinear, tall and grey buildings, networks of
closed-circuit cameras, police patrols, and private security guards. Nevertheless, as
Deleuze and Guattari indicate, even the most striated of urban space can create op-
portunities for smoothness. Graffiti writing, skateboarding, parkour, littering, pollu-
tion, and decay: all constitute a rupture, a moment in which we bear witness to the
fanatical maintenance of social order and realize our existence as both the steward
and cotenant. Mega-event-led urban renewal—and the barren, derelict and un(der)
developed space it will (re)territorialize within our cities—can offer us a moment
to envision the world outside the homogeneous and prescriptive nature of our urban
environment. And within our current political economic state, it is this moment/
space that we need.

Etymologically, a garden has been defined by the fencing in or enclosure of an
outdoor space for the use of humans—for the cultivation of food; for aesthetic,
sensual, and emotional experiences; and for the nurturing of the human spirit. Gar-
dens not only reflect our interactions with the land through our physical work with
soil and plants but also act as a mirror of the society that creates it. Through their
design and use, gardens act as texts that can be explored to gain insight into histori-
cal and current relationships with the land. Symbolically, gardens can also illustrate
philosophical predilections and metaphysical relations. “What Does Your Garden
Show? Explorations of the Semiotics of the Garden” by Susan Jagger is a historical
exploration of the semiotics of the garden that considers the signs and what is signi-
fied by the garden text. From the academies of ancient Greece to medieval monastic
gardens to villas of the Renaissance to the Baroque state gardens of Versailles, it
follows traces of power and privilege of the individual, family, state, and church.
The chapter also looks at current shared community and school gardens and looks
forward, meditating on who and what is present and absent and how representations
of power and privilege are cultivated in the garden.

Anthropologically speaking, food is undoubtedly the primary need. Neverthe-
less, this need is highly structured, and it involves substances, practices, habits, and
techniques of preparation and consumption that are part of a system of differences
in signification. Once satisfied, therefore, the first human need becomes a sign as it
replaces, sums up, and signalizes other behaviours. In this sense, Simona Stano in
“Semiotics of Food” believes we can speak about a semiotics of food: food is not
only a substance for survival and nourishment but also part of a sign system as it
is strictly involved in processes of signification and interpretation. The same taste
experience goes beyond the individual perception, embracing the intersubjective
and collective level. If on the one hand the taste dimension depends on biological
and physiological—and so individual-—components, on the other hand, it seems to
be socially and culturally determined, as it is based on intersubjectively defined pat-
terns of valorisation. Even beyond the gustatory experience, cooking is a technical
activity ensuring a transition between nature and culture, as Lévi-Strauss points out
in his Mitologiques (1964—1971), a key reference for the analysis of food symbol-
ism. This leads to the well-known aphorism by Brillat-Savarin “tell me what you
eat, and I will tell you what you are” (1825): a formula that, taken adequate distance
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from any kind of determinism, is still extremely topical in its references to the is-
sue of the relation between food and identity. Building on these considerations and
taking into account the main existing works in food studies, “Semiotics of Food”,
aims at thinking over the links existing among signs, texts, discourses, and practices
concerning the gastronomic universe, pointing out the importance of a semiotic ap-
proach in this field.

In “Semiotics of Culture(s): Basic Questions and Concepts”, Franciscu Sedda
introduces some basic questions and concepts related to the semiotic study of cul-
ture and of cultures. The first question “Is Semiotics necessary to life?” leads to
the analysis of the role of Semiotics and semioticness vis-a-vis human beings. The
chapter suggests a double necessity of semiotics, intended both as a quality proper
to humankind and as a scientific knowledge necessary to reflect and develop aware-
ness of our unperceived “cultural nature”. The second question is related to a basic
and yet forgotten claim of semiotics. This is the idea that regards semiotic analysis
not only as a form of intellectual knowledge but also as an action that aims to trans-
form reality. This leads to the definition of the semiotician as a political subject, and
to the reflection about the general status of subject and subjectivity from a semiotic
point of view. The third question confronts the paradox of a cultural space that is
always singular and plural at the same time. The chapter proposes some theoretical
and methodological tools—e.g. the circular intellectual movement represented by
analysis and catalysis—in order to manage the complex relations between parts and
whole, micro and macro, order and chaos, sense and non-sense. The second part
of the chapter proposes three key concepts for the contemporary and for a future
semiotics of culture(s): semiosphere, formation, and translation. Starting from the
structural paradoxes of the idea of semiosphere, developed in the 1980s by Juri
Lotman, the chapter proposes a dynamic and global idea of culture(s) based on a
relationalist approach. The idea of formation enables the mapping of different types
of semiotic relations pertaining to the study of culture. At the same time, the con-
cept of formation encapsulates the concepts of sign, text, discourse, and language.
The concept of formation assumes a central role in the description of the various
modes of translation and in the understanding of the implications of translation on
the constitution or on the transformation of common sense and reality. The chapter
proposes to consider translation as a key concept that allows the articulation of
different semiotic visions and schools as well as the analysis of some of the most
interesting and thorny dynamics and devices of actual cultural life.

Augusto Ponzio has been writing since the mid-1960s producing a quantity of
publications not easily equalled, as a glance at his complete bibliography will re-
veal. He investigates themes and methodologies within the spheres of philosophy
of language, general linguistics, and semiotics with a special focus on problems
of language and communication, translation and ideology, literary theory and cri-
tique, signs and meaning, and value and behaviour. In “Signs, Language and Life:
Pathways and Perspectives in Augusto Ponzio’s Scientific Research”, Susan Petrilli
understands Ponzio’s work in a semiotical and transdisciplinary framework that
historical, literary, philosophical, sociological, and economic-political critiques are
united in their common interest for signs. Semiotic critique is also critique of all
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forms of ideological separatism and of pseudoscientific specialism, including the
separation between human sciences and natural sciences. As he explains in a brief
bio-bibliographical note, Ponzio developed his theoretical interests with special ref-
erence to authors such as Mikhail Bakhtin, Emmanuel Levinas, Marx, Adam Schaff,
and Ferruccio Rossi-Landi: “from these authors I have developed what they share in
spite of their differences, that is, the idea that the life of the human individual in his/
her concrete singularity, whatever the object of study, and however specialized the
analysis, cannot prescind from involvement without alibis in the destiny of others”.
Ponzio searches for the sense for man of scientific research in general and of the
general science of signs in particular. His quest is oriented by the Husserlian distinc-
tion between “exact science” and “rigorous science”. And developing this particular
trend, Ponzio arrives at his formulation of the concept of “ethosemiotics”, “telo-",
or “teleosemiotics”, subsequently developed into “semioethics”.

In the light of the above, “Even Signs Must Burn: From Semiotics and the
Modern City to Jean Baudrillard’s Symbolic Exchange and the Postmodern City”
is divided in three parts. The first part presents a certain limited version of Sau-
ssure’s semiotic theory, in order to delve, subsequently, into Marx’s theory and
David Harvey’s historic-materialist geography, theorizing how the city is seen in
modern times—though as strange as it may sound Harvey’s text is susceptible to
the metaphysics of both utility and language. The second part highlights some of
the refreshing ideas of spatial-materialist semiotics that intended to build a telling
abridgment between linguistic theory and Marxism (cf. Lagopoulos, Boklund, and
Lagopoulou), but eventually it goes beyond Marxism, semiotics, and the modern
city as the unit of collective consumption and industrial production, drawing (a) on
Baudrillard’s bold declaration that “even signs must burn” explaining what is wrong
with signs and semiotics and (b) Derrida’s hauntology and spectrology unsettling
the myth of utility in Marx. The third part, by Thanos Gkaragounis, (i) unpacks
what sort of “language” will be probably needed in order an alternative (differen-
tial) semiosis to hold sway; for Baudrillard there is one “type of exchange” that
is not susceptible to semiotics: symbolic exchange and (ii) draws some premature
conclusions and reflections on the consequences for theorizing the city as part and
parcel of what Zygmunt Bauman once indicated with respect to consumption: that
we live today in a consumer society, exactly, in the same way our forefathers lived
in a society of producers.

Seeing it from a semiotic perspective, musical performance is understood as a
communication model in which a series of coded messages are sent or enacted
and their meanings received or decoded. For example, in a theatre or opera perfor-
mance, which has been for a long time subject to semiotic analysis, the meaning is
encoded and transmitted through the various systems of staging, such as set, light-
ing, costume, music, etc. In addition, rich and complex significations are provided
by the performers/actors themselves, their bodies, actions, and interpretive choices.
All this can be said about the art of music performers as well, and, if we think of
a musical performance as a mere actualization of a musical score, we obviously
underline the potential density of its semiosis. In “Musical Performance in a Se-
miotic Key”, Lina Navickaite-Martinelli aims at presenting some possible model
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of a semiotic theory of musical performance art that would enable an analysis of
the activity of musical performers based on the musical, cultural, and social mes-
sages generated and sent by them. From the methodological point of view, the core
of the present analysis consists in the application (sometimes adaptation) of some
important models produced within musical semiotics, such as Gino Stefani’s theory
of musical competence, certain aspects of Eero Tarasti’s existential semiotics, plus
the addition of the author’s own formulations.

Maps are visual representations which, like pictures, can exist either on paper
or in people’s minds as so-called mental maps. “Cartosemiotics” is the semiotics of
maps, which therefore comprises both the semiotics of cartography and the semiot-
ics of mental maps, which belongs to the field of cognitive science. It is situated
between the semiotics of pictures and the semiotics of codes: since maps often con-
tain written language and are made according to certain cartographic conventions,
they also need to be decoded. Combining graphic and textual elements, they are
semiotically very complex. Maps are instruments that are useful for both orientation
and communication, which is why they are ubiquitous throughout human history.
A map aids the map user in her or his search to find their way in a space. It locates
us as subjects in the world: whether we want to explore our physical, symbolic, or
immaterial worlds, we need to know where we are and we need to communicate that
to others. But how do maps make meaning for their users, and, more fundamentally,
what precisely is a map? This is what Christina Ljungberg explores, in particular
looking at the diagrammatic function of maps.

In “From Semiosi to Semioethics”, John Deeley asserts that “rights” have their
roots in responsibility. Deeley’s chapter addresses the question of where in nature
does “responsibility” enter in to the interactions among finite beings, to argue that
the answer lies in the “metasemiosis” whereby human beings, in contrast to allo-
animals and indeed living and nonliving nature as a whole, whereby human con-
sciousness becomes aware of the consequences of human behaviour both within
human society and also on the surroundings both biological and physical. Thus,
responsibility proves to be a species-specifically human phenomenon, and whatever
“rights” there are can only be understood rightly as corollary to the responsibility
that human animals must take for the consequences of human actions.

The highly punitive and carceral dominance of the justice system in the USA has
no global peer explains Jonathan Arendt in “Seeing ‘What We See’: Beyond Projec-
tion and Representation of Criminality in Mainstream Media”. Attitudes towards
criminals and their sentencing grow stiffer, but often without social interrogation
of those attitudes and their origin. One of the primary influences are the media
representations, “projections”, of criminality particularly as broadcasts increase the
metonymical relationship between criminals and colour. Cultural studies, gener-
ally, and semiotics, specifically, provide a means of transcendence beyond those
representations and a manner of inquiry by which they can be deconstructed. The
racialization of punishment in the USA is discouraging enough, but the author’s
work with incarcerated juveniles highlights the aggravated impact such attitudes
and measures are having on the nation’s youth.
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The “age of information and knowledge” continues to generate, in repeated and
staggering abundance, multiple varieties of texts, discursive models, specialized jar-
gons, and increasingly sophisticated communicative technologies. When combined
with the fragmented world views and conflicting moral orders of complex post-
modern and postcolonial societies, the very processing of this polysemic messaging
stream raises the critical issue of how significant data may be recognized as such,
processed, and transformed into effective know-how. During the second half of the
twentieth century, this interpretive dilemma resulted in a pragmatic shift for defining
information and knowledge based on the perception of the user or receiver. In “Ap-
plied Cultural Semiotics, Interculturality, and Action-Research”, Roger Parent illus-
trates how the pragmatic and phenomenological shift in information and knowledge
management reinforces the critical importance of cultural semiotics for resolving
complex sociocultural and organizational issues. As its starting point, analysis will
document this shift by examining how think tanks evolved in the last half century
from conventional “top down” institutions to more recent “bottom up” approaches
to community-based problem solving and action-research. In both models, the issues
of information and knowledge intersect with those of politics and power to solve
specific issues and inform decisional process. The chapter traces the many parallels
between Tartu cultural semiotics and models derived from Kurt Lewin’s approach to
action-research. These interdisciplinary parallels highlight how the pragmatic shift
with respect to knowledge and information management is currently questioning the
conventional hypothetico-deductive model for problem solving across cultures and
organizations. Instead, organizational theory has moved to an emerging paradigm,
often referred to as “whole systems change” or as “large group interventions”.

Since its inception by Hegel (under the rubric of Geistesgeschichte), intellectual
historiography has traditionally demarcated a particularized “subgenre” of general
historiography faithful to the “master” discipline in the degree of its adherence
to the same epistemologico-theoretical precepts of representing the reality of hu-
man actions and events. In “Reading the Subject of History: From Semiology to
Poststucturalism”, Peter Pericles Trifonas explores the transdisciplinary breadth of
sources that have re-inscribed the nature of its praxis (e.g. philosophy, anthropology,
sociology, linguistics, psychology). The problem of the autonomy of intellectual or
cultural history in the field of historically oriented studies of culture is compounded
by the fact that the problem of the autonomy of intellectual historiography does not
strictly preclude its differentiation from the means for maintaining relevant inter- or
intra-disciplinary distinctions. It posits a priori a unified expression of identity that
is in this instance absent, without a teleological justification, without a definitive
reason. Trifonas engages his need to re-examine the conceptual ground of intellec-
tual history has demanded as its equivalent in application, the reflexive modifica-
tion of praxis. What would a rethinking of history entail after the “linguistic turn”
of contemporary theorizing around the writing of history? How would the discipline
of intellectual history be changed in its theory and practice?

The critical task of semioethics implies recognition of the common condition
of dialogical interrelation and the capacity for listening, where dialogue does not
imply a relation we choose to concede thanks to a sense of generosity towards the
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other, but on the contrary is no less than structural to life itself, a necessary condi-
tion for life to flourish, an inevitable imposition. In “Identity Today and the Critical
Task of Semioethics”, with specific reference to anthroposemiosis, Susan Petrilli
focuses on the concrete singularity of the human individual and the inevitability
of intercorporeal interconnection with others. The singularity, uniqueness of each
one of us implies otherness and dialogism. Semioethics assumes that whatever the
object of study and however specialized the analysis, human individuals in their
concrete singularity cannot ignore the inevitable condition of involvement in the
destiny of others, that is, involvement without alibis. From this point of view, the
symptoms studied from a semioethical perspective are not only specified in their
singularity, on the basis of a unique relationship with the other, the world, self but
also above all social symptoms. Any idea, wish, sentiment, value, interest, need,
evil, or good examined by semioethics as a symptom is expressed in the word, the
unique word, the embodied word, in the voice which arises in the dialectic and dia-
logical interrelation between singularity and sociality.

Placing the essential dialectical process comprehending the living form’s Innen-
welt and its construed Umwelt at the core of semiosis of cognition model aims
to capture the existential dynamics responsible for every semiotic process, high-
lighting the fundamental role played by meaning assignment in the production of
behaviour. In “The Street: The Ultimate Locus of Political Intervention in Modern
Democracy”, Maria Isabel Aldinhas Ferreira applies that initial model to the analy-
sis and comprehension of social phenomena, taking the present Portuguese social
situation as a case study, in the context of the economic crisis of the Eurozone. The
chapter focuses on the role played by the street as locus of political expression and
interaction when political institutions fail to respond to the community’s incorpo-
rated beliefs and deep expectations.

Semiotics, in its many forms, presents a rich and multifaceted framework for
comprehending many different kinds of natural and artificial processes. “Sign
Functions in Natural and Artificial Systems” presents a naturalistic framework for
explaining how signs realize basic informational functions in biological organisms,
social organizations, and artificial devices. Several different conceptions of signs
and information exist in contemporary discourses about semiotics. These encom-
pass functional, epistemological, and structural perspectives in which signs are
distinguished, respectively, by uses, appearances, and alternative physical states.
Functional semiotics examines how signs work in terms of their operational rela-
tions. In engineering terms, this concerns what constitute “the signals of a system”,
how alternative sets of signals are formed, transmitted, transformed, stored, and
used to carry out useful functions. Such a functional semiotics provides a general
framework for understanding signs and signals that can be applied to organisms,
nervous systems, social organizations, and artificial devices to describe their inter-
nal operations and informational transactions with their environs.

In this chapter, Peter Cariani outlines a theory of how we might distinguish
semiotic from nonsemiotic processes in natural and artificial worlds, what roles
signs play in computational systems, observing systems (scientific models),
percept-action systems, purposive systems (cybernetic agents), and living systems.
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Different operations involving signs (computations, measurements, sign-directed
actions, evaluations, steering) are discussed in the context of informational func-
tions, such as sensing, coordinating percepts and actions, memory, steering and goal
seeking, and organismic construction. The chapter gives a common underlying ex-
planatory framework for cybersemiotics, biosemiotics, and neurosemiotics.

Semiotics is the study of signs, of the fields out of which signs emerge and on
which they are dependent, and, especially, of the actions of signs (semiosis) within
(and between) those fields. In “Semiotic Modeling: A Pragmaticist’s Guide”, John
Coletta presents an overview of the modern history of the attempt to understand
and, especially, to model semiosis. He focuses especially on the modern history of
the attempt to model semiosis in pictographic terms. In other words, Coletta dis-
cusses the modern history of the production of visual icons of semiosis—including
pictographic models of anthroposemiosis, of zoo- and phytosemiotics, of physiose-
miosis, and of the interaction of these spheres. Indeed, he examines how the process
of semiosis has succeeded in producing visual icons of itself.

In “Semiotics of Computing: Filling the Gap Between Humanity and Mechani-
cal Inhumanity”, Kumiko Tanaka-Ishii surveys the current of semiotics of comput-
ing and shows a perspective leading towards computational semiotics. The chapter
opens by describing the signification of a train of thought as a semiotics of comput-
ing. People have attempted to process a variety of phenomena in terms of comput-
ing, and the only form of language exceeding this coverage occurs in natural lan-
guage. This is because computing is implemented through description by computer
programs, which are written in formal, well-defined languages having interpretive
processes external to those of human languages. The application of semiotic theo-
ries to computing, therefore, can help reorganize semiotic theories themselves and
enable consideration, in a coherent manner, of the universal and specific natures of
signs in machine and human language systems.

After reasoning through this signification, the chapter surveys different ap-
proaches taken with respect to applying semiotics to computing. In recent years,
there has been a growing interest in semiotic analysis of computing, as can be seen
from the various approaches taken in this light.

Contemporary semiotics has two faces. The first is that of a “scientific” subject,
interested in universal forms of narration and above all in a precise set of concepts
that should prescribe and therefore guarantee the research results. The second face is
that of a “literary” or “philosophical” discipline, looking for the richness of meaning,
for the swerve and complexity of interpretation. Two exemplar semioticians appear
to incarnate this distinction. To his detractors, Algirdas Greimas built a theory that
is strict to the point of being useless, repeating schemes of no interest for anyone,
in an involute language producing sectarianism. To his detractors, Umberto Eco's
work is episodic, impossible to teach as a method and incapable of really grafting
pragmatism into structuralism. This is why, if we want to rethink semiotics again,
we should take a step back for a moment, trying to think beyond this impasse. To
accomplish this, we will refresh the set of tools that Barthes developed during the
1960s, showing that semiotics did not outdo Barthes, and this is why Semiotics can
still be thought as a unitarian discipline. In “Standing on the Shoulders of Giants. A
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Semiotic Analysis of Assassin’s Creed 2, Dario Compagno performs an analysis of
a popular computer game (Assassin’s Creed 2, by Ubisoft) to better understand the
game and to show that Barthes’s approach—read from the standpoint of contempo-
rary semiotics—is still the most comprehensive, useful, synthetic, and specific. Dig-
ital games are one of the most innovative languages of today. They borrow meaning
strategies from the literature, cinema, and traditional games. Digital games share the
values and expectations of their players, who are also consumers of other languages
and media; this is why digital games are a major player in today’s cultural translation
and appropriation. However, contemporary game theory (developed on the works
of pioneering scholars like Espen Aarseth and Janet Murray) often fails to acknowl-
edge the cultural importance of this medium, thinking of it as a totally unique form
of expression, with special rules and few connections with the rest of culture. Game
theorists are often still game designers, capable of seeing only within the limits of
their specialized domain, and incapable of accounting for general regularities of
meaning going across different languages. As a consequence, game theorists often
refute any theoretical effort like semiotics that has already been done to talk about
forms of expressions in their own terms. Compagno’s analysis of Assassin’s Creed
2 aims to show why digital games are forms of expression like all others, declining
with their proper means general meaning strategies and regularities. We see that a
digital game is a text because it is a texture of codes. The player has to be lured with
the use of enigmas; he/she has to participate in actions that have to be named and
interconnected in order to be understood. The game world is built with cultural refer-
ences coming from a far past; characters and places have semantic traits contrasting
them to each other and manifesting the values at play; and some special elements of
the game activate a symbolic reading that links Assassin’s Creed 2 with an infinite
number of other texts. If each language is specific in the ways to produce meaning,
what is most important for culture shows itself across all times and languages.

In “Virtual Worlds as Marketing Environments: The Case of Second Life”,
Nicky-Athina Polymeri examines the use of virtual environments, and especially
the game of Second Life, from a marketing perspective. The gaming industry is an
important factor in the modern economy and the revenues of the virtual goods sold
every economic semester of a year are rising significantly. In addition, more and
more companies are trying every year to enter the virtual reality of these games that
are offered online. The purpose is to achieve better profits and to market their prod-
ucts and services to the virtual communities and hence residents of these worlds.
However, some campaigns seem to be more successful than others and some com-
panies are better accepted from the residents. The chapter explores the nature of
gaming in Second Life and sheds light on the marketing activities in virtual worlds,
as well as the perceptions of the existing activities from the part of the residents.

Cognitive semiotics is a new trans-disciplinary field focusing on the multifac-
eted concept of meaning, integrating methods and ideas from semiotics, linguistics,
and cognitive science. Jordan Zlatev provides an overview of research in the chap-
ter “Cognitive Semiotics” that has contributed to its emergence, and examples of
ongoing research. On the basis of this survey, the following features are deemed
to distinguish cognitive semiotics from other synthetic approaches in the areas of
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mind and meaning: (a) emphasis on the “conceptual-empirical loop”; (b) ontologi-
cal pluralism and methodological triangulation; (c) influence of phenomenology;
(d) meaning dynamism; and (e) the ambition of true trans-disciplinarily. Ultimately,
cognitive semiotics aims to provide new insights into the nature and culture of hu-
man beings and other meaning-making creatures, and thereby to contribute to the
reconciling natural science and the humanities.

For individuals diagnosed with autistic spectrum disorders (ASD), the senses and
sensory perception and integration are both the authority and the warrant by which
disablement and psychiatric intervention are rationalized as the purview of medical
and institutional power/knowledge. In “Embodied Semiosis: Autistic ‘Stimming’
as Sensory Praxis”, Jason Nolan and Melanie McBride content that this is, by and
large, a semiotic process that discursively constructs the autistic in a deficit-driven
language of disease rather than difference. Within the medicalized semiotic domain
of autism as disease, autistic sensory experience is classified as a sensory integra-
tion “disorder” (i.e. American Psychiatric Association, 2011) that also, simultane-
ously, reinforces and produces a normative sensory ideal. This semiosis of medical-
ized discursive practices reduces the disabled person to an essentialist biological
body. Recognizing the discursive and semiotic nature of disablement, autistic self-
advocates (also self-identified as “neurodiverse”) coined the term “neurotypical”
to define non-autistic subjectivity, sensory orientations, and social norms on their
own terms. As with deaf culture, the neurodiversity movement defines itself as a
social and cultural rather than impairment. Against this normative imaginary/ideal,
the “lived body” of persons with disabilities such as autism becomes a semiotic site
of struggle between the deficit-driven and pathologizing rhetorics of disease-driven
medical models and the counter-narratives of the neurodiverse.

In “Heterarchical Semiosis: From Signal-Transduction to Narrative Intelligi-
bility”, Luis Emilio Bruni offers a framework for contributing to bridge the gap
between biosemiotics, cognitive semiotics and, eventually, cultural semiotics. In-
strumental to this bridge is the discussion about semiotic thresholds and the hierar-
chical organization of semiotic processes in nature. Therefore, as a starting point,
the chapter reviews and compares four different models of hierarchical organiza-
tion of semiosis implying different semiotic thresholds. The current debate seems
to put too much exclusive emphasis on evolutionary issues at the cost of paying
little attention to the developmental questions in synchronous embedded semiotic
processes, which are the focus of the chapter. It is argued that a sound description
of such processes needs to challenge a view that adheres to a strictly hierarchical
organization, being preferable to opt for a heterarchical approach. What is important
to map in these models of hierarchies is the continuity and/or the causal links of
the increasing semiotic freedom from the lowest to the higher levels, which is then
what determines not only the (evolutionary) transitions from proto-intentionality
and subjectivity to the full-blown versions but also the heterarchical embeddedness
of these levels which are by necessity manifested in simultaneity.

Structuralism in linguistics has influenced A. J. Greimas’ semiotic methodology
of text analysis as detailed in the form of structural semantics. The method itself
has become the core technique of semiotic text analysis of the influential “School
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of Paris” founded upon the premise of the existence of a semantic universe prior
to the articulation of narrative structures. Defining the text as a discursive micro-
universe places the text in the position of autonomy excluded from extralinguistic
phenomena in text analysis. The organization of discursive structures as narrative
creates a distinction between two levels of representation and analysis: a manifest
or surface level and an immanent or “deep” level. In “From Semantics to Narra-
tive: The Semiotics of A. J. Greimas”, Peter Pericles Trifonas analyzes the embodi-
ment of semantic structures in discourse on a micro-scale, that meaning is achieved
through articulation by means of elementary axiological structures of value cat-
egories. According to Greimas’ semiotic method, these arbitrary universals are the
starting point for analysis of the semantic universe yet can never be isolated in pure
form, but only when articulated.

“The Spectator’s Reality: A Revision of Screen Space Aesthetics through Cog-
nitive Film Semiotics” by Michalis Kokonis is part of a larger research project in
which he attempted to investigate and review certain aspects of film language with
new insights offered by cognitive semiotics. Issues concerning the perception, com-
prehension, and evaluation of screen images, that is, essentially issues concerning
image aesthetics are actually about the organization and experience of space. The
reference implicit in this last phrase, of course, is made to the imaginary cinematic
space, the “built” space of narrative film, as opposed to the so-called locative spaces
of everyday lived experience, a point for reflection and debate among the target
subjects of semiotic space set in the European Regional Congress in 2011. Cinema,
the most representational of the arts and a potent narrative art form, depends on the
aspects of space and time for the articulation of narrative meaning. Thus, the “dif-
ferentia specifica” of cinema, its inherent characteristics that diversify it from other
art forms, have been registered in film theory through the notions of “frame” and
“mise-en-scene” (space) and “montage” (time). The scope of this chapter limits the
discussion to the concepts of frame and mise-en-scéne mostly, which bear upon the
co-ordinate of “space” in the structure of any filmic text.

For Maria Isabel Aldinhas Ferreira, cognition is the embodied, embedded, and
always situated process whereby life forms become viable and effective in their
specific environments. A life form and its environment constitute an essential unit, a
microcosm. This microcosm is sustained by a privileged dialectic relationship—se-
miosis—in which the embedded agent—an entity endowed with a particular physi-
cal architecture—and its specific environment, coupled, mutually influence each
other. Independently of the type of cognition or the level of semiotic complexity
involved, meaning is always a value—a structured entity. This value is assigned
by the cognitive agent to particular environmental features that, because of the ex-
istential needs imposed by the agent’s physical nature, emerge in the environment
as salient. In “Semiosis: The Dialectics of Cognition”, Ferreira argues that the se-
miosis that characterises human cognition meaning is encapsulated in symbolic
forms producing entities of differentiated nature and ontological status, reified in-
stances of collective and individual experience, consciously incorporated through
language. The consistency of our experience and the fact that through language this
same consistency can be verified and confirmed by the experience of others leads
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her to believe that this is an experiencer-independent reality, an “objective reality”.
However, the concept of objectivity can never be equated with the concept of a real-
ity external and independent of the experience subject. The idea of objectivity can
only be understood as resulting from the interpersonal agreement about the nature
and form of the experiences issued from the dialectic interplay between organisms
endowed with the same cognitive resources and facing identical environmental
conditions.

The term “text” has evoked various meanings according to particular disciplin-
ary perspectives. In cognitive psychology, it has been represented as the sum total of
the author’s propositions; in semiotics, as the set of lexical, or visual, signs, which
act as cues to guide the reader’s mental decoding operations. Structuralist theory
determined the text to be an object of defined structures and signifying properties.
Some proponents of poststructuralist theory have examined “text” as the substan-
tive equivalent of the author’s productivity in the process of communication as a
social exchange of thought. Others have cultivated a notion of “text” where mean-
ing making on the part of the reader is considered to be a generative movement em-
bodying a semantic process of infinite regression which negates objective meaning
and renders the written word indeterminant in relation to a seemingly uncontrol-
lable non-metaphysical networking of interpretations. In “Text and Images”, Peter
Pericles Trifonas determines how the meaning-expressive potential of the lexical
and pictorial forms of signification is defined. To this end, semiotics provides a
theoretical and methodological framework for isolating and explaining the levels
of meaning, both of language as text and the image as pictorial text. By no means
exhaustive, the chapter highlights some of the main philosophical and theoretical
implications concerning semiotics, language, meaning making, and pictorial text
and reconciles them in the second half of the chapter towards the development of a
viable semiotic methodology for analyzing pictorial text.

In “Becoming a ‘Mythologist’: Barthes’ Mythologies and Education”, Jesse
Bazzul intends the chapter to be an example of how educators can become “my-
thologists”. Drawing primarily from Roland Barthes’ Mythologies, Bazzul argues
that Barthes’ semiological and ideological descriptions of myth can be useful tools
to confront what is given as natural, commonsensical, or depoliticized in educa-
tion. After giving a synopsis of the essay, “Myth Today”, where Barthes lays out
his theoretical semiology for myth, Bazzul maintains that educators can engage in
myth(ologist) writing to disrupt taken-for-granted cultural practices. In the latter
section of the chapter, he provides four pieces of creative non-fiction (The Admin-
istrators Speech, International School, False Debates in Science Education [FOS
versus NOS], and The Rubric) which serve as beginning examples of how such
myth(ologist) writing could be done for those who work and live in the field of
education.

The term edusemiotics indicates a novel interdisciplinary field of inquiry that
has emerged as a result of Inna Semetsky’s research in educational philosophy and
semiotics. In “Edusemiotics and the Language of Images”, she explores the semiot-
ics of tarot images as a mode of cultural informal pedagogy. We learn from experi-
ences that are expressed in the language of images, thus discovering their implicit
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meanings that hide deep in the unconscious. The chapter draws from Charles S.
Peirce’s triadic semiotics and Nel Noddings’ relational ethics. As embedded in the
dynamics of semiosis across nature, culture, and the human mind, the process of
reading and interpreting tarot signs establishes a connection between matter and
mind, self and other, subject and object, thus overcoming Cartesian substance dual-
ism in practice. The chapter outlines implications for moral growth and the evolu-
tion of consciousness.

Education plays a crucial role within civil society. This role is discussed and de-
fined within educational discourses. According to these discourses, education has to
ensure a successful socialization process and thus enables social stability and pro-
viding human resources for society. Subsequently, the educational field developed
self-understanding and self-legitimization discourses with specific dichotomies and
a specific semiotical code. In “Semiotics of Western Education”, David Kergel re-
constructs via a genealogical method, the semiotical code of the educational field,
and analyzes the changes, which the code is submitted in course of the centuries
especially from modernity to postmodernity until the current meaning of education
in a globalized world.

In “Capitalists’ Profitable Virtual Worlds: Roles for Science & Science Educa-
tion”, J. Lawrence Bencze and Lyn Carter argue that many places in the world,
school science and fields of professional science, and technology/engineering ap-
pear to be enmeshed in a global economic system that prioritizes the enrichment of
relatively few holders of capital, largely at the expense of the wellbeing of many
individuals, societies, and environments. A major feature of this system—particu-
larly in the so-called knowledge economies/societies—is an emphasis on creation
of flexible consumer desires for idealized abstractions that may repeatedly occlude
profitable compromises to products and services. Utopian images mask dystopian
realities. Pretty containers and promises of health and happiness may, for instance,
distract consumers from low nutrient and high artificial ingredient content in manu-
factured foods. The chapter identifies how such a consumerist ethos seems to be
facilitated, in part, by school science in many jurisdictions. Fields of science are, for
example, portrayed in school science as overly systematic, unbiased, and unprob-
lematic for individuals, societies, and environments while, often, their professional
practices may be compromised through business partnerships. In a sense, like capi-
talists, school science often presents students/citizens with veritable Trojan Hors-
es—desirable on the outside, but hiding dangers within. Bencze and Carter believe
that for the betterment of individuals, societies, and environments, capitalism needs
to be transformed in ways that prioritize the common good. Barring that, given
capitalists’ power, corresponding changes to school science may help in this regard.

“It’s Like You’re a Teacher!: A Social Semiotic Analysis of Authority Relations
Among High School Mathematics Students” draws on a social semiotic perspec-
tive to understand how this shift in authority relations relates to the interpersonal
meanings and social positions that become constructed in talk during collaborative
student work. Jennifer Langer-Osuna and Indigo Esmonde pursue a social semiotic
perspective on how students take up and respond to these new forms of authority
afforded to them may illuminate some of the challenges that educators experience in
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implementing these promising classroom practices. One challenge is that particular
kinds of actions in the classroom take on new meaning. In traditional classrooms,
when a teacher questions a student about a mathematical statement, the implication
is that the student was incorrect. In line with current visions of effective mathemat-
ics classroom practices, teachers now routinely ask students to explain their reason-
ing, for both correct and incorrect statements. Researchers and educators have not
sufficiently considered the possibility that these shifts in subject positions, while
potentially beneficial for student learning, may also be wrought with tensions. In
this chapter, Langer-Osuna and Esmonde present some vignettes of mathematics
classrooms that represent this state of transition.

In “If you could see what I see”: the Semiotics of “Invisibility”” in Pedagogy
and Practice”, Marc A. Ouellette and Kane X. Faucher present an account stems of
the ongoing frustration and confusion among those taking and teaching the school
and society course, in the winter 2011 term at the Ontario Institute for Studies in
Education (OISE). One of the sources of tension for a significant portion of the
representative cohort during the semester remains the idea of “invisibility” as it has
(and has not) been presented in the course. While “critical pedagogy” looms over
every course, the cognitive and affective responses to this particular course, espe-
cially from a cohort group—School, Community and Global Connections—which
should have been the most clearly allied with its emphasis, indicate that a formative
grounding in crucial semiotic concepts remains necessary and yet has been assumed
or, worse, elided within teacher education. Indeed, some degree of angst has been
palpable and at each and every turn, if not voiced by the bearer(s). My own very
visceral discomfort stems from two locations: first, within the course the semiotic
grounding of “invisibility” has never been defined precisely and instead has been
used as an umbrella term for a series of disparate processes, each of which has been
clearly enumerated and analyzed for some time within the interdisciplinary arc of
semiotics and subsequently elaborated by cultural studies scholarship; second, it
confuses me to no end that the enlightening specificity of the existing critical para-
digms remains underutilized given the equally confusing resistance to the interro-
gation of these topics by a cohort whose purported unifying theme is sensitivity to
issues in global education and to the connections between global issues and local
education. However, this resistance has everything to do with the “invisibility” the
course hopes to explore, but can really only be understood through the intellec-
tual infrastructure afforded by the more precise critical vocabulary offered in and
through a return to semiotic analysis. Indeed, this experience presents an important
opportunity to reconsider the place of semiotics not only in teacher education but
also in the formative fields that produce candidates.

According to Rachel Pinnow in “A Patriot is Respectful: (Re-)Examining the Ar-
chitecture of Ideology in Educational Contexts”, zero-tolerance policies in schools
have resulted in a culture of surveillance, criminalization, and militarization that has
been the product of political, legal, and technological mechanisms of power inter-
secting the school landscape. The emergence of this surveillance terrain in schools
is heavily linked to Foucault notions of governmentality and surveillance, which
can reproduce subjects as “docile bodies”, doing so without brute force but rather
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through the panoptic gaze and “petty mechanisms” that direct and control indi-
vidual bodies in time-space, forms of dress, and corporeal discipline. One outcome
is that student bodies are pre-emptively represented as instruments of danger, with
the school shifting from viewing the body as a social investment to viewing it as
a threat to security. Through a social semiotic perspective, it is possible to locate
and concretize practices in schools thus revealing how criminality is constituted as
an object of knowledge, and how certain “consciousness” of criminality could be
formed. The constitution and circulation of criminality as an object of knowledge
in schools appears to hinge upon how representations of criminality are established
and linked to particular individuals and groups, more specifically through the prac-
tices that connect semiotic signs of danger to students’ bodies in everyday life.

This ethnographic case study examines the semiotic process through which one
middle school establishes, circulates, and connects signs of criminality to particular
student groups and in doing so engenders an overall surveillance environment for
all students. Findings indicate that when one particular student group, in this case
Latino students from Mexico, is surveyed and framed within a pre-emptive criminal
perspective, the environment of the school for all students is impacted, creating an
ecology of surveillance and mistrust.

Semioticians primarily focus on signs as ready-made entities, studying issues
such as sign interpretation and semiosis. The question of the origin of signs is rarely
asked. In “The Emergence of Signs in Hands-On Science”, Wolff-Michael Roth
argues that to have a useful theory of the sign we need to have a theory that can
explain how human sign forms come into existence from other sign forms (studied
by zoosemiotics or phytosemiotics) in the course of evolution. In this chapter, I
use concrete case materials from a high school science laboratory that show when,
where, and how signs actually come into being: from hand movements that do work
or serve an epistemic function (exploration) one observes the emergence of signs
when the same movements are used for symbolic purposes. I draw on the French
nineteenth-century philosopher Maine de Biran and his major interpreter Michel
Henry (1922-2002) to develop a conceptual framework that explicates the emer-
gence of signs from movement signifying nothing other than themselves. In subse-
quent morphogenetic developments (which I model using Rene Thom’s catastrophe
theoretic formulation) the self-signifying sign “doubles” such that a true two-term
signifying relation emerges.

In “Extending Students’ Semiotic Understandings: Learning About and Creat-
ing Multimodal Texts”, Katina Zammit examines how the texts of the twenty-first
century employ a range of semiotic modes to convey their message. In order to
work with these texts in classrooms, students need access to how meanings are cre-
ated using the written, visual, and sound modes. Scaffolding of students learning
to create multimodal texts begins with the teaching and learning of how a text is
constructed. Deconstruction of the organisation of multimodal texts provides op-
portunities for the teaching of the grammars of written and visual texts, and the
selection of relevant sound. This chapter explores how teachers scaffold students
learning about multimodal texts in context in order to prepare them to create their
own multimodal texts. It focuses on the teaching of the written and visual modes
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as separate entities and as a single unit of meaning. Selection of sound or audio to
complement the written and visual modes is discussed. Students’ final products pro-
vide evidence of their use of different semiotic modes to create a text that conveys
their understandings within a content area. Data are drawn from work with students
in the four classes from an inner-city primary years: year 3, year 3/4, year 4/5, and
year 5 classes.
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Chapter 2
Semiotics “Today”: The Twentieth-Century
Founding and Twenty-First-Century Prospects

John Deely

2.1 Preliminary Overview

...since the life of signs does not stop, of course,
with their fixation into objects...existential signs...
are always in a state of becoming...pause is always temporary. (Eero Tarasti 2000, p. 7)

Interest in signs as a thematic or distinct subject matter of general interest in intel-
lectual culture was a phenomenon first witnessed in the twentieth century, under the
title of “semiology” (from Saussure) in Western Europe and “semiotics” in Eastern
Europe (from Juri Lotman {28 February 1922—-1993 October 22], who based his
theory on Saussure but also knew, unlike Saussure, of John Locke’s earlier sug-
gestion for a name). Thus, the original twentieth century general interest in signs
stemmed, both East and West, from the work of the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de
Saussure (26 November 1857-1993 February 22). Independently, and slightly ear-
lier than Saussure, the American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce (10 September
1839-1914 April 19) had also taken up such a study, which he called “semiotic,”
and he called the action of signs, from the study of which semiotic knowledge is
culled, “semiosis.”

The original Saussurean view centered on language as a species-specifically
human form of communication, and limited its perspective on signs to the realm
of culture. In 1963, Thomas A. Sebeok (9 November 1920-2001 December 21)
entered the discussion with his argument—demonstration, more accurately—that
all animals, not only human animals, make use of and communicate through signs,
whence he expanded the understanding of sign activity (or “semiosis”) to the whole
of the animal kingdom.

! See http://www.cspeirce.com/menu/library/aboutcsp/deely/clearing.pdf.
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Now of course a sign, to succeed as such, must not simply represent something
other than itself (as in the Saussurean signifiant/signifi¢ model), but must make that
“other representation” to some third, the interpreter of the sign. For Sebeok, this
“third” was some—any—animal; but Peirce had introduced an argument that this
“third” or “interpreter” need not involve a “mental” event, whence he proposed that
the third element required for there to be semiosis should be called rather an inter-
pretant than an “interpreter,” thus opening the way for an understanding of signs
that went beyond the world of animal interactions.

Sebeok, as Editor-in-Chief of the journal Semiotica (in effect a Latin translit-
eration of the Greek term onuicwnixy as first found in John Locke’s 1690 origi-
nal proposal for a “science or doctrine of signs” in the concluding chapter of his
Essay Concerning Humane Understanding), in 1981 published an article by Martin
Krampen demonstrating signs at work no less in the plant world than in the world
of animals, leading Sebeok to formulate the thesis that “sign science is coexten-
sive with life science.” This thesis became the basis for the more general study of
signs known today as biosemiotics, i.e., knowledge culled from the study of the ac-
tion of signs in the human world (“anthroposemiosis™), the animal world generally
(“zodsemiosis™), and the world of plants (“phytosemiosis™). In 1989, at the Harvard
Peirce Congress of that year, Deely, combining the previously unknown to modern
culture semiotic of John Poinsot (9 July 15891644 June 17) with Peirce’s notion of
interpretant, argued further that a semiosis (what he called “physiosemiosis”) was at
work in the physical universe prior to and surrounding the advent of life, in moving
the universe from its original lifeless condition to the condition of being able locally
to support living things in the first place.

Sebeok was also the first to make the point that semiotics provides the only trans-
disciplinary or “interdisciplinary” standpoint that is inherently so; in other words,
semiotics thematizes the study of what every other discipline had (perforce) taken
for granted—semiosis.

As the twenty-first century began, the twentieth-century development of semiot-
ics had “gone global,” and the central organizing figure in that amazing phenom-
enon, from 1963 onward, was neither Peirce nor Saussure, but Thomas A. Sebeok.

The present chapter provides an overview of the twentieth century semiotic
development, and attempts a projection of the twenty-first century trajectory se-
miotics is bound to follow in the transition (or transformation) from the modern
Enlightenment intellectual culture between Descartes and Peirce to the truly post-
modern intellectual culture within which the development of semiotics has proven
to be the central positive force.

The chapter develops through four subsequent sections.?

2 As follows: Sect. 2.2. Outline of the Framework; Sect. 2.3. Overview of the Semiotic Develop-
ment; Sect. 2.4. Projecting What We Have Learned About Interdisciplinarity: From 330 BC to c.
AD 2075; Sect. 2.5. Parting Summation; Appendix: Sebeok’s Synthesis (the Tartu—Bloomington—
Copenhagen School).
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Section 2.2 is an outline of the framework within which the semiotic develop-
ment came to occupy a major place within the intellectual culture of the twentieth
and twenty-first centuries.

Section 2.3 provides an overview of the semiotic development as it has occurred
within the synchronic framework established as the life time of participants, as that
framework nears the inevitable “diachronic turn” where the present author ceases
to belong to the living population, which alone defines the nongeometrical reality
of “synchrony” as an open-ended “new beginning” which, perforce, will occupy
subsequently and diachronically its own “slice of time.”

Section 2.4 presents an analysis in detail of what we have learned—in this tran-
sitional synchronic phase (as pointed out shortly below by Petrilli) that we call
“semiotics” today—that is of theoretical import for the “doctrine” or (cenoscopic)
“science” of signs as it implies and establishes a definitively postmodern and global
intellectual culture revealing the inherent possibilities of semiosis as mastered with-
in semiotics to provide the cenoscopic antidote (both transdisciplinary and interdis-
ciplinary) to the intense specialization which alone made possible the ideoscopic
development of science in the modern sense (an original “synchrony” in its own
right, in the overlapping lifetimes of Galileo, Poinsot, and Descartes).

Section 2.5 is a brief conclusion, a “parting summation” (intended especially to
finalize the most fundamental sense of “synchronicity” introduced within and ap-
plied throughout this essay). The chapter closes with an "Appendix" on Sebeok's
synthesis.

2.2 Outline of the Framework

2.2.1 Standpoint of the Chapter

We come from the womb, each of us, with no experience of the “external world” (as
the modern philosophers called our surroundings), so it is not surprising that we all
begin with a synchronic view that takes no account of history. A first-time visitor
to Beijing in 2004 went on a sightseeing walk with two colleagues, both of whom
had been to Beijing previously, but not recently. The two kept uttering marveling
comments on the changes in the city, till finally their exasperated first-time visitor
companion said emphatically: “I don’t see any changes at all.”

Henri Bergson (1859-1941) called it (1907) “the natural geometry of the human
intellect,” to wit, the tendency to see everything in terms of the individual’s “here
and now,” as if the present were eternal.

Prior experience forces at least some minimal awareness of a difference between
past and present, and of future possibilities not all of which are predictable on the
basis of either past or present. But to this historical dimension of human aware-
ness there is a resistance, and only gradually do human animals (as distinguished
from other animals) begin to take serious account of a past without which their
present would not be at all, or of a future which offers unpredictable possibilities
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as well as mere extensions of the past. And on/y human animals, precisely through
metasemiosis,® are able to become aware of a past preceding their own synchron-
icity yet entering into and influencing that very synchronicity in ways that elude
full consciousness even while shaping present consciousness and passing through it
“diachronically” by extending the synchronicity of a given life into the larger syn-
chronicity of the species as a whole* in the universe of which it is a part.

This is the a passage from the partial illusion of synchrony to the full reality of
diachrony, and both perspectives are essential to the maturation of human under-
standing; for the present, even though it has no stationary point (inasmuch as each
present moment is the simultaneous becoming of past and future), yet is the whole
of the “land of the living,” into which new individuals enter and exit, so that the
population neither is nor can be wholly constant, determined, once and for all. This
side of the grave, for the human as for any animals, there neither is nor can be a
“once and for all” synchrony; before conception and birth is too early, after death
is too late, and during life the perspective on the external surroundings as it opened
at birth is constantly deepening in spite of all,> as our “glassy essence” becomes a
veritable “bottomless lake” as we ourselves exit that “land of the living” which, at
any given moment, constitutes the “present” population of human animals.

When I speak, then, of “synchrony” in this chapter, I do not mean synchrony
in the geometric sense of a timeless abstraction horizontally slicing across human
experience for all time, as if with no vertical dimension actual or possible.® I rather

3 “Metasemiosis” consists in the awareness which the human animal, in using signs as every ani-
mal must, achieves with the intellectual realization that the being proper to signs consists in triadic
relations, invisible as relations to sense perception, transcending every subjective boundary, and
upon which every achievement of human knowledge depends. This is the realization identifying
the human being, in order to be a “rational animal” (animal rationale) or “thinking thing” (or res
cogitans), as having to be, yet more fundamentally and integrally, a semiotic animal, the only
such animal on earth, with the responsibility that imposes—semioethics, as we will have occasion
below to mention. On this term (and on the oxymoronic internal contradictoriness—the simple
illegitimacy—of the linguistic expression “metasemiotics”), see Deely (2009b, pp. iii—iv, xiv, 127,
194, 198, 199). (Of course, one can always try, Humpty-Dumpty style [“Words mean what I want
them to mean; no more and no less”—see note 132 below], to stipulate a meaning for “metasemiot-
ics” that overcomes the historicity of its oxymoronic baggage; but the arbitrariness of stipulation
seldom trumps historicity (see Deely 2009¢, Chap. 6), and what really would be the gain of suc-
cess, anyway, in this case, even should it be achieved?)

41t is the whole problem of a “collective unconscious,” of the Heideggerean “House of Being.”
See Deely 2000, 2005.

5 Deely 1992a.

¢ Tt was in this geometrical sense of synchrony, as we will see, that Saussure (1857-1913) con-
ceived the matter in his original “signifiant/signifi¢” model proposed for semiotic development in
the early twentieth century. Jakobson (1896—1982), more than Lotman (1922-1993), in taking up
Saussure’s model, yet qualified its “arbitrariness” sufficiently to leave an opening from Saussure’s
own “geometrical synchronicity” to the actuality of “temporal synchronicity” which I employ
in this chapter. Actual synchronicity, taken as beginning at any definite “present moment” (e.g.,
AD 1916), from that moment begins to “expand” by constituting a definite temporal cross section
within the cultural and intellectual consciousness of a given community—in this case, the “com-
munity of inquirers” focused on the matter of signs at work in the world within and around us. The
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mean synchrony in the actual or “temporal” sense according to which the present
population of living human animals has developed within itself—in contrast to rela-
tively isolated individuals here and there wondering about signs and their role—a
veritable “community of inquirers,” species-specifically human, which takes the
action of signs as its focus and expands at first mainly vertically (synchronically)
but (inevitably), with the passage of time, horizontally (diachronically) as well,
especially as living members pass away and new individuals enter the discourse.

It was in this sense of synchronicity, for example, that Susan Petrilli delivered
her Sebeok Fellow Address to the Semiotic Society of America on 17 October 2008
(a Thursday, as it happened) on the occasion of the SSA’s 33rd Annual Meeting in
Houston, Texas, USA:’

In these remarks I want to look at semiotics, as it were, more synchronically than dia-
chronically. It is not the whole history of semiotic development as a consciousness of the
fundamental role of signs in life and experience that I want to discuss, but rather the con-
temporary phenomenon that we today who have lived in both the 20th and the 21st century
have witnessed and participated in as the development of semiotics. For though there is of
course a long history behind the semiotics of today, still there is a sense in which semiotics
is, as a widespread intellectual movement, a phenomenon more “of our time” than it is of
any time past. So it is mainly of figures alive in the 20th century, and a few of them still
alive today, that I want to speak.

So my focus in this chapter is synchronic in the expanding or temporal sense
explained above, especially since I have already set out, in my Four Ages of
Understanding volume,® a “whole history of semiotic development” insofar as such
an exposition pertains to philosophy as the basic cenoscopic science. My focus
is on “the sense in which semiotics is, as a widespread intellectual movement, a
phenomenon more ‘of our time’ than it is of any time past,” however much into the
future it will perdure.

2.2.2 Synchrony’s Inevitable Seepage into Diachrony:
The Historicity of Human Use of Signs

Yet, indeed, the past is closing in upon us; so much so that we, who are still living
members of the societies of human animals who first engendered a “community
of inquirers” focused on the action of signs, must already look to the twentieth-
century “founding figures,” even among those whom we personally knew and with
whom we worked, as no longer living. From them we may still learn, indeed (that
is the miraculous aspect of diachrony), but no longer they from us (the main limit
of synchrony as intersecting diachrony). We ourselves, indeed, approach that “far

fact that such a community, as a community among the living, definitely formed in the twentieth
century, as Petrilli remarks (2008, p. 3), is the synchronic view I want to present in these pages.

7 Petrilli (2008, p. 3).

8 Deely 2001a, subtitled “The first postmodern survey of philosophy from ancient times to the turn
of the twenty-first century” (Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press).
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boundary” where the community of living inquirers, the “temporally synchronic”
investigators of the sign, will no longer include us but only—if anything—our
works within its boundaries. At that frontier, in short, we may or may not continue
diachronically to influence the future of semiotic development, depending on the
fate among the living of our recordings in whatever media; but we will no longer be
ourselves subjectively existing and adding “new materials” to the heritage of which
we shall have (at that point) become a “past part.”

So our “boundary of time” yields our definition of synchrony in terms of those
with whom we can intersubjectively have intellectual exchange, in contrast with
the bare suprasubjectivity® of those whose lifetime does not overlap our own, from
whom we can indeed /earn but without the possibility of their learning from us,
from what we have learned in turn. So synchrony as a temporal reality is a one-
way movement into a limited future, in contrast with diachrony, which not only
arises from within synchrony but also invades it from a past before the synchrony
in question began in the first place, and extends beyond that synchrony into a future
accessible only to those who “come after” into the “land of the living.”!® As far as
concerns the formation of a “community of inquirers,” then, beyond the central
matter of a “shared focus,” the already dead define the past; the not yet living define
the future; the not yet dead define the present, the “synchronicity” within which we
are influenced by others (living or dead) but can influence directly (through dyadic
interactions presupposed to thirdness) only those around us, but beyond them also
(through thirdness alone) can we influence some at least of those to come “after us,”
i.e., after we no longer exist subjectively involved in interactions and intersubjec-
tivity, though suprasubjectively, through semiosis, we may indeed continue “objec-
tively” in the indirect influences of pure relativity shaping the future in normally
unpredictable ways.

From the standpoint of the present, when did “semiotics” begin? The answer
already takes us beyond synchronicity, yet not all that far (backward) from the land
of the living, if we distinguish the actual formation of a community of inquirers
properly called “semioticians” from the nominalist question of the coinage of the
term “semiotics.” The nominalist question, interestingly enough, already involves
us in a diachrony whereby the past invades the serious formation of “semioticians”
as the phenomenon of a coalescence of twentieth-century inquirers into a commu-
nity investigating signs and the action of signs. The “invasion,” on this nominalist
point, however, does not pass through the work of Saussure, the first actual figure
around whom this community began its coalescence, but directly through Lotman
who, as a follower of Saussure in the matter of the model proposed under the name
of “semiology,” yet departed from Saussure in his choice of name for the new sci-
ence by reason of a more informed historicity.

Let us, then, treat the two questions—nominalistic, on the one hand, formative,
on the other hand—in turn.

¥ See “Why Intersubjectivity Is Not Enough,” Chap. 9 in Deely 2009d.
10 See “The Boundary of Time,” Preface to Deely (2001a, pp. Xix—xxxiii).
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2.2.3 The Nominalist Question

The term “semiotics” comes to us!! from a grammatically incorrect coinage by
John Locke (1632—1704) in 1690 (December of 1689, to be technical), via a never-
expressed Latin derivative semiotica, to the present usage of “semiotics” to name
“the science”—as Ferdinand de Saussure (1857—1913) put it somewhere early in
the interval between 1906 and 1911'>—that “does not yet exist,” yet “has a right to
existence, a place staked out in advance.”

There had been previous discussions of this “science with a right to existence,”
most especially in sixteenth- and early-seventeenth-century Spain'? and Portugal.'#
The Latins had discussed the question of a (cenoscopic) “science of signs” under
the moniker doctrina signorum, a usage which goes back at least as far as Augus-
tine of Hippo (AD 354-430).!5 Though neither Locke nor Saussure evinced any
least awareness of this earlier Latin development—what we now recognize to have
been the original or “first” florescence of semiotic consciousness'®—Locke at least
equivalated his coinage as “Enuiotiky or the Doctrine of Signs,” in this way, al-
beit unconsciously, establishing a linkage between his own proposal and the earlier
Latin discussion—a discussion not only neglected in Locke’s day!” but thereafter
thoroughly forgotten throughout the whole period of “modern philosophy” as it
developed “from Descartes (1596—1650) to Davidson (1917-2003).”

When Thomas A. Sebeok (1920-2001), in 1976, came to write the Foreword to
his seminal volume Contributions to the Doctrine of Signs, he made a major point
of choosing this doctrina signorum expression for his title, with a twofold objective:
first, precisely to align himself with the longer tradition linking through Poinsot
“the ancients and the moderns in the history of semiotics;”'® second, to contrast the

! This is a summary statement of extensive researches into the etymology of all the terminology
that has been used in connection with the naming of the study of signs: in particular, besides the
references listed in note below, see Deely 2003b, esp. 2004a, 2006c¢.

12 Saussure 1916 (=1.1907-1911): 16. But see the detail in note 21 below.

13 Where Poinsot’s culminating Tractatus was published in 1632.

14 Where Poinsot’s teachers, the Conimbricenses, had published their commentary De Signis in
1606, a work which never appeared outside the Latin language until Doyle’s English translation of
2001. This work was a crucial influence on both Peirce and Poinsot (see Beuchot and Deely 1995).
15 See Deely 2009¢: Augustine & Poinsot. The Protosemiotic Development.

16 See the “Timeline of Semiotic Development” in Deely 2009¢: Appendix E, 237-246.

17 Tronically, the first systematic treatise fully to establish the semiotic point of view and triadic
relation as constituting the formal being of signs, the Tractatus de Signis of John Poinsot (1589—
1644), was published in the very year of Locke’s birth, 1632!

18 Sebeok (1982, p. x). See the biographical account in Williams 2010; and the contrast between
the two “manifestos” of Anderson et al. vs. Gardin et al. deliberately published by Sebeok back to
face in the 1984 volume 52.1/2 of Semiotica. See Sect. 2.3.8 below, at note 66.
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cenoscopic nature of semiotics with the ideoscopic approaches which constitute sci-
ence in the modern sense'® (and in terms of which Saussure thought exclusively).?

Saussure himself, however, knowing neither Locke nor Peirce, Augustine nor
Poinsot, the Conimbricenses nor Lotman, simply proposed his own name for this

“new science”:?!

1 shall call it semiology (from the Greek sémeion “sign”). Semiology would show what
constitutes signs, what laws govern them.

Along with this name, Saussure proposed a model upon which to found or “base”
the new science: the linguistic sign understood as providing the “master pat-
tern,” le patron général, for the whole development. This proposed “foundational
model” consisted in a dyadic relation between, basically, the acoustic image of a
word heard, called the signifiant, as arbitrarily linked with a concept, the mental
representation called the signifié. And what about the object other than the concept
presented by the concept? Especially when that object is also a physical reality, such
as a steak ordered in a restaurant, say, or a mineral inside a mine?

There is no room in Saussure’s sign model for any suprasubjective or inter-
subjective reality respecting the user of signs, linking those users to the external
surroundings of physical things objectified, as we will see; Saussure relegates his
proposed “new science” of “semiology” to the realm of “general psychology,” even
though he demands that this “semiology” be recognized “as an independent science
with its own object like all the other sciences.”?? In the beginning, Saussure’s model
proposed (stipulatively, “arbitrarily,” as it were) to be the basis for the new science,

19 See the biographical account in Williams 2010; and the contrast between the two “semiotic
manifestos” of Anderson et al. on one hand and Gardin et al. on the other hand, deliberately pub-
lished by Sebeok back to face in the 1984 volume 52.1 of Semiotica. See Sect. 13. below, at note.

20 Cf. Sebeok (19764, p. ix). Commentary in Deely 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, 1982b, 1986b.

21 Saussure (1916, p. 16). As I noted in Deely (2001a, p. 673), however, Saussure’s proposed name
for the general study, “semiology,” has been traced back (Godel 1957, p. 275) to November of
1894 in a note definitely from Saussure’s own hand; and Naville (1901, p. 104) reports an earlier
version or outline for semiology essentially similar to what will appear in the Cours of 1916.
Whether Saussure took over the term “semiology,” consciously or unconsciously, from some other
source or, less probably, conceived it neologistically in his own mind, according to Meier-Oeser
(1997, p. 315) the term has a history of its own among Protestant Latin authors of the late Latin—
early modern period. The decisive feature of the proposal so named in Saussure’s writing lies in the
advice that natural signs are to be treated within semiology, if at all, only through an assimilation to
the model of signs as conventional or “arbitrary” (unmotivated by anything in the vehicle’s physi-
cal structure or subjectivity in their link between sign vehicle and object-signified).

Had some student of Giambatista Vico (13 June 1668—1744 January 23) entered the discussion
of Saussure’s day, we might also have had to contend with “sematology” as well as “semiology” in
the twentieth-century settlement upon Locke’s “semiotics” as the proper name for the new science
(about as helpful as was Tycho Brahe’s contribution to the Copernican debate in Galielo’s day!).
Perhaps just as well such a student did not seriously emerge in time, for the complication would
not have been particularly helpful, especially when we consider that “sematology” carried much
the same linguistic/cultural baggage of (mis)orientation for understanding semiosis that Saussure
attached to “semiology.” See Eschbach and Trabant 1983; Trabant 2004.

22 Saussure (1916, p. 16).



2 Semiotics “Today”: The Twentieth-Century Founding ... 37

which was accepted unreservedly in East and West alike, but his name for the new
science was adopted initially only in Western Europe and the Americas. The chal-
lenge orchestrated by Sebeok over the twentieth century’s last four decades to both
name and model came to be the main “story line” in the founding of semiotics as
we understand the “doctrine of signs” today.

2.2.4 The Actual Formation of a “Community of Inquirers”
Focused on Signs

So far as the work of any single individual inspires the initial coalescence of a com-
munity of inquirers on the subject of semiotics, it would have to be recognized as the
Cours de linguistique générale of Ferdinand de Saussure. This work, first published
(from materials assembled posthumously by students of Saussure’s live classroom
presentations) in 1916, provided the original focal point for what became for the
first time in the twentieth century something like a general interest across intellec-
tual culture in the subject of signs conceived as “a new science with its own object.”

East and West, the study of signs was originally taken up by a whole range of
twentieth-century thinkers who based their work explicitly on Saussure.

In the East, the most seminal of these thinkers was Juri Lotman (1922—-1993),
father of the “Tartu—Moscow School” of semiotics. Coming to the consideration of
signs somewhat later than Saussure and, unlike Saussure, not ignorant of Locke’s
1689/1690 proposal that a science of signs be developed under the moniker semiot-
ics, Lotman chose to defer to Locke’s historical priority in this matter of naming.
Thus, even though Lotman embraced Saussure’s dyadic patron général as an “un-
rejectable cornerstone” of the science,? for the name of the new science of signs
Lotman adopted from the beginning of his work the name “semiotics” in preference
to Saussure’s suggestion of “semiology.”

East and West, then, the model basic—the sign model taken as foundational—to
the developing discussion was the same: Saussure’s signifiant/signifi¢ dyad. But
the developing discussion itself was called “semiology” in the Western intellectual
culture, “semiotics” in the Eastern.

Notice that Saussure’s model is stipulated, or postulated, as the basis for the
new science. Roughly contemporary with Saussure was a relatively unknown and
comparatively neglected figure, the American philosopher-scientist Charles Sand-
ers Peirce (1839-1914), born thus 18 years earlier but died only 1 year earlier
than Saussure. Peirce too, but independently, and under some influence of his
reading of the later Latins®* (those who wrote in the centuries immediately before
Descartes’ advice to his contemporaries to beware of such reading, lest we be
unconsciously infected by their errors), came to focus on the idea of semiotics as
a possible new “science of signs.” Peirce’s work in this regard would come to be

23 Lotman (1990), inter alia.
24 Beuchot and Deely 1995.
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an influence on Roman Jakobson (1896—1982) and Charles Morris (1901-1979),
both of the latter to become teachers of Thomas A. Sebeok (1920-2001). Sebeok,
as we shall see, like Saussure, was a professional linguist, but at the same time
also a self-professed “biologist manqué,”?® who would prove to be the pivotal
figure in moving semiotics from the arbitrary foundation laid down by Saussure to
the analysis-based foundation exemplified by Peirce’s work in rejecting a-priori
limits for the new science.

With this much preamble, let us sketch first an overview of semiotic develop-
ment today, and then an analysis of the theoretical components or elements essential
to the doctrine of signs which establish it as the positive essence philosophically
of a postmodern intellectual culture. Within this culture, philosophy as cenoscopic
science should rediscover its proper role (lost since at least the Enlightenment) in
providing the means for understanding how the world of culture is not oppositional
to but a species-specifically human extension of the world of nature—from which
the whole of life, nonhuman as well as human, emerged and upon which all of life
depends.

2.3 Overview of the Semiotic Development

The twentieth century saw the outburst—for want of a better word—in intellectual
culture of an interest in signs. By midpoint, this outburst had spread virtually every-
where, and the work of Ferdinand de Saussure was recognized as having been the
development’s principal inspiration. Yet even so, as noted above, the development
proceeded under two different proper names: both as semiology in Western Europe
and the USA (as Saussure himself had proposed), and as semiotics in Eastern Eu-
rope (as Locke had first proposed, unknown to Saussure, and as including “ideas”—
the “formal signs” of the earlier Latins—as well as “words” in the model,?® a detail
which Lotman did not fasten upon, but which, if he had, might have led Soviet
semiotics to the semiotic notion of significate as including, beyond the Saussurean
signifié, the whole order of physical reality extrasubjectively apprehended as well
as “given”).

2.3.1 The Initial Foundation Proposed in the Twentieth Century
for a New “Science of Signs”

Saussure was a linguist, and also a typically modern intellectual, in that his aware-
ness of philosophical culture was confined to the modern era. He was accordingly
(inevitably) heir to the epistemological paradigm of modernity that Kant did but

25 See the memorial essay “Thomas A. Sebeok, Biologist Manqué,” at http://carbon.ucdenver.
edu/~mryder/itc/idmodels.html.

26 See Deely (2001a, Chap. 14, esp. 601-603).
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systematize, showing (or thinking to show) that what the Latins had called ens reale
(being in its finite mind-independent aspects) was unknowable, while what the Lat-
ins had called ens rationis (being as dependent upon mental representations through
and through, “finite mind-dependent being”) alone constitutes the sphere of human
knowledge properly so-called.

Perfectly in line with this epistemological heritage in philosophy (which Sebeok
would soon enough brush aside as capable of providing at best no more than the
“midmost target” of semiotics?’), Saussure envisioned the new “science of signs” in
exclusively cultural terms, and proposed as its foundation or focal developmental
point the linguistic sign—but according to a very special conception thereof. When
most people hear of the “arbitrariness” of words, they spontaneously think of the
connection or application of words to things—food, buildings, trees—in our sur-
roundings. Thus, when Saussure says the sign consists of a signifiant or “signifier”
and a signifié or “signified” related “arbitrarily,” people are inclined to think of
words applied to things.

But “words applied to things” is not at all what Saussure intended with his dyadic
model of sign consisting of signifiant/signifié. Saussure was interested exclusively
in the relationship of the word to the mental representations, the ideas or images,
in the “minds” of speakers, not individually, but as these form the whole of /angue,
the linguistic system, which he conceived as a kind of autonomous whole unto
itself laterally linked infinitely by analogies expressing more in the mind of even
the individual speaker than that of which the speaker is fully aware. “Things” in
the sense of objects signified (significates), as, for example, when in a restaurant
ordering a steak to be prepared medium rare, and then being satisfied or unsatisfied
with the steak finally presented (as it were) “in the flesh: that was no part of the
signifié in Saussure’s sense. Objects signified as things had no formal place in the
Saussurean semiology/semiotics system.?

Keep in mind that, as pointed out above, Saussure’s model dominated both
Eastern and Western European thinking about signs, but that only in the West, and
only partially even there, did his term “semiology” prevail.?’ Apart from Poinsot’s
outline of the requirements for thematically studying the sign which appeared
only in Latin the year of John Locke’s birth, but of which the moderns were com-
pletely oblivious, the earliest proposal we have within modern philosophy for a
science of signs came to publication in the last month of 1689, but bearing the
date of 1690, as the concluding chapter of Locke’s famous Essay Concerning
Humane Understanding. There he proposed for this “science which does not yet

27 Sebeok (1991a, p. 2).

28 Oddly, from a fully semiotic point of view (i.e., from within the major tradition), the crippling
weakness of this omission within a patron général supposed as foundational is regarded by some
as a core strength of semiology, the foundation of the “Autonomie du langage,” as Serra put it in
her syllabus for a 20052006 “Introduction a la Linguistique Générale” (http://www.unil.ch/web-
dav/site/ling/shared/IntroductionLing/Serra/Intr.a_la_ling.Cours n_8.pdf): “le signe linguistique
a pour fonction de relier un signifiant (image acoustique) a un signifé (concept) et non de relier
une expression a un objet du monde.”

29 See Cobley 2009.


http://www.unil.ch/webdav/site/ling/shared/IntroductionLing/Serra/Intr.a_la_ling.Cours_n_8.pdf
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exist but has its place marked out in advance” the name Znupiotikn; and, as we
noted above, it was this name that Lotman chose for the first three issues of his
journal, Sign Systems Studies,*® the oldest semiotics journal on our planet, even
though he otherwise embraced Saussure’s dyadic model as the stipulative basis
for the “new science.”

Nupiotikn, as Locke bequeathed the term to name this “new science” had no
direct Latin counterpart (though Locke himself did say it was a synonym for “doc-
trine of signs,” the expression used by Poinsot and common among the Latins); but
it transliterates into Latin as Semiotica, the name of today’s foremost international
journal of semiotics, as it happens; and semiotica from Latin to English, as also
Locke’s Greek original, yields semiotics. Choosing Locke’s name but Saussure’s
model for the new development, Lotman identified /angue as the “primary mod-
eling system,” itself in turn opening the way to and making possible the cultural
world or system as a whole, which Lotman termed accordingly the “secondary
modeling system.” And Lotman’s work formed the centerpiece for the development
of so-called Soviet semiotics, in terminological contrast with, yet foundationally
identical to, semiology in the West.

Here we need to consider also yet a third thinker seminal to the Saussurean-based
development, Algirdas Greimas (9 March 1917-1992 February 27). Like Lotman,
Greimas accepted the Saussurean notion of sign, but especially as developed and
mediated in the work of Louis Hjelmslev (3 October 1899—-1965 May 30), still
marking no place of a sign as “natural;” for also like Lotman, Greimas preferred
the name “semiotics” to the name “semiology”—though perhaps for quite different
reasons.

Anne Hénault, a close assistant to Greimas over many years up to his death,
recently suggested to me that the “over the top” usage to which Roland Barthes (12
November 1915-1980 March 25) put the term “semiology” in his 1964 Eléments
de semiologie motivated Greimas to put some distance between his own scientific
approach to signs and Barthes’ metaphorical exaggerations. Be this as it may, Grei-
mas, notwithstanding his semiological foundations and notion of sign, constantly
preferred to work under the title of semiotics. Alexandros Lagopoulos, in a letter
dated 12 July 2009, pointed out to me that, in the Greimas and Courtés Diction-
ary of 1982, the same entry “semiology” which waxes “quite dithyrambic about
Barthes™ also suggests rather clearly that “Greimas opts for the term ‘semiotics’”
both “because of the relation of the term ‘semiology’ with a very limited interpre-
tation of Saussure’s definition, which sees the system as excluding the semiotic
process and thus the signifying practices,” and because of the relation of that term
“with a narrow application of the linguistic model.”

Well, the two accounts of Hénault and Lagopoulos are hardly incompatible. It
remains that the question of what a sign is, as a distinctive sort of being with a

30 Until someone pointed out that Locke’s spelling is syntactically deficient from the standpoint
of Greek grammar, after which Sign Systems Studies adopted the spelling actually incorrect (as it
turned out) for Locke’s purpose, namely, Zyueiwrixy: but that is another story (Deely 2004) we
have not the space to retell here.
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consequently distinctive sort of action, is not merely a question of what we decide
to mean by sign as a matter of stipulation.’! Required rather is a cenoscopic and pre-
scissive analysis of our experience of the working of signs in order to derive from
that action a “guess at the riddle” of what a sign is in the distinctiveness of its being
contrastive alike with objects and things. Such an investigation, not simply an initial
stipulation taken as foundation without further ado, has to be at the center of any
inquiry with a claim to being scientific—whether cenoscopically, ideoscopically, or
(as is usually the case with semiotics) an interactive combination of the two.

2.3.2 The Challenge to Saussure’s Stipulative Foundation

There had been, in fact, another twentieth-century thinker, slightly older than Sau-
ssure, who agreed with Saussure in principle that a science of signs had a right
to existence and its own distinctive thematic place; but he never made Saussure’s
mistake of thinking that a model of sign activity taken from human culture should
be the “patron general.” The thinker in question was an American (the only Ameri-
can so far, as I think, who deserves a mention in the front ranks of philosophers),
Charles Sanders Peirce (10 September 1839—-19 April 1914), whose foundational
work in semiotics traces to 1867. The term most frequently used by Peirce was
semiotic, not “semeiotic” as his epigones have tried to claim.*?

But Peirce and his work did not figure directly in the widespread semiology/se-
miotics of early to mid-twentieth-century Saussurean inspiration; not at all. Inter-
est in Peirce’s work was confined mainly to small circles of philosophy students in
the USA. Many, perhaps most, of these students did not tend to see Peirce’s work
primarily in the perspective of a doctrine of signs (Max Fisch [1900-1995], above
all, as the twentieth-century doyen of Peirce scholarship was to change this general
inappreciation for semiotics as providing the principal arc of Peirce’s intellectual
development).** They saw Peirce’s work rather mainly through the lens of modern

31 Exactly here do we confront squarely the superiority of the semiotic approach Peirce shares
with Poinsot as his main predecessor in uncovering the triadically relational character of semiosis.
“What is the essential difference between a sign that is communicated to a mind, and one that is
not so communicated? If the question were simply what we do mean by a sign, it might soon be
resolved. But that is not the point. We are in the situation of a zo6logist who wants to know what
ought to be the meaning of ‘fish’ in order to make fishes one of the great classes of vertebrates”
(Peirce 1904: CP 8.332, italic added; cf. Poinsot 1632: TDS 1.1, 116/1-13, 117/20-118/18, etc.).
Where the semiologist wants to assert what a sign is, and proceed from there, the semiotician pre-
fers rather first to determine what a sign is, and proceed from there. (It is one of those many and
recurrent choices between nominalism and scholastic realism.)

32 See following note.

33 Less commendable was Fisch’s responsibility for the myth that Peirce’s preferred term for the
doctrine of signs was “semeiotic” with no final “s” (pronounced “see-my-OH-tick™), a myth that
cannot survive a full survey of Peirce’s texts, which shows rather a preference for “semiotic” or
“semeiotics”: see Deely (2009, p. 62-65), “3. Clearing the Mists of a Terminological Mythol-
ogy”; also available online through the Peirce-L archive: http://www.cspeirce.com/menu/library/
aboutcsp/deely/clearing.pdf.
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philosophy’s established categorizations and in terms of the influence on James and
Dewey in the “pragmatism” from which, ironically in the case, Peirce eventually
came to dissociate himself.** Quite specifically, Peirce introduced the term “pragmat-
icism” to denote the incompatibility of his thought with the denial of mind-indepen-
dent status to relations in which he (rightly)** deemed nominalism of whatever vari-
ety—as specifically to include the “pragmatism” of James and Dewey—to consist.*®
One American who did early see Peirce mainly in semiotic terms and developed his
thought accordingly was Charles W. Morris (23 May 1903—-1979 January 15 The
Peircean influence on Morris was transmitted to one of his students, Thomas Albert
Sebeok (9 November 1920-2001 December 21), himself a linguist, and a devoted
student also of the Russian linguist Roman Osipovich Jakobson (11 October 1896—
1982 July 18),3” who as well prompted Sebeok with an interest in Peirce. And it was
Peirce, never Saussure, whom Sebeok came eventually to regard as “our lodestar” (as
Sebeok put it in his 1984 Presidential Address to the Semiotic Society of America).’

The challenge to Saussurean epistemological foundations for developing the
new “science of signs,” thus, did not come from Peirce directly. It came, as a socio-
logical reality and direct intellectual challenge, from the work of Thomas Sebeok.*’

34 See “Pragmaticism is not pragmatism,” 616-618, and “Pragmaticism and the doctrine of signs,”
625-628, in Deely 2001a.

35 See Deely 2001a: passim; and 2008a.

36 Peirce died far too early to include the “pragmatism” of Richard Rorty (4 October 1931-2007
June 8). But it remains as one of history’s ironies that the nominalist-compatible version of late
modern philosophical thought generally known as “pragmatism,” a current which prevails from
James through Rorty, provides the Peirce-originated but later replaced name adhered to in pre-
senting even Peirce’s distinctive thought among students who should well know better. Cf. Deely
1998a (at http://www.helsinki.fi/science/commens/papers/redbook.pdf) and Houser 2006.

37 Jakobson—“one of the first Soviet scholars who became famous abroad,” as Voigt (1995,
p- 201) noted—was certainly deeply schooled in the Tartu—Moscow line of semiotics, of which
Lotman was the chief representative. But Jakobson, unlike Lotman, had not remained confined in
that world of “nightmarish Soviet bureaucratic restrictions” for most of his career. Indeed, Sebeok
had regularly visited with Jakobson at Princeton during his graduate studies, and considered Jako-
bson his actual if not official Ph.D. thesis director.

Lotman’s early critique of the Saussurean model in terms of the secondary indexicality neces-
sarily entangled with the “arbitrariness” to which Saussure gave sole emphasis (see Deely 2009d),
together with his growing interest in Peirce, were major influences on Sebeok over the many years
of his close friendship and intellectual association with Lotman. It is perhaps a striking testimony
to just how closed was the “world” of Soviet semiotics, lived from within, that Ivanov (2008) is
able to present his “Semiotics of the 20th century” to a Moscow congress without a single men-
tion of Sebeok or of the development of the major tradition outside that insular “Soviet” intellec-
tual universe created on Saussure’s “arbitrary model.” (Ivanov’s survey makes a rather startling
contrast with, for example, Sebeok 1998.) It is as if an inadvertent testimony that the originally
Saussurean “Moscow—Tartu school” is indeed a thing of the past, especially if we compare it to the
emergence after Sebeok of what should be called the “Tartu—Bloomington—Copenhagen school”
of biosemiotics today, as will be discussed after Sect. 2.5. as an "appendix".

38 Sebeok (19844, p. 9).
3 And even Poinsot’s work, which first laid the ground systematically for study of signs as triadi-

cally relational in being, would not be with us today as an independent study were it not for the
initiatives of Sebeok (1986c¢).
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If we regard Saussurean semiotics/semiology today as, at worst, a last gasp of
modern philosophical idealism and, at best, as a part of the larger “doctrine of signs”
that found its most fecund (if not most famous) late-nineteenth—early-twentieth-
century exponent in the work of Peirce—and if the name semiotics has come quite
to displace “semiology” in the countries of Western Europe and North America—it
is to Sebeok that we must directly look, and initially to Peirce only indirectly, as well
as largely through the Sebeokan influence which has, more than any other, made
of semiotics a “global phenomenon” of postmodern intellectual culture, wherein
Peirce at last comes directly to influence the discussion. Only now, after Sebeok’s
successful challenge to the Saussurean semiology/semiotics as a “pars pro toto
fallacy,” does Peirce in the twentieth century’s second half begin to emerge within
semiotics (beyond the small circle of philosophy students) as a central figure—at
first as if alongside, but eventually quite to eclipse, Saussure. The good reason for
the eclipsing is discussed in Sect. 2.3.6. below.

But first let it be well understood that, speaking of semiotics as it came best to
be understood in the twenty-first century, the summary statement of W. C. Watt on
this point is definitive (2009):4!

Sebeok was the re-founder of the discipline, in 1962, and remained its universally-acknowl-
edged doyen until his unwelcome death, at 81, at the end of 2001.

2.3.3 Shifting the Semiotic Enterprise to an Adequate
Foundation

Sebeok’s challenge to the culture-bound model of semiotics, as common to Sau-
ssure, Lotman, Hjelmslev, Greimas, and (originally) Eco, developed in stages; and
it was the frustrated biologist in Sebeok himself, not any direct Peircean influence,
that was mainly responsible for launching the revolution. However, species-specifi-
cally unique and overriding in importance linguistic communication may be among
human animals, Sebeok simply deemed it ridiculous to think that the larger matter
of the action of signs can be confined to the sphere of culture, or adequately ana-

40 Unfortunately, while Sebeok’s campaign to demonstrate the inadequacy of the semiological
paradigm (the purely cultural view of sign activity) did have the effect in the West of a virtual
abandonment of the term “semiology” as a name for the semiotic enterprise, his program did not
have equal success in persuading adherents of the semiological view of sign action to admit the
partial and limited status their analytical approach to the codes of cultural phenomena occupied
within the semiotic enterprise as a whole. More than a few Western authors adopted the term
“semiotics” as a kind of mask for their work, while continuing to promote a purely semiologi-
cal enterprise. An outstanding example of this shift from “pars pro toto fallacy” to “pars pro toto
masquerade” is Chandler 2002, a book proclaiming to treat of Semiotics. The basics while treating
in fact of Semiology. Some basics, inasmuch as the work considers nothing beyond the cultural
side of anthroposemiotics (without even indicating that there is another side: see gloss on this book
in References).

41 Watt 2009.
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lyzed on the basis of any specific type of sign which is confined to the one species
of animal that we designate “human.”

To make this point, Sebeok began by proposing the term zodsemiotics (he himself
did not use the dieresis, although he fully agreed with its semantic point) as a name
for the broader study of signs as their action—called semiosis, after Peirce—is found
throughout the animal kingdom. There are indeed species-specifically distinctive
dimensions of sign action and use among human animals, Sebeok emphasized; but
this is also true for animals in every species, and we cannot—as would-be students
of the sign wherever its influence is to be traced—blind ourselves to a larger action
of signs which overlaps anthroposemiosis but extends beyond human culture in the
lifeworlds of other animals.

2.3.4 Remodeling Anthroposemiosis as the Human Use of Signs

Here we come to a truly remarkable syncretism. Sebeok, born Hungarian but
American by adoption, saw in the work of two thinkers of the University of Tartu,
Estonia—namely, Jakob von Uexkiill (8 September 1864—1944 July 25), Estonian/
German, and Juri Lotman, Russian/Estonian—the elements in need of synthesis
to provide an adequate foundation for the development of semiotics in its contem-
porary guise, even apart from Peirce (and I will take up the Peircean influence as
Sebeok conveyed it shortly). Von Uexkiill was what Sebeok termed a “cryptosemio-
tician.” This term provides a crucial category for demarcating the epochs or periods
in the development of semiotics (see Deely 2006d). It designates a thinker who,
contrary to his or her epistemological paradigm inherited as a modern, nonethe-
less did work that requires to be re-thought in the perspective of semiotics for the
importance of the work fully to be appreciated. In his pioneering study of Umwelt
as the meaningful world of objects developed species-specifically by every animal,
von Uexkiill had been forced to postulate as correlate with the Umwelt the animal
Innenwelt, and it was here that Sebeok was able to point out the truly “primary
modeling system” for anthropsemiosis as a whole.*?

Sebeok, already in 1970, had gone out of his way to meet in person with Lot-
man. In 1977, he had made Lotman an honorary member of the Semiotic Society of
America, under Article 4, Sect. 1.d. of the SSA Constitution. But it was only after “a
protracted dinner” with Lotman on 3 October 1986 in Bergen, Norway (Lotman’s
“first journey ever to the West””)—where what Sebeok describes (1998, p. 23) as “a
mutual rapport and sympathy came to suffuse and envelop us as if we had been the
oldest of friends”—that Sebeok came away with the full inspiration for the Uexkiill-

42 Deely 2001c¢ was the first synthesis of Sebeok’s ideas on this point of reinterpreting Jakob von
Uexkiill’s work in explicitly semiotic perspective, and was delivered in an Imatra paper with Se-
beok in attendance. After that session, Sebeok referred inquirers to the essay as “the best develop-
ment of von Uexkiill’s work in explicitly semiotic terms.” A further detailed synthesis emphasizing
the Innenwelt side of the Umwelt/Innenwelt juxtaposition is set out in Deely 2007, online at http://
www.augustoponzio.com/Critical/12. Deely.pdf.
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Lotman (or “Umwelt—Semiosphere”) synthesis that was to be a crucial step toward
his vision of semiotics as encompassing the whole of life (“biosemiotics™).*

Returning from that 1986 occasion, Sebeok diplomatically launched his proposal
to consider the animal Innenwelt as the primary modeling system for all cognitive
life forms, with species-specifically human linguistic communication construed as
an exaptation therefrom enabling the further development of culture as the “tertiary
modeling system.” He began this “diplomatic initiative” in a formal address to the
Semiotic Society of America,* a basic text that appeared afterward in many places®
in testimony of the importance for semiotic understanding that Sebeok attached to
his new synthesis of the modeling perspective—as would further appear in his later
work with Danesi.*® This Uexkiill-Lotman—Sebeok synthesis, it is not too much
to say, has become the main foundation stone for the postmodern development of
semiotics. But it is not the whole story of Sebeok’s founding (or refounding) contri-
bution, not by any means.

2.3.5 Furthering the Foundation: An Action of Signs
Beyond the Animal Umwelt

In 1981, Sebeok had already taken the further step of promoting the work of Mar-
tin Krampen, whose analysis extended the action of signs beyond even the animal
Umwelt to include the realm of plants, not only in relation to animals but among the
plants themselves as forms of life. This was a move, patently, that put in place the
possibility of proposing biosemiotics. It is rather astonishing to realize that Augus-
tine, in his original proposal for a general notion of sign as transcending the ancient
nature/culture divide, expressly pointed to this same possibility of semiosis among
plants as a “motus animi” communicated to neighboring plants!*’

4 In conjunction with the private dinner mentioned above, Lotman’s public address (1987 publi-
cation) to that Norsk Forening for Semiotikk “Symposium on Semiotics in Theory and Practice,”
organized by Dinda Gorlée and Sven Storelv, had also played a role in inspiring Sebeok’s idea for
this remarkable Innenwelt/Umwelt+ Semiosphere synthesis, toward which he hoped to directly
enlist Lotman himself, as he tells us (Sebeok 1998, p. 31): “Lotman, in his introductory speech,
righly underlined the contemporary emergence of syncretic tendencies...in semiotic investiga-
tions. ‘In the humanities’, he said, ‘different disciplines combine into a single science of man,
centered around the semiotic study of culture.” Commute science for the humanities, life for man,
and nature for culture—and this great, charismatic thinker and I might have consummated a tran-
scendental disputation. I had hoped to argue my case, and ancillary issues, at our next scheduled
encounter, at the 25th Symposium of the Tartu-Moscow School of Semiotics, held in Imatra,
Finland, 27-29 July 1987 (Sebeok 1988), but, alas, Lotman could not attend, and I never saw
him again.”

4 See Sebeok (1987), his first presentation to the Semiotic Society of America subsequent to the
Lotman meeting.

45 See Sebeok 1988a, 1988b, 1989b, 1991a, 1991b.

46 Sebeok and Danesi (2000).

47 On this amazing point, see Deely 2006a and 2009c.
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Worth noting is the fact that two pioneers of the biosemiotics development have
also been named “Thomas A. Sebeok Fellows” of the Semiotic Society of America,
one of the most distinguished awards in semiotics today. The Danish semiotician,
Jesper Hoffmeyer (b. 21 February 1942), was named in 2000 the Fourth Sebeok
Fellow, precisely because of his 1996 pioneering book on the expansion of semiotic
understanding to include the action of signs throughout the sphere of life (see now
his 2008b claim that biology itself is but “immature biosemiotics™). Then, also for
pioneering work in biosemiotics, the Estonian semiotician, Kalevi Kull (b. 12 Au-
gust 1952), was in 2003 named the Fifth Sebeok Fellow.

When we consider Sebeok’s pioneering role—both in synthesizing the theoreti-
cal work developed at Tartu University by the German Estonian Jakob von Uexkiill
at the beginning of the twentieth century with the work done there by the Russian
Estonian Juri Lotman at the end of the twentieth century, and in laying the foun-
dations of biosemiotics generally, together with his promotion of the biosemiotic
work of Kull and Hoffmeyer both in issues of the journal Semiotica and in his book
series—it is hard to avoid speaking today rather of a “Tartu—Bloomington—Copen-
hagen school” as having succeeded the earlier “Tartu—Moscow school;”*® and it
is the former “school” which has provided the main theoretical thrust within the
biosemiotics development up through the first decade of the twenty-first century.®

But let us not get too far ahead of ourselves. What needs to be noted here is that,
around this same time that Sebeok promoted the idea of a “phytosemiotics” (with
his publication of Krampen 1981), he also became particularly vocal in declaring to
all with ears to hear that the so far mainstream contemporary semiology/semiotics
of the twentieth century’s first half or so was guilty of incarnating a “pars pro toto”
fallacy—the very fallacy recently turned on its head and reintroduced within biose-
miotics, as we shall shortly comment in Sect. 2.3.6. Frontiers in Semiotics> was the
volume that landed Sebeok’s “pars pro toto” point squarely in the mainstream North
American semiotic literature of the period.

2.3.6 The Place of Peirce, After Poinsot, in Displacing
the Pars Pro Toto Fallacy

Peirce’s view of semiotics in the end proved even broader than Sebeok’s.’! If we
ask ourselves why Sebeok nonetheless came to regard Peirce as “our lodestar” for

48 See esp. note 117 below.
49 See further in Sect. 2.3.10; then most fully in note 117 in Sect. 2.4.6.5 below.
0 Deely et al. 1986.

31 See Deely 1989a: “Peirce’s Grand Vision” concerning an action of signs throughout the uni-
verse. Sebeok, as far as I know, first proposed his coextensivity of sign science and life science
in his address entitled “The Sign Science and the Life Science” to the Hungarian Academy of
Sciences on 1 October 1990, which I had the privilege to attend. In 1991, at Tom’s invitation, |
published my argument against this thesis; at the time of his death a decade after, we were still in
discussion of the issues.
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the development of semiotics,’? we do not have far to seek for the answer. Semiosis,
Peirce said, is the name for the action of signs that follows upon their distinctive
being; so “semiotics,” Sebeok said along with Peirce, is the name for the knowledge
that results from the identification and study of that distinctive way of acting (se-
miosis), wherever it is to be found. Just as biology is the name for the study of the
action of living beings, so semiotics is the name for the study of the action of signs.
But here is where Peirce set himself apart from Saussure and all the followers of
Saussure, and apart also from all those who would think that we need but transfer a
code-based model from culture to biology in order to have an adequate foundation
for biosemiotics, the study of semiosis as presupposed for all living things, not just
animals.

“If the question” of semiotics “were simply what we do mean by a sign,” Peirce
presciently remarked,>® “it might soon be resolved.” But stipulation or decree is not
the means by which any science, cenoscopic or ideoscopic, achieves its fundamen-
tal goals; not at all. As semioticians, Peirce noted, we are rather “in the situation of
a zodlogist who wants to know what ought to be the meaning of ‘fish’ in order to
make fishes one of the great classes of vertebrates”—how is it that “a sign is some-
thing by knowing which we know something more”? That is the question. Our point
of departure is not simply the common understanding of what some particular thing
is as “a sign,” but the question of what is sign such that it is able to function in the
manner that we experience it as functioning—revealing nature, stitching together
culture and nature, real and unreal relations, weaving the fabric of experience, and
leading us down blind alleys and cul-de-sacs as well as broad avenues of being and
nonbeing in the forests of human belief:3

We all have a ragged-outlined notion of what we call a sign. We wish to replace that by
a well-defined concept, which may exclude some things ordinarily called signs, and will
almost certainly include some things not ordinarily so-called.

There we have the distinctiveness of Peirce in the matter of semiotics, as also of
Poinsot well before him: the recognition that signs lead us everywhere in nature
as well as in culture, including, as Claus Emmeche puts it,> where humans “have
never set foot.”

Instead of taking some particular kind of sign as paradigm, and basing everything
on that particular notion, as Saussure proposed, Peirce took instead exactly the path
that Poinsot had blazed in 1632 to open Ais inquiry into sign: What is it that makes
a sign, regardless of the particular type of its vehicle in nature or in culture, actually
to be a sign? And both men arrived at the identical answer: the sensible phenomena
that we call “signs” are such only by reason of occupying the foreground position
of representing another than themselves to or for some third. A sign—any sign—is

52 Sebeok (1984a, p. 9).

33 Peirce 1904: cp. 8.332.
34 Peirce (1906, EP 2.388).
55 Emmeche (1994, p. 126).
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a sign by virtue of a relation irreducibly triadic attaining that which it signifies
directly and an interpretant indirectly as its “proper significate outcome.”

Now relations have never been well understood in modern thought, ever since
Ockham postulated that only individuals exist, and that “relations” arise only when
there are two or more individuals similar in some feature(s) according to a com-
parison made by some observer, in some mind. Apart from mind, there are only
the individuals interacting. So if signs really consist in relations, then Ockham’s
model fits well the notion that only in human culture are there signs. But if rela-
tions are indifferently mind-independent, ens reale, or mind-dependent, ens ratio-
nis, depending only upon the surrounding circumstances, as Poinsot called to our
attention, then we can see at once how signs transcend, as suprasubjective relations,
all the divisions of subjective and physical being, not only the nature/culture divide
but also the inner/outer, self/other, and psychological/physical divides.

A causal relation, for example, in modern thought, is considered as the interac-
tion of two or more things. But such interaction is not a relation; a relation is what
results from and survives as over and above the interaction. A relation is invisible
to sense, even though it unites the sensed; and it is indifferent to spatial distance,
unlike the interaction which gave rise to it.

All of this, then, enters into our semiotic notion of sign. A sign as provenating a
triadic relation is not an object, or at least need not be. On the contrary, the action of
signs—semiosis—is what every object presupposes.>® Just as any given thing may
or may not be an object, but as object directly is normally not a Saussurean signifié
(and never by way of a relation other than triadic in any event), so we may say that
what Poinsot and Peirce call an “object signified” (which turns out simply to be a
redundant and clumsy way to say significate) actually has no place directly within
a semiological scheme.

Here we reach the heart of the matter: code-based sign analyses, no matter how
many “things” they may involve, three or a hundred and three, are reducibly dyadic
combinations, whereas, the being that makes a sign a sign remains irreducibly tri-
adic as well as suprasubjective—even when the significate is purely objective®” and
not a thing at all.

This indirectness involved in the being of signs as triadic relations is precisely
what explains the main—the overwhelming—difference between semiosic causal-
ity and all other forms of causality: while other forms of causality can take place
only between actually existing and present things, semiosic causality can take place
even when one (or sometimes two) of the elements united under the triadic relation
do not exist now, or perhaps never did or never will exist. No other causality can
compete with that; and that singularity of signs as relations (i.e., of signs considered
in their proper and distinctive being as signs) is precisely why semiosis in nature
acts as a vis a prospecto—a real but indirect possibility of the future influencing the
relation of past things to the here-and-now arrangements of things in the present—

3¢ The argument for this “semiotic sign” notion (Deely 2004b) has now been presented in dramatic
reading form on YouTube: http://www.youtube.com/view_play list?p=E9651802BCDCI14BF.
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even alongside the vis a tergo so beloved of reductionist biologists such as Dennett
and Dawkins (among many).

So the action of signs depends upon, because indeed it follows upon, the being
of signs; and that being in every instance involves something of subjectivity (nor-
mally in its vehicle), but transcends that subjectivity as well in uniting it with other
subjectivities and objectivities in the process and web of semiosis, a web precisely
of relations at once suprasubjective and triadically unifying the vehicle of the signi-
fication directly with its significate and indirectly with an interpretant “which need
not be mental.”

Code-based analyses, in Peirce’s terms, reduce to secondness. Signs do not,
because signs are not only relations but also relations triadic in type. Whence
“thirdness is the triadic relation,” Peirce tells us*®*—in this merely echoing Poin-
sot*—“considered as constituting the mode of being of a sign.” Hence code-based
semiotics, be they applied in the realm of culture or in the realm of biological
nature, are a pars, never the fotum, of semiotic analysis; and when mistaken for
the whole of the semiotic story such analyses constitute a fallacy—no less in the
twenty-first-century’s biosemiotic development than in the mid-twentieth cen-
tury’s exclusively cultural semiology/semiotics. Coding and code-based outcomes
unquestionably have a place in the semioses of living things (there is a place in
biosemiotics for biosemiology as a part, just as there is a place in anthroposemiotics
for semiology as a part); but that place is not the whole, still less is it the main part
of the story of semiotics as the doctrine (the cenoscopic science) of signs.

2.3.7 Setting the Record Straight on What Semiotics Is All About

Semiotics is the knowledge developed by studying the action of signs and all that
that action involves, including codes. But the action of signs as such springs from
the being of signs as triadic relations, and that is not a question at all of “Peirce
versus Saussure.” Biosemiotics is no more “Peircean” than biology is “Darwinian.”
Personalities shape and influence but do not constitute scientific domains in their
objectivity. Biosemiotics is the study of the action of signs in the living world, just as
biology is the study of organisms. Indeed, insofar as biology to this point has tended
to recognize only vis a tergo, while semiotics has been able to identify in addition vis
a prospecto at work in the interactions of living things (Hoffmeyer’s “semiotic scaf-
folding,” for example), it may even be the case, as recently argued by Hoffimeyer,*
that “biology is immature biosemiotics.” It is ironic that the pars pro toto fallacy of
twentieth-century cultural semiotics should now by some be reintroduced into the
twenty-first century semiotics of the biological world. This amounts to semiology
“turned on its head,” somewhat as Marx is said to have done with Hegel’s dialectic.

38 Peirce 1904: CP 8.332.
3 Poinsot 1632: 154/25-29.
% Hoffmeyer 2008b.
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As semiology can be regarded either as a part of the larger whole of semiotics
or as a last gasp of the modern idealist doctrine that the mind itself makes what-
ever the mind comes to know, so code-based biosemiotics proposed as a larger
whole than sign-based biosemiotics misunderstands the very foundation of the
whole semiotic enterprise, and repeats the pars pro toto fallacy of semiology all
over again. Code-based biosemiotics can assume a rightful place within and as
an essential part of semiosis-based biosemiotics, or it can delude itself as being a
larger whole. In either case, it is biosemiology that we are confronted with when
codes become our paradigm, not biosemiotics in the proper sense of the body of
knowledge being developed from study of the action of signs within the whole of
the living world.

2.3.8 “Science” or “Doctrine” of Signs?

In that eighteenth-century burgeoning of European thought we call the Enlight-
enment, thinkers were mainly animated by the idea that the new science, based
on experimentation and mathematization of results (science in the modern sense,
ideoscopically developed inquiries), would “slow by slow” displace and replace all
previous human knowledge.

It took some centuries for thinkers to begin to start to commence to realize that
this was by no means possible, for the excellent reason that if the whole of the
knowledge we acquire before becoming scientists has no independent validity, then
science itself would have no validity. Yet even today, by no means have all thinkers
awakened from the Enlightenment “dream of reason,”! as we witness in those who
would set philosophy off to one side as otiose for the future of semiotics. (Recall
that Berkeley pointed out to the early moderns that primary qualities could not be
known as belonging to things if the secondary qualities upon which the knowl-
edge depended were purely mind-dependent representations; but sometimes points
obvious to the point of self-evident—such as the verification theory’s claim that
verification constituted meaning, to pick a recent circularity—take human animals
centuries to realize. Some still think, to pick another recent example, that Frege’s
sense/reference distinction resolves the problem of objectivity!)

Unfortunately, in the past, we had no better name than “common sense” for the
“prior knowledge” from which science in the modern sense begins and which it
presupposes throughout its investigations; and if ever a notion has been discredited
beyond possibility of rehabilitation, it is surely the notion of common sense. We
owe again a great deal to Peirce in this regard, drawing on Bentham (of all people!)
for showing that “common sense” is not necessarily common, but that neither is
science necessarily ideoscopic, but cenoscopic as well—and presuppositively.

%1 Notable in this regard is Gottlieb 2001, whose book is not for nothing described as “a stunning
successor” to Bertrand Russell’s History.
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For semiotics, the most basic of the cenoscopic sciences, has now succeeded in
showing that the whole of human knowledge, from its animal beginnings in sense®?
through its development in imagination, memory, and estimation, and its further
extensions in intellection as not reducing to objects perceptually instantiable as
such, depends upon the action of signs. So what are we to call this knowledge,
which is derived analytically without being dependent upon the experimentation
that typifies science in the modern sense? It is, Peirce tells us,% a science, yes, but
one that is cenoscopic first of all, and only secondarily an ideoscopic science.%

Now this—cenoscopy and ideoscopy as subtended by cenoscopy—is a termi-
nology that has only recently begun to be taken up and developed. If we look back
over the centuries, however, we find that the word scientia in the Latin age, when
(practically speaking) only cenoscopic science existed (and at that in a state which
confused all too readily “commonsense” conclusions concerning points which re-
quired, if not ideoscopy, as least prescissive care in handling), has a Latin synonym,
namely, doctrina. It is interesting that this synonym for science as cenoscopic is
precisely the one that Sebeok, as early as 1976,% expressed a strong preference for
over the Saussurean-inspired label “science of signs,” where the word “science”
clearly carried its modern ideoscopic sense.

It was not that there were no key figures contemporary with Sebeok, such as
Paul Bouissac, seeking to push semiotics wholly in the direction of ideoscopy.®

62 Sensation is to animals, we may say (I owe the analogy to Kalevi Kull), what root systems are
to plants. When Barbieri says (2009, p. 164) that “single cells do not build internal representations
of the world and therefore cannot interpret them,” he quite amply displays his lack of understand-
ing of the distinction between interpretant and interpreter. Again when he says that “animals react
only to representations of the world,” he manifests his tacit beholdenness to Kantian epistemology
in exactly the sense that semiotics begins by surpassing. As early as Poinsot’s dazzling analysis in
1632 of why animal sensation prescissively considered within perception (“phantasiari,” actually,
for which we have no full equivalent in the modern languages, though “perception” comes the clos-
est) is already a web of semiosic relations, even though no mental representation is yet involved, the
doctrine of signs had made clear that not only is representation not the whole story of mental life,
much less of semiotics, but that other-representation is prior alike to the self-representation of things
in sense-perception and to the self-representation of objects in experience more generally, includ-
ing the cases of illusion or mistaken identity where the object self-represented is not what it seems.

63 Peirce 1908: CP. 8.343.

64 Peirce borrowed this cenoscopic/idioscopic distinction from Bentham (see Deely 2001a,
pp- 618-21). Ashley (2006, pp. 85-87), giving a fine illustration of the applicability of this
distinction as Peirce drew it, uses the variant spelling “ideoscopic,” which is therefore not to be
confused with Peirce’s usage of the term “ideoscopic,” which concerns the phaneron rather than
(as in Ashley) idioscopy proper. I am indebted to Ransdell (1989, note 2). Ashley’s spelling of
“ideoscopic, ideoscopy” as synonymous with Peirce’s spelling as “idioscopic, idioscopy” is dis-
cussed in Deely 2003a and especially in 2014:253n11.

% In his “preface” to Contributions to the Doctrine of Signs, see in particular the entry that he later
commissioned for the Encyclopedic Dictionary of Semiotics, ed. Sebeok et al. (1st ed.; Berlin:
Mouton 1986), Vol. 1 of 3, p. 214.

% Precisely for this reason, as we remarked in note above, Sebeok arranged to have published side
by side, as it were, the two competing “manifestos” (as he referred to them privately) on this point
concurrently developed in 1984: on the one side by Anderson, Deely, Krampen, Ransdell, Sebeok,
and T. von Uexkiill, and on the other side by Gardin, Bouissac, and Foote.
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Indeed, no one more than Sebeok appreciated the importance of ideoscopic results,
including for the development of semiotics. But Sebeok, unlike Bouissac and other
Enlightenment epigones after him, recognized quite well the blunder of continuing
to embrace the Enlightenment understanding of the enterprise of modern science
being the complete displacement of all cenoscopic with ideoscopic knowledge; and
he opted accordingly for the sounder alternative of providing for semiotics a ceno-
scopic base. This story, indeed (without the later terminology of cenoscopy and
ideoscopy) is spelled out in Williams’ 1985 “review of the reviews” as part of her
Preface to the corrected reprinting of Sebeok’s key book of 1976.

So the question, “science of signs or doctrine of signs?,” admits of no simple-
minded solution. For all of science is critically controlled development of human
knowledge, whether the framework of that development be primarily ideoscopic
and experimental or primarily cenoscopic and directly experiential—or, as in bi-
osemiotics, a fertile admixture of the two. But when we reflect that our intellectual
ancestors of Latin times had not one but two terms for “science,” and that only
one of these—doctrina—has retained its predominantly cenoscopic overtones, the
fact that this alternate expression, “doctrine of signs,” is the one consistently used
by preference by every major figure so far in the compelling and still-unfolding
semiotic story, from Augustine through Aquinas and Poinsot, to Locke, Peirce,
and Sebeok in our own day, takes on considerable historical weight. In opting for
Poinsot’s, Locke’s, and Peirce’s “doctrine of signs” over Saussure’s “science of
signs,” what Sebeok was signaling was nothing less or other than Peirce’s point that
semiotics is first of all a cenoscopic science, and as such provides the framework
for the whole of ideoscopy—not only within biosemiotics, but for the whole of
academic and intellectual culture.

2.3.9 Does the Action of Signs Reach Even Beyond the Land
of the Living?

Whether there can be any action of signs outside the sphere of living things de-
pends not upon living things but upon the being proper to signs, which is at bot-
tom what determines how signs as such act.®” What signs are, remains the central
question that we have seen—throughout our brief review of the twentieth century
origins of semiotic development through to the twenty-first century present—code-
based analysts beginning with Saussure have avoided to face. Hence, they have
tended to miss the irreducibility of triadic relations which are not “triangles” and
cannot be reduced to triangles (or “trinities”), even though the relations in question
depend upon and involve the biological agents of interaction in the physical sur-
roundings.

7 See Deely (1990, Chap. 3). More extended treatment in 2009j; also in Chap. 12 of (2009,
pp- 233-275).
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Whether the vis a prospecto of semiosis as an indirect, probabilistic causality
was at work in the world of nature as the universe, beginning as lifeless and inca-
pable of supporting life, moved through a series of transformations which made life
more and more possible, indeed likely, and eventually actual, is a question that re-
ductionist interaction models of science do not know how to face. Yet it is precisely
the handling of this question, by prescissive analysis, not by declaration or vote, that
can alone determine how far the action of signs extends.

Peirce, our lodestar, made his most dramatic move not at all in discovering ana-
lytically that without triadic relations there are no signs whatsoever; indeed, this had
already been fully demonstrated in Poinsot’s work centuries before. No. Peirce’s
most dramatic move in semiotics was in separating the third term of the sign rela-
tion from the order of finite mind, with his distinction between interpretant and
interpreter, and the declaration that an interpretant need not be mental. This was the
move that sets Peirce apart in the history of philosophy and semiotics as cenoscopic
science; and this was the move that led to his famous proposal that “the universe is
perfused with signs, if it does not consist exclusively of them.”

The view that the universe consists exclusively of signs is the only view that
could properly be labeled pansemiotics or pansemiotism. But if there is a semiosis
beyond life, that specific extension calls for a specific term, not a comprehensive
one with an historical implication that “all is semiosis.” The best term proposed so
far for a semiosis at work prior to and independent of life but inevitably preparatory
to life and supportive of life once it has emerged is physiosemiosis.

There is no limit to the damage that can result from an ill-considered appro-
priation of such a term as “pansemiotics,” the historicity of which is loaded with
inevitable meanings from the past conveyed analogically quite beyond the ability of
an individual user effectively to control the usage by arbitrary stipulation. Arbitrari-
ness does not trump historicity; it merely feeds upon it.%® Indeed, there is evidence
that this appropriation (or misappropriation) of “pansemiotics” as a term of discus-
sion may already be “going viral.” Marc Champagne informs me:®

Todd Oakley writes (in Cognitive Semiotics 1, pp. 26-27, 27n2) that “Semiotics is the
study of signs produced intentionally by human beings and taken by other human beings as
expressions of their producers’ conscious mental states and communicative intentions”,”®
and states that those who “descend from the anthropological rung” (he cites Sebeok and
Hoffmeyer) are—hold on to your armchair—“pansemiotists”!

However lacking in semiotic sophistication Oakley’s assertion may be, it yet serves
as a reminder and illustration that terminology is more than arbitrary, and that the
“pars pro toto fallacy” is capable of many transformations as it continues to plague
discourse about signs.

% See Chap. 6 of Purely Objective Reality, “The Sign—Arbitrariness or Historicity” (Deely
2009d, pp. 84-109).

% Email of 3 July 2009.

0 Another colleague, in an email of 9 July 2009, 11:38 h, called this “the single most misguided
definition of ‘semiotics’ ever put to paper,” deserving to be “cited by semioticians of every stripe
as an example of exactly the kind of ignorance that we are up against.”
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But that the universe is perfused with signs no semiotician today has much—if
any—room to doubt. The only question outstanding is in what exactly does this
perfusion consist? Is it simply that all things are in principle knowable, but actually
to know any of them we depend upon the action of signs? Is it simply that all living
things in order to thrive and develop over time depend upon the action of signs? Or
is it indeed that the very universe itself, in order to make life possible in the first
place, was already partially dependent upon a virtual action of signs where objec-
tivity, too, was only virtual, while things alone were actual and interactive? (This
last was an idea already implicit in the Augustinian notion of signa naturalia, or
physionomic signs, in contrast to the signa data, or teleonomic signs, manifestative
of life.”")

It is a fascinating question, one that the indirect formal causality of relations in
their suprasubjective being as triadic inevitably poses. Particularly in view of the
singularity of semiosic causality, whereby it transpires not only among things that
are but between things that are and things that are not—yet or never, depends; but
not only upon the action of signs—it is not surprising that Sebeok, despite his own
view that life is the boundary line for the actual beginning of semiosis proper, char-
acterized the first book formally to propose an action of signs in nature prior to as
well as accompanying life’? as “the only successful modern English introduction to
semiotics.” How far the action of signs extends depends upon the causality proper to
signs; and what that causality is depends upon the being proper to signs as signs—
my goodness! The very question from which the whole of semiotics (the tofum, as
it were, not just this or that pars) arises in the first place!

2.3.10 Semiotics in the Twenty-First Century’s Dawn:
Sebeok’s Shaping Role

Before transitioning now to as large a picture as we can draw of the contours of se-
miotics as the emerging future wherein the proponents of semiotics struggle to find
the best way or ways to institutionalize the doctrine of signs within the framework
of university life as it has been shaped especially over the last three centuries by
the institutionalization rather of specializations within the academic community, let
us summarize the present section with an explicit delineation of the central shaping

7 See Deely (2009¢, 6.4.2). “To Capture Augustine’s Initiative in a Terminological Proposal,”
55-56, esp. the summary “Table.”

72 Deely 1990, Basics of Semiotics, Chap. 6, “Physiosemiosis and Phytosemiosis”. The fifth edi-
tion of this work (2009¢) contains in Chap. 12 (Sect. 12.4.1) a discussion of “Why Sebeok’s final
view of semiosis as co-extensive with life is not broad enough”. On Peirce in this matter, my
main comment so far is 1989a; on the prospect of physiosemiosis itself, see further 1993b, 1995,
1997, 1998a, 1999, 2001b, 2008a, and the first official SSA Session on the topic, “Adventures in
Physiosemiosis” with papers by Coletta (197-202) and Newsome (203-207) in Deely and Sbroc-
chi eds. (2008).
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role of Thomas A. Sebeok in giving to the global development of semiotics today
its overall shape or “direction.”

Since Saussure’s early twentieth-century kindling of the flame, the study of signs
as a “new science” has come a long way, and much has been learned about the
question, particularly with respect to what turns out to have been something of an
overstatement on Saussure’s part, namely, that as of his time the science in question
“does not exist.” We know now not only that Charles Peirce contemporaneously
with Saussure was independently engaged in the same question of establishing a
“science of signs,” but that he was going about the quest in a much better-informed
and broad-based manner—following, in fact, the “properly scientific” procedure
recommended by Aristotle throughout his works:”

it is necessary, while formulating the problems of which in our further advance we are to
find the solutions, to call into council the views of those of our predecessors who have
declared any opinion on this subject, in order that we may profit by whatever is sound in
their suggestions and avoid their errors.

Peirce was raised on Kant,’* and so had in philosophy a quintessentially “modern,”
i.e., an “epistemological,” formation. But he found in the moderns next to nothing
of value for penetrating the question of what signs are and how they function or act.
So he began to dig further in philosophy’s history, becoming thereby, in effect, the
first of the moderns to eschew Descartes’ advice that the Latins be ignored.

This move had the transforming effect to make of Peirce the “last of the moderns
and first of the postmoderns,” as I have elsewhere explained at length;”® for what
Peirce discovered was precisely that our Latin forebears had over many centuries
advanced in an understanding of the notion of sign as a distinctive subject mat-
ter requiring a scientific treatment of its own. In particular, he found also that the
discussion of sign to be fruitful presupposed as its “root notion,” so to say, rela-
tion as a suprasubjective reality, an idea originally broached by Plato,’® but fully
thematized only in Aristotle’s work”” as later taken up among the Latins and ap-
plied specifically to the question of sign. Peirce familiarized himself with the works
of Aquinas, Scotus, Ockham, and the Conimbricenses. He developed a particular
fondness for Scotus, as the first really to have advanced the realization that psycho-
logical states—“concepts” or “ideas”—function cognitively as sign vehicles. From

3 The particular passage I cite is from the ¢.330BC De Anima, Book I, the opening of Chap. 2,
403b20-23 in the Bekker pagination; but the content of this particular passage is found repeatedly
throughout the whole of Aristotle’s works.

74 The “udders of Kant,” as he put it: Peirce ¢.1902: CP 2.113.

75 Principally in Deely 2001a: esp. Chap. 15; but also earlier, in Deely 2000b: The Red Book http:/
www.helsinki.fi/science/commens/papers/redbook.pdfand elsewhere.

76 Esp. in Plato’s ¢. 399/390 BC middle dialogues “Parmenides,” “Phaedo,” “Theatetus,” but also
in the c. 359-347 BC late dialogue, “Sophist.” Cf. Cavarnos (1975, pp. 18-19), and passim.

77 For a full discussion of Aristotle on this point, see Deely (1985a, pp. 472-474), esp. fns. 112114
for the Greek texts. See also Deely (2001a, pp. 73-78), esp. “The category of relation,” 73-74.
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the Conimbricenses,” he adopted his famous thesis that “all thought is in signs,”
and from the Conimbricenses no doubt, Poinsot’s teachers,” he was put on the trail
of the decisive discovery, first fully formulated and set out in demonstrative form
by Poinsot in 1632,% that a triadic relation is required for any sign vehicle fully to
signify, and hence constitutes the formal and proper being of signs.

Virtually unknown in the matter of signs in the twentieth century’s first half,
when Saussure’s stipulated dyadic model for sign came into near-universal adop-
tion as the basis for semiotic discourse, by the 1960s, Peircean ideas had begun to
emerge from the background and sidelines of semiotic discussion to occupy instead
center stage, with the Saussurean stipulated dyadic model being increasingly dis-
placed by a Peircean triadic relational model uncovered by a prescissive cenoscopic
analysis rather than by stipulation or “decree.”

But exactly how did this move of Peirce from the sidelines to center stage come
about? The answer to that question lies in the work of one man above all others, the
linguist and “biologist manqué” Thomas A. Sebeok. Not only was Sebeok instru-
mental in bringing Peirce to the foreground of semiotic discourse, but he was also
responsible for the major shifts in terminology that accompanied and surrounded
this “Peircean emergence.”

As Peirce found and Sebeok fully realized (not only through Peirce but also
by his support for bringing to publication the semiotic of John Poinsot), “doctrina
signorum” is the oldest expression for a general theory of signs. Not only does
doctrina signorum go back to Augustine and, through him, pass down to Aquinas
and finally Poinsot in the first florescence of semiotic consciousness (understood
as the achievement of an explicit awareness that the being of signs consists, strictly
speaking, in a relation that is not only suprasubjective but also triadic in character),
but its English version as “doctrine of signs” was, as we saw, expressly pointed out
by John Locke as a synonym for his own neologism to name the subject, “semiot-
ics.” In addition, “doctrine of signs” was the expression similarly used by Charles
Sanders Peirce in his own investigations of the matter. The upshot of all this is that
doctrine of signs became the express choice made by Thomas A. Sebeok in his
unmasking of Saussure’s proposed basic model or patron général for the study of
signs as a “pars pro toto fallacy.”

Thus, Sebeok’s twofold establishment in the West—first, that semiotics #
semiology as a science based upon Saussure’s model of sign as a dyadic and wholly
anthropological (or anthropocentrically anthroposemiotic) construction; and, sec-
ond, that Saussure’s proposal of this equivalence was an instance of the “pars pro
toto” fallacy—remained largely hidden from Eastern eyes, by virtue of a simple

8 Conimbricenses 1607/1606: “De Signis,” Qu. 11, Art. 3, Sect. 3; Doyle (2001, p. 86; Latin and
87 English).

7 See Beuchot and Deely 1995: “Common Sources for the Semiotic of Charles Peirce and John
Poinsot.”

80 Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis, Book 1, Question 3.
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linguistic habit resulting from the adoption in the East of Saussure’s patron ge-
néral as linked from the first with the, in principle, broader term “semiotics.”!

Sebeok far from rested content with his, so to say, “conquest of the West” for
semiotics as a doctrina (a “cenoscopic science”), including culture but only as it-
self a species-specific part of nature as a larger and comprehensive whole. He was
determined to extend his conquest to the East as well, and thus to establish semi-
otics precisely as global® within what has proven to be the “postmodern era” of
intellectual culture as now dawning. To this end, Sebeok approached Juri Lotman
directly, both reporting on his initial discussions to an annual meeting of Semi-
otic Society of America,®* and expressing full confidence that Lotman would soon
enough join him3* in establishment of the “Tartu—Bloomington synthesis#—as we
might call the merger that Sebeok effected of Jakob von Uexkiill’s Umwelttheorie
with Lotman’s notion of modeling system—to form the basis for the whole devel-
opment today of biosemiotics, the study of an action of signs throughout the whole
of the living world.

As fate would have it, the joint statement of Sebeok and Lotman, however es-
tablished in spirit between the two, was never to reach the stage of formal “joint
statement,” by reason simply, as we may opine, of Lotman’s death in 1993. Yet it
remains that the shift of semiotic studies from an arbitrary and stipulated model
of sign to an experiential and cenoscopic understanding that the sign as vehicle
produces its effects by way of an arrangement determined by the position occupied
by any given idea, affect, object, or thing within a triadic relation (best explicated
theoretically first by John Poinsot in the early seventeenth century and then again
more fully in the evolutionary context of our understanding of the universe today by
Charles Sanders Peirce), was established globally through the work and influence
of Thomas A. Sebeok.

Susan Petrilli, in the remarks cited in our opening paragraphs that semiotics is “a
phenomenon more ‘of our time’ than it is of any time past,” is thus also correct in
her view that Thomas A. Sebeok had come to stand as the twentieth-century “found-
ing father” above all others, the “master of the masters of sign,” by the time the
twenty-first century dawned. We stand squarely in the first quarter of the first fully

81 Thus, in 1964, the very year following Sebeok’s introduction of the notion of zodsemiotics
expanding the understanding of signs beyond the artificial boundary of culture as set for the study
by Saussure and his epigones, Juri Lotman established the first semiotics journal, using there-
for the very name and spelling originally proposed by Locke:Enpimtikr. Ironically, this correct
stipulation for the doctrine of signs after only three issues was “corrected” by later editors to read
Inueiotikn—concerning which change it can only be said that “they knew not what they did,”
as detailed etymological study of the terms in question (Deely 2003b, 2004a) amply reveals. But
that is a side matter.

82 See my preface, “A Global Enterprise,” to the 1989 corrected reprinting of Sebeok’s 1979 book,
The Sign & Its Masters.

83 Sebeok 1987.
84 Sebeok 1998.

85 As we will in this chapter later see (note 117 and Appendix below), the full realization of Se-
beok’s aim in this matter would finally be achieved rather by the achievement of a “Tartu—Bloom-
ington—Copenhagen school,” and only some years after his death.
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postmodern century, we may say, insofar as semiotics itself appears more and more
distinctly as the positive essence of postmodernity as a philosophical—or, as Peirce
would have us say, a cenoscopic—development, the first formation of a community
of inquirers into the phenomenon of semiosis.

If today the question of physisemiosis stands open before us as a “final frontier”
in the question of how far does the action of signs extend, it is to Sebeok that we
owe the general recognition of this frontier, even as we owe to Peirce, thanks to his
laying down of the distinction between an interpreter and an interpretant “which

})

need not be mental”—the initial drawing of this “line in the sand.”3¢

2.3.11 After Sebeok and Beyond: Completing the Compass
of Semiotic Understanding

Reporting on the 9—18 December 2009 “United Nations Climate Change Confer-
ence” in Copenhagen, Denmark, Zhao Cheng, Tian Fan, and Wei Dongze com-
ment®’ that “History has shown once again that the biggest challenge of mankind
(in the full sense of “humankind”?) is mankind itself.” Where exactly in history
this point has been proven or repeatedly proven the authors do not say. Yet we can
say that nowhere in history has this point been demonstrated with the clarity and
thoroughness that semiotics is able to achieve, simply by reason of the fact that the
human animal emerges within history as the only animal able to become aware of
and directly affect the one process on which the whole of the living world most
completely depends, to wit, the action of signs or semiosis, in particular as that
action leads to a knowledge upon which control of things as they are and depends
over and above (or “beyond”) our animal cathexis of them as to our liking (+),
dislike (-), or indifference (&). Not all things are signs, any more than all objects
are things. But all things, even as all objects, are knowable only through and on
the basis of an action of signs, which is what makes the consequences of human
action upon the environment both something that can be known and something
that (through understanding in its technological expressions) can therefore be con-
trolled, which is the source of the “global” human responsibility for human action.
Now traditionally, the human responsibility for human action has been termed
“ethics,” and has been conceived principally if not exclusively with respect to the
actions of human beings within the realm of culture. The realization of our larger
responsibility for the whole of life on earth—sometimes termed “Gaia,” not in the
ancient mythological sense but in the postmodern sense originally specified by
Lovelock (1979 and after)—was slow in dawning. When Aristotle distinguished
“speculative understanding” of the nature of things from “practical understanding”
of the matters that fall under human control, the heavens were deemed eternal and

80 See “Peirce’s Grand Vision” (Deely 1989a).
87 Cheng et al. 2009: http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/zxxx/t648096.htm.
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unchangeable, as were also species on earth. Only individuals, and only earthly in-
dividuals, underwent birth and death (more exactly: “generation and corruption”),
and the sphere of human control reached its maximum extent in the political control
of the affairs of state. This view prevailed to the time of Galileo and Poinsot, when it
quickly began to dissolve, a dissolution culminating, we might say, in the aftermath
of Darwin’s famous work of 1859.

But once it had been discovered that not only earth but the whole of the universe
is subject to generation and corruption, that not only individuals but also the very
species into which individuals are born “come and go” and develop over time, it
could only be a matter of time till it would be understood that human responsibil-
ity is not simply a matter of individual, family, and state, but a matter of life on
earth as a whole and, perhaps eventually, even beyond our earth. When that realiza-
tion combines with the discovery that it is semiosis—the way of signs—that leads
“everywhere in nature, including (into) those domains where humans have never
set foot,”®® a whole new era of ethical understanding dawns. Speculative under-
standing as the ability to investigate and come to know the subjective constitution
and intersubjective connections among things as they exist independently of animal
cathexis now expands and extends practical understanding as far as science can turn
its knowledge into technology, a development clearly presaged in Aquinas’ obser-
vation®® that “speculative understanding by extension becomes practical.” And just
as the basis of all human understanding, speculative and practical alike, is the action
of signs, so the discovery that human control over things extends to a responsibility
for the whole of life on earth, including but not restricted to the human, leads to
the need for a rethinking of ethics as stringently bound up with and derived from
semiosis—even as is speculative understanding.

This was a development that first began to be realized in semiotics only as
Sebeok’s individual life neared its end.”® Always leery of ideology, Sebeok’s

8 Emmeche (1994, p. 126).

89 Aquinas (1266, Q. 79), Art. 11, sed contra. This insight Aquinas takes from Aristotle’s c. 330a BC
book On the Soul. What has changed now—in our day—is only the realization that it is the whole
of nature, not just the life of individuals on earth, that is subject to substantial change; whereupon
speculative understanding becomes practically limitless in its extension of showing us further how
the human animal can introduce into nature fundamental and far-reaching changes, touching the
heavens themselves—thus demanding an “ethical understanding” not at all confined merely to the
realm of human interactions within “society and culture.”

%0 Yet, here we may also note a curious parallel to the marginal status of Peirce in the original early-
to-mid-twentieth-century formation of inquirers into sign as a “community,” i.e., as a commonly
recognized focus within intellectual culture. As Peirce was marginal to semiotics in its initial phase
as semiology, so his entry into the mainstream brought to general attention one of the principal
correspondents of his later years, the British Victoria Lady Welby. Welby became known generally,
however (outside the Netherlands at least), in the Sebeokean universe of transition from minor to
major tradition semiotics mainly, almost exclusively, in terms of her 1903—-1911 correspondence
with Charles Peirce (see Hardwick 1977), and as coiner (in 1896) of the term “significs.”

In Italy, Welby’s emphasis on the “values” or ethical dimension in the action of signs at work
among human animals—which is the central meaning of the term “significs”—naturally enough
caught the attention of Susan Petrilli, one of Sebeok’s main collaborators on the international
scene, and this led Sebeok to take an interest in the matter, reflected even in Chap. 13 of his last
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seminal work in establishing the experiential basis of semiotics as extending as far
as we can prescissively establish an action of signs to be at work in nature indeed
is what makes him “belong to the timeless core of semiotics for every period,” as
Tarasti put it.”! Without speculative knowledge, there is no practical knowledge,
only animal cathexis reducing to the self-interest of the organism without regard
for “things in themselves.” So it must be said that the work of Sebeok’s generation
was to establish the foundations for our understanding of semiotics, while success
at that huge task in turn made inevitable an “ethical development” of semiotic
understanding—the extension of semiotics to encompass also the sphere of human
responsibility bound up with and inextricable from anthroposemiosis. Thus “in the
1990s, semiotic research [came] to a kind of parting of the ways,” where the main
line of development “instigates one to examine the subject who makes choices™?
precisely as bearing responsibility through consciousness of what the “good of the
whole” requires over and above yet also as including the self-interest of human
animals.

The first book to announce this “tipping point” in the development of semi-
otic consciousness was Eero Tarasti’s Existential Semiotics, published in 2000,

book (see Petrilli and Sebeok 1998). Now, as the twenty-first century completes its first decade,
even as Peirce emerged in from the early twentieth-century “semiotic sidelines,” so we seem des-
tined to witness a similar emergence on the part of his correspondent, Victoria Lady Welby. The
first major stage of this emergence, no doubt, is that recorded in the classic turn-of-the-century
synchronic survey of semiotics by Ponzio and Petrilli 2005, Chap. 2 “About Welby,” 80—137.
But this “first glimpse” is as nothing by comparison with the just released volume, Petrilli 2009
Signifying and Understanding. Reading the Works of Victoria Welby and the Signific Movement,
described by the editor of the series housing the 1048-page work (Cobley 2009b, p. ix) as a work
exhibiting a “degree of scholarship coupled with theoretical expertise and a vision for the future”
that is “seldom to be met with in academic life.” He concludes (ibid., x): “If you want to learn
how important Welby’s writings will be, start with this book.” And he is right. (More than that, in
my judgment, Cobley is the heir to the editorial genius within the semiotic community of Thomas
Sebeok himself.)

It is indeed, as Cobley (ibid.) says, Petrilli and not Sebeok who “makes Welby mean much to
both the present and the future;” yet this very fact makes equally clear that it will be a long time
before the various “moves beyond Sebeok” do not do so while bearing seminal linings from the
work of Sebeok’s own lifetime, which more than any other synchronicity of the twentieth century
established what will be forever more semiotics “major tradition.” The main point of Welby’s
significs (in line with what Sebeok established as the major tradition in semiotics, and similarly
to Peirce’s approach to the life of signs) is that it transcends pure descriptivism, to study signs and
meaning in their ethical, pragmatic, and even aesthetic dimensions, where semiotic theory inter-
sects axiology. Thus, significs, neatly within the major tradition, moves (or even begins) beyond
the strictly epistemological and cognitive boundaries of the sign sciences as first defined semio-
logically, including specifically those of language and communication studies. Leading beyond
the specialism of semantics as proposed in her day, Welby’s proposal of significs arises from the
assumption that the relation between sign, meaning, and value is of central importance in every
possible sphere of human interest and behavior.

91 Tarasti (2000, p. vii).

2 Ibid., 87, italics added. Worth mentioning here as classic among the early semiotic studies of
human subjectivity is Colapietro 1989; see also Sebeok 1977b, 1988d, 1989c.
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the penultimate year of Sebeok’s life and, fittingly enough, as a volume in the
“Advances in Semiotics” series that Sebeok edited for the Indiana University Press.
The development, long in gestation, was inevitable, needing only a clear and prop-
er name. That name effectively arrived with the publication in 2003 of the book,
Semioetica,”® by Augusto Ponzio and Susan Petrilli. Even as Sebeok established
semiotics as a global phenomenon with the intellectual culture of the twentieth cen-
tury, so Ponzio and Petrilli properly identified the ethical dimension within global
semiotics as semioethics—to wit, the attempt stringently to derive ethics within our
understanding of semiosis as the “practical extension” of semiotic consciousness,
an inevitable “sequel” thereto, as I have put it.**

It was the first move “beyond Sebeok,” but a move that became possible only
because of Sebeok’s central role in shaping the future of the doctrine of signs by
exposing the “pars pro toto fallacy” under which twentieth century semiotics began,
while shifting through that very exposure the foundation of semiotic inquiry from
epistemological stipulation a la Saussure to cenoscopic investigation a la Poinsot
and Peirce.

9 As is often, almost normally, the case with decisive terms, this term “semioethics” did not spring
simply full blown from the mind of Zeus, but is the outcome of a long series of intellectual re-
flection. Augusto Ponzio summarized the gestation for me thus in an email of 4 January 2010:
“Semioethics was born in early 80s in connection with the introduction to Italian translations
by Susan Petrilli of works of Sebeok, Morris, Welby, and my introduction and interpretation of
Bakhtin’s, Rossi-Landi’s, Giovanni Vailati’s, and Peirce’s works. Our problem was to find a term
which indicates study of the relation between signs and values, ancient semeiotica and semiot-
ics.... We coined terms and expressions such as ‘teleosemiotica’ ‘etosemiotica’, ‘semiotica etica’,
in contraposition to ‘semiotica cognitiva’ (see the Italian edition by Bonfantini: Peirce, Charles
Sanders, Semiotics. I fondamenti della semiotica cognitiva, a cura di Bonfantini et. al.; Torino:
Einaudi 1980)....

“The beginning of semioethics is in the introductions by me and Susan Petrilli to Italian edi-
tions (in translation by Petrilli) of Sebeok, 1/ segno e i suoi maestri (Bari: Adriatica 1985), and
Welby, Significato, Metafora e interpretazione (Bari, Adriatica 1985); in the essays we published
in Essays in Significs, ed. H. Walter Schmitz (Amsterdam: John Benjamins 1990); in Susan’s
books of the 80s such as Signifcs, semiotica, significazione (Pref. by Sebeok, Adriatica 1988), and
my own of that period, such as Filosofia del linguaggio (Adriatica 1985).

“In a private note in the context of the International Colloquium ‘Refractions. Literary Criti-
cism, Philosophy and the Human Sciences in Contemporary Italy of the 1970s and the 1980s’,
Department of Comparative Literature of Carlton University, Ottawa, 27—19 settembre 1990 (in
the discussion of my communication, Rossi-Landi tra ‘ldeologie’ e ‘Scienze umane’), 1 used the
Italian term ‘Semioetica’, as displacement of ‘e’ in Italian word ‘semeiotica’: a play that indicates
in Semiotics the ancient vocation of Semeiotics (of Hippocrates and Galen) for improving or bet-
tering life. [See now Petrilli 2007.]

“But in the title of three lessons of Curtin University of Technology in Perth, Australia with
Susan I used still ‘teleosemiotica’: ‘Teleosemiotics and global semiotics’ (July-September, 1999,
Australia, lecture tour: Adelaide University, Monash University of Melbourne, Sydney University,
Curtin University of Perth, Northern Territory University of Darwin).

“The book of 2003 by Susan and me, Semioetica, is the landing, or final achievement, of this
long crossing of texts, conceptions, and words, as it results in bibliographic references.” See now
Petrilli 2014: Sign Studies and Semioethics.

% Deely 2010: “Sequel: The Ethical Entailment of Being a Semiotic Animal,” 107-126. See also
Deely 2004c, contextualizing the remarks of Petrilli 2004 in the same volume.
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2.4 Projecting What We Have Learned About
Interdisciplinarity: From 330 BC to c. AD 2075

Becoming conscious of the historicity of human thought with its depth dimension
of collective experience, reaching back through generations long dead yet some-
how alive now and influencing the unconscious and preconscious development of
contemporary minds, especially through language as “the house of being” (in Hei-
degger’s sense),” is one of the most essential and humbling dimensions of that
metasemiosis we have come to call “semiotics.” Therein the semiosis underlying
every age of cosmic and biological evolution begins to become conscious of itself
in the human being as a semiotic self.

Here, from within the synchronic perspective of now, 2015, I want to situate
this ongoing development of the doctrine of signs as it presents itself to us today
precisely as the inherently interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary perspective and
process in and by which the whole of human knowledge is engendered and orga-
nized. Only by becoming conscious of this underlying process—semiosis—do we
have the possibility to best organize, or at least better organize, our institutions
and instruments of intellectual culture. As regards its completion, I address now a
future task; but its beginning is now, both as incorporating insights from authors
past and as projecting in outline an outcome which will make of interdsciplinarity
as semiotics institutionalized within the postmodern academy what specialization
as ideoscopic science has been to the modern academy.

Now, it is high time to resolve the paradox imposed upon us by the modern peri-
od of philosophy’s long history. The moderns spent almost three centuries trying to
persuade one another that the human mind works in such a way that communication
cannot occur. This sounds ridiculous, yet communication, presupposed to all argu-
ment and discourse, cannot possibly occur if the human mind works the way that
Kant, for example, claimed that it did: namely, by forming mental representations
behind and beyond which lay the reality of things (including that of other human
selves). The development began, no doubt, with Ockham’s doctrine that relation
has no being of its own other than a mind-dependent being.”® To take communica-
tion seriously, however, is to set out on the road to discovering that not only does
relation have a being that can be mind-independent as well as mind-dependent, but
that this indifference to the two orders is the singularity of relation among all the
modes of mind-independent being; for all other varieties of mind-independent being
are what they are only as mind-independent.

This “singularity” of relation, its positive indifference to circumstance as deter-
mining it now to the mind-independent order, now to the mind-dependent order,
was used by Aquinas to reconcile the inner life of God as Trinity with the unity of
God as ipsum esse subsistens. But it was John Poinsot, in 1632, who was the first to
latch on to the realization that the singularity of relation is precisely what makes any

% See Deely 2000a.
% See the treatment of nominalism in Deely 2008a.
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and all communication possible, whether within the Godhead among the Divine
Persons, or between God and the world, or within the world between finite creatures
of whatever sort. In short, it was Poinsot who first explicitated the point that rela-
tion's singularity is the ground of the prior possibility of semiosis, and the essence
of semiosis wherever an action of signs succeeds to occur.

Thus, semiosis effects the interweave between thoughts and things whenever and
wherever communication occurs, verbal or otherwise. But why did it take so long
for the human animals to realize that they are unique above all in being semiotic
animals,”’ able to recognize that there are signs and to investigate their action—
upon which, it turns out, the whole of animal knowledge, not only that of humans,
depends throughout—in contrast to merely using signs, as is true of all animals and
even plants and (as it increasingly seems) of the physical environment even in its in-
organic aspects of development as first leading up to and afterward sustaining life?
The ancients thought of signs only in nature; the Latins took 1100 years to develop
their general notion of sign as transcending the nature/culture contrast to the point
where it became clear that triadic relations alone complete signs in their proper be-
ing; the moderns went adrift entirely, and took almost 300 years to conclude (little
else was possible, given the parameters of their so-called epistemology) that there
are signs all right, but only in and filtered by culture. Postmodernity began with
Peirce’s recovery of the line of insight marked out by the premodern Latin develop-
ment, and so semiotics of the twentieth century, though launched with a modern
myopia, soon enough (thanks to the later Latins, Peirce and Sebeok) expanded to its
broader horizon of sign activity throughout nature. But the whole picture, right up
to the “postmodernity” of semiotics at the dawn of the twenty-first century, is clear
testimony to Peirce’s observation that’®

it is extremely difficult to bring our attention to elements of experience which are continu-
ally present. For we have nothing in experience with which to contrast them; and without
contrast, they cannot excite our attention.... The result is that roundabout devices have to
be resorted to, in order to enable us to perceive what stares us in the face with a glare that,
once noticed, becomes almost oppressive with its insistency.

For those who have become reflectively aware of the action of signs, semiosis is as
clear as day—oppressively or blindingly clear, as Peirce might say; yet for that as-
yet-much-larger multitude who have still to realize the dependency of objects upon
signs, and the derivative status of things from objects experienced, “much as a pair
of blue spectacles will prevent a man from observing the blue of the sky,” so will

7 This notion indeed constituting a postmodern definition of the human being, one which tran-
scends patriarchy and feminism alike, even as it supersedes the ancient and medieval notion of “ra-
tional animal” and (even more) the modern notion of “thinking thing,” thanks to semiotics’ bridg-
ing (as Baenziger remarks on the jacket of Deely 2010) “the chasm of modern philosophy.” For the
most advanced “postmodern analysis” developing this notion to date, see Williams Deely 2015.

9% Peirce 1901: CP, 1.134.
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everyday awareness of objects as “things” prevent one from observing the action of
signs underlying all awareness.”

Aristotle had a broader conception of psychology than did Saussure. Nonethe-
less, when he proposed for consideration his famous triangle of mental states, outer
things, and utterances communicating between the two, ! he anticipated Saussure’s
notion that it was to psychology that we should have to look to understand the in-
terweaving of these three elements. Not until the 1632 Treatise of Poinsot would we
find a full statement to the contrary, a statement to the effect that it is the action of
signs, not psychology, that provides the basis for communication by logical or any

other means!'"!

2.4.1 Tracing from Within the Present a Long Trajectory

Let us then introduce into our current synchronic view elements from the larger dia-
chrony of our investigation’s subject matter, both elements which long antecede our
synchrony (from c. 330 BC), and elements which project beyond the possible dura-
tion of our present synchrony (to AD 2075 or so). By that time, we may reasonably
expect that the synchronic conflicts between modern specializations and the need
for a cenoscopic framework allowing an overview of ideoscopy within intellectual

% Thus, semiotics provides the answer to Heidegger’s question (1927, p. 437), “Why does Be-
ing get ‘conceived’ ‘proximally’ in terms of the present-at-hand and not in terms of the ready-
to-hand, which indeed lies closer to us?”—*“closer” indeed generically as animals, but not at all
closer species-specifically to semiotic animals, at least not once actively engaged analytically in
metasemiosis.

100 Aristotle ¢. 330 BC: Heszp,u,uvszao (Latin Perihermenias) 16a3-9 (Greek text from Bekker
1831):“Eott pé&v ovv td &v Th ovi TdV &v Th yoyi tadnpdtov GUuBoka Kot ™ ypopouevo TdvV
&v T Qovi. Kol mcmap 008¢ ypppata néot té avtd, ovdE povaial avtal OV pévTol TadTa
onueio TpOTOV, TADTY TAGt Tadnpata THS Woyfg, koi GV Todta dpoduaTe TPdypaTe o
TAOTE. TEPL PEV 0LV ToVTmV sipnTar &V Tolg mepi Wuyic, — GAANG yop Tpaypoteiag.”

Aristotle Perihermenias, 16a3-9, Latin trans. from Boethius ¢. AD 514: “Sunt ergo ea quae
sunt in voce earum quae sunt in anima passionum notae, et ea quae scribuntur eorum quae sunt in
voce. Et quemadmodum nec litterac omnibus eaedem, sic nec eaedem voces; quorum autem hae
primorum notae, eaedem omnibus passiones animae sunt, et quorum hae similitudines, res etiam
eaedem. De his quidem dictum est in his quae sunt dicta de anima—alterius est enim negotii.”

Aristotle On Interpretation, 16a3-9, English trans. from Edghill 1926: “Spoken words are the

symbols of mental experience and written words are the symbols of spoken words. Just as all men
have not the same writing, so all men have not the same speech sounds, but the mental experiences,
which these directly symbolize, are the same for all, as also are those things of which our experi-
ences are the images. This matter has, however, been discussed in my treatise about the soul, for it
belongs to an investigation distinct from that which lies before us.”
101 Poinsot 1632: “Remarks on Aristotle’s Perihermenias,” 38/1-2, and 11-19: “Libri Periherme-
nias sic vocantur quasi dicas ‘de Interpretatione’.... Sed tamen, quia haec omnia tractantur in his
libris per modum interpretationis et significationis, commune siquidem Logicae instrumentum est
signum, quo omnia eius instrumenta constant, idcirco visum est in praesenti pro doctrina horum
librorum ea tradere, quae ad explicandam naturam et divisiones signorum in Summulis insinuata,
huc vero reservata sunt.”
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culture should largely have been resolved—or so we are entitled to hope. Here I can
do no more than to lay out some preliminary reflections on this problem of how to
“fit semiotics in” to the institutional university structure. After all, it took a couple
of centuries for the traditional universities to figure out how to incorporate modern
science—i.e., ideoscopic science, the kind of knowledge that could never be ar-
rived at independently of experimentation with instruments extending the senses
and mathematization of the results—into their academic structures. Up to the time
of Galileo and even a while after, the universities had relied exclusively (but with-
out recognizing its proper nature and limits) on cenoscopy, i.e., the kind of science
that semiotics consists in. Within that earlier cenoscopy uncomprehending of ceno-
scopy’s proper limits that was called “scholasticism,” the first establishment of the
standpoint required for semiotic (Poinsot 1632) came too late to head off the disas-
trous toppling of ideoscopy from its cenoscopic foundations, a toppling wrought
by modern philosophy but precipitated by abuses of cenoscopy in the hands of
religious and civil authorities.'%? If we succeed to reinstitutionalize cenoscopy, now
along with the spectacular ideoscopic achievements of modernity, then we will have
performed a great service indeed to the emerging global intellectual culture of the
human species. But the success of this enterprise certainly exceeds my synchronic
(though not diachronic) participation, and can be expressed in the present pages
only after the manner of something like a prognostication. Borrowing Sebeok’s
words from a similar occasion,!®® and changing only the referent—the “supposi-
tion,” as logicians might want to put it—of the opening demonstrative pronoun used
adjectivally, I now say that “This abductive assignment becomes, henceforth, the
privilege of future generations to pursue, insofar as young people can be induced to
heed the advice of their elected medicine men.”

This fourth main section of the present chapter intends no more than to provide
an “indexical pointer,” as it were, an extended index finger indicating a future out-
come, to the problem of institutionalizing semiotics within the academic structure
of the postmodern university world—or, as we might better put it, the problem of
adapting the modern university specializations structure to an intellectual culture
no longer modern but postmodern, and hence with no longer only an uncognized
semiosis underlying but now also an overlying conscious semiotics at its identify-
ing core.

Let us begin with a backward glance to c. 330 BC, then proceed by way of pre-
scissive analysis to trace forward to AD 2075 or so the trajectory that now appears
now to have been launched by Aristotle’s indication of the fact that an understand-
ing of his words/things/thoughts triangle presupposes “some other science.” In the
process, we will discover that that “other science,” suggested by Aristotle himself as
what would develop in the Latin world and continue in the modern world as “psy-
chology,” and also “logic” (that one of the three original “liberal arts” concerned

102 This is the tale I have tried to recount in The crossroad of signs and ideas volume with Des-
cartes & Poinsot as its main title (Deely 2008a), a volume which, fortuitously, was published in
the very week that 33rd Annual Meeting of the Semiotic Society of America opened in October of
2008 under the theme of “Specialization, Semiosis, and Semiotics.” See also Deely 2001a: Ch. 11.

103 Sebeok (1984c, p. 21), in finem.
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with discourse within the soul as the basis for writing and rhetoric alike), turns out
to be—that “other science”—neither logic nor psychology, but semiotics.

2.4.2 The Triangle of Words, Thoughts, and Things

Aristotle’s triangle, like all triangles, has three points or “termini” and three sides.
The question is, what exactly are the three termini and, in terms of relations, what
is represented by the three sides? In English, the three termini may quite accurately
be said to be words, things, and “passions of the soul,” which are actually not
thoughts properly speaking but rather that upon which the formation of thoughts
as well as feelings is based, or those “specifications” resulting from the physical
interaction of the animal’s body with the surrounding environment of physical
things out of which thoughts grow.

2.4.3 Premodern Background to Understanding the Triangle

Later, the Latin commentators on Aristotle will develop these points in a terminol-
ogy which, effectively, was lost in the transition from Latin Age to modern philoso-
phy.!* In terms of that (lost) terminology, the passiones animae or “passions of
the soul” are the forms of specification (species impressae) for developing thought
which have their origin in the action of sensible things upon the senses, as these
stimuli are further developed or shaped by the active interpretive response of the in-
ternal senses of memory, imagination, and estimation that together or “collectively”
constitute, on the side of animal Innenwelt, the foundations or basis (species expres-
sae, or “phantasms”) for the relations to the environment constituting the animal
objective world, the Umwelt.

But these phantasms presenting to the animal its surroundings as interpreted are
themselves transformed by the activity of the intellect itself (intellectus agens) from
being species expressae as perceptual thoughts into being for intellection rather
species impressae, specificative passions—specifying impressions actively formed
by but passively received from the activity of internal sense, serving now not to
interpret the outer surroundings, but rather internally to activate the intellectus pos-
sibilis as capable in principle of coming to know “all things,” the whole of being.

Thus, what for the brute animal are already thoughts structuring objects per-
ceived, become now for the human animal transformed further into a new level
of specificative passions. These are specifying impressions actively formed by the

104 Maritain (1959, p. 115 text and notes) terms the species, both impressae and expressae, as be-
ing “terms without counterpart in modern philosophy.” The reader interested in the full details of
the question—actually quite important for semiotics—is referred to the Intentionality and Semiot-
ics treatment in Deely 2007b: esp. Chap. 4, “Specifying forms, impressed and expressed—terms
without equivalence in modern philosophy,” pp. 23-32.
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activity of internal sense (just as the species impressae of external sense are actively
formed by the activity of surrounding bodies upon the animal body) but now pas-
sively received rather from the activity of the intellect transforming the phantasms
by adding to them the relation of “self-identity” into a new level of specificative
passions (i.e., specifying impressions passively received from the activity of inter-
nal sense now “made intelligible”).

In this way the phantasms, terminative for the activity of sense, are rendered me-
diative for the activity of understanding or “intellect.” As such, i.e., newly minted as
species impressae intellectus from the species expressae phantasiandi, these “pas-
sions of the soul” are not yet impressions from things received via sense actually
understood, but now at last impressions able to be thought about intellectually,
and not only as sense perceived. Only now, in response to these “passiones ani-
mae” (as “able to be intellectually considered”), does the human understanding in
its proper and distinctive awareness come to life, responding to the phantasms (the
phantasma transformata, as it were) in and by the formation of its own interpretive
specifications of human awareness (species expressae intellectae, as opposed to the
phantasms transformed into species impressae intelligibiles). This final product of
intellectual activity, a product not of the intellectus agens transforming the phan-
tasms into species intelligibiles, but of the intellectus possibilis itself (activated by
phantasms-as-sense-impressions-now-intelligible) forming on its own species intel-
lectae as foundations of relations'? to objects as they may exist “in themselves”
(whether mind-dependently, mind-independently, or in any admixture of the two),
constitutes what are commonly termed today “thoughts” or “ideas”—i.e., cogni-
tive in contrast to cathectic psychological states—species-specific to the semiotic
animal.

But this modern way of speaking ought not be allowed to blind us to that fact that
these species-specifically human thoughts are possible only within and on the basis
of the generically animal thoughts which are not species-specific to human animals
but are rather generically common to all animals as living in a world of cognized
objects irreducible to physical things because they are cathectically organized not
in the same way that the things are organized but precisely and rather according to
the interests and sophistication of the animal perceiving.!'%

105 j.e., just as the phantasms as species expressae of memory, imagination, and estimation are
terminative productively but not terminative cognitively, just so the species expressae of under-
standing are terminative productively but as produced serve only and further to provenate relations
having objects as their termini. Thus, the characteristic of all thought (species expressae), generi-
cally animal and specifically human equally, as Poinsot best and most clearly put it (1632: Book
11, Question 2), is to present what is other than itself, and so to exist and function in the capacity
of sign vehicles; but whereas generically animal thought terminates always and simply at ob-
jects as related to the animal, specifically human thought adds to this awareness as self-interested
(transforming it without displacing it) the further dimension of awareness of these same objects as
involving things in themselves.

106 The earliest formulation I have found of this insight that will become central to the doctrine of
signs in Poinsot’s work, to the Umwelttheorie of Jakob von Uexkiill, and to contemporary semiot-
ics through and after the work of Sebeok, is in Cajetan 1507: in I.1, art. 3: “aliae enim sunt divisio-
nes entis in esse rei, aliae in genere scibilis” (cited by Poinsot 1632 at 149/44-46).
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2.4.4 Modern Attempts to Semanticize the Triangle

We can see even from this brief summary that it is already an “over the top” inter-
pretation of Aristotle’s triangle to render the “passions of the soul” without quali-
fication as “thought,”!%” and to treat the triangle as fundamentally “semantic,” ap-
parently just because it involves “words” as one of its three terms—as we find first
in Gomperz (1908), perhaps most famously in Ogden and Richards (1923),'% and
later in the unsound attempts (such as Kretzmann 1967, 1974; esp. O’Callaghan
2003; inter alia) to make of this characterization a “Thomistic” interpretation of
Aristotle.'%

Yet it must also be said, in favor of the influential semantic use made of the
triangle in that seminal work on meaning by Ogden and Richards, that there are no
“words” until ideas or concepts have been formed as incorporative of the passions
of the soul. So we should keep well in mind, while considering this seminal text
of Aristotle c. 330 BC On Interpretation 16a3-8, its author’s own caveat (italic
added): “This matter has, however, been discussed in my treatise about the soul, for
it belongs to an investigation distinct from that which lies before us.” Hence, the
relevance of the above summary of the Latin commentary tradition on the works
of Aristotle, from the time of Albert the Great, the principal teacher of St. Thomas
Aquinas and the first of the Latins to comment on the full corpus of Aristotle’s writ-
ings, down to the time of Poinsot, who first established the irreducible triadicity of
the relational being proper to signs.

2.4.5 Aristotle’s Caveat on the Need to Understand the Triangle
Through “An Investigation Distinct” from Inquiries
into Logic and Language

Thus, as we look back on the statement of Aristotle’s triangle at the opening of his
Perihermenias or “On Interpretation” text, we have to note carefully two things: not

107 An attempt to trace the complex origin of the “passions” in the interactions of the human body
with surrounding bodies (perhaps in some contradiction with his more general res cogitans/res
extensae metaphysics) without, however, particular regard to either Aristotle or his triangle, was
made in the earliest days of modern philosophy by none other than Descartes himself (1649), in
the last of his works to be published in his lifetime.

Interestingly, Descartes’ treatment of the “passions” concerns what we would today call ca-
thectic psychological states no less than the cognitive ones. It is a kind of sketch of psychology
with an eye to moral philosophy, more relevant to the understanding today of Umwelt theory (in
the matter of how the animal organizes its cognized surroundings in terms of objects cathected
as+/0/-) than it is to the question of the triangle now before us.

18 This book, The Meaning of Meaning, without doubt made the triangular model much as Ar-
istotle had long ago suggested a central focus in the twentieth-century semiotics development.
See, e.g., “Working with Interpreters of the Meaning of Meaning. International Trends among
Twentieth-Century Theorists,” Petrilli 2010: Essay #2, pp. 49-88.

109 See details in Deely 2008b.
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only that “In these books Aristotle treats principally of the statement and proposi-
tion,” but also that he opens this treatment by mentioning a triadic structure which,
as he himself puts it, “belongs to an investigation distinct” from the matter of spo-
ken and written forms of linguistic communication, a distinct investigation which is
not only prior but indeed foundational to the inquiry into logical discourse.

Poinsot, in his own remarks on the text introduced with Aristotle’s statement of
the triangle, points out that all the matters treated properly and directly in Aristotle’s
Books on interpretation “are treated in those books by way of interpretation and
signification, since indeed the universal instrument of logic is the sign.”

Then he turns to Aristotle’s caveat, the matter of the distinct and prior inves-
tigation needed to understand the matter of the triangle as it will form part of the
discussion, even if not fundamentally, in the “perihermenias books”—the books on
the logical component or dimension of interpretation as linguistically expressible.

But here, we shall shortly see, Poinsot goes beyond Aristotle in a rather striking
fashion. For Aristotle, the “passions of the soul” belonged primarily and broadly to
the treatment of psychology''*—the De anima, which dates from the same period as
the De interpretatione, indeed, but which Aristotle refers to as “already having been
written” when he begins the De interpretatione.

2.4.6 Causality and the Relationships Within and Constitutive
of the Triangle

Very important to note from the start, and keep in mind throughout, is the difference
between causal interactions (Aristotle’s categories of “action” and “passion”) and
the relations which are generated by and result from those interactions (Aristotle’s
notion of relation as a distinct category of mind-independent being in the very sense
that Ockham and modern philosophy after Ockham will relegate exclusively to the
status of mind-dependent being). The two are commonly—almost always, histori-
cally (which helps to explain the long delay in general establishment of a semiotic
consciousness in the long history of cenoscopic science we call “philosophy”)—
conflated and confused. A causal interaction is commonly called a “causal relation,”
but this is no more true than it would be to call an offspring a “sexual interaction.”
Just as a child comes into being through a sexual interaction, but is for sure some-
thing distinct from, over and above, and subsequently quite independent of that
original interaction long since ceased, so it is with relations. Efficient causal inter-
action (agere et pati) requires physical proximity, but not so relations consequent
upon physical interaction. “For far or near, a son is in the same way the son of his
father;”!'" whence “distance neither conduces to nor obstructs the resultance of a
pure relation, because these relations do not depend upon a local situation.”

110 Recall Sausure’s location of “semiology” as falling under “general psychology.”

U Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis, Second Preamble “On Relation,” Art. 1, “Whether there
exist relations which belong to the order of mind-independent being,” 85/11-12 and 8-11.
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2.4.6.1 Iconic dimension

Yet action follows upon being: as a thing is, so does it act (“agere sequitur esse”);
and while the thing acted upon bears the traces of the action upon it, in turn,
according to its own being (“quidquid recipitur, secundum modum recipientis
recipitur”), the resulting relation thus necessarily bears the stamp of both action
and passion—subject acting and subject acted upon. Thus, speaking of the relations
between “things” of the physical environment and “passions” of the soul (that is
to say, initially, the psychological effects within the animal produced by the in-
teractions within the sphere of awareness of its own body with the surrounding
bodies making up its immediate environment), it is not indexicality that Aristotle
foregrounds but rather the iconicity that follows upon interaction as indexical, the
formal resemblance that survives the interaction itself and provides the basis after-
ward for tracing even the indexicality—for example, in a forensics investigation.

2.4.6.2 Symbolic dimension

It is the same on the other sides of the triangle: Aristotle is focusing on the relations
as suprasubjective modes,''? rather than on the causal interactions that relations may
involve or presuppose. Psychological states as they issue in vocal sounds, for ex-
ample, are but creating outward effects symptomatic of the inward state. Words as
physical sounds or marks (or movements), however symptomatic of inner states, are
not thus words. As words physical sounds, marks, and movements have a confent, in-
formational or poetic, cognitive or cathectic, more or less pure or mixed, as the case
may be; but that content depends upon an exaptation, a successful social stipulation
and hence (eventually) a custom, thanks to which the words refer to the passions and
to the things designated as signified alike symbolically rather than iconically.

2.4.6.3 Indexical dimension as underlying

Thus, within Aristotle’s triangle, the closest we come to indexicality, directly con-
sidered is the ouueiov as a symptom'' relation between “words”—not as such,
but as physical occurrences intentionally or unintentionally emitted in the behavior
of the human being as an animal organism—and the psychological states or

12 Actually, Aristotle is thinking exclusively in terms of intersubjectivity, as the being relation
has in the order of mind-independent to Ov; only with Poinsot and the formal advent of semiotics
will the focus shift to suprasubjectivity as the being singular to relation as transcending all sub-
jective contrasts within the order of mind-independent being, including the contrast of ens reale
as including both subjectivity and intersubjectivity to ens rationis and purely objective being as
ontologically relative throughout, and hence suprasubjective in sign and signified whether or not
intersubjective in any given case.

113 On the general sense of cuueiov as sign specifically narrowed to cupeiov as symptom, see Baer

(1986).
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“passions;” whereas, the symbola relations between words and passions (as also
the symbola relations between words and things) depend rather upon the super-
position or “imposition” of an intention upon those symptoms, whereby, they are
transformed “conventionally” to become not merely physical occurrences but also
linguistic occurrences at the same time. While as symbols the linguistic occurrences
are usually and to a greater or less extent intentional, precisely as symptoms they
need not be intentional. (I may groan in pain merely because of the pain suffered; or
I may groan in pain, mainly to gain sympathy from those around me—or, of course,
both!) So, while passions presuppose indexical interactions with things, these inter-
actions survive in the present mainly as iconic relations. While words presuppose
passions, they do not mainly iconically but rather symbolically represent the content
of the passions. Hence, only indirectly do words manifest the relation of passions to
things, even when they themselves are used directly to speak about things.'!4

2.4.6.4 Entanglement in language of culture with nature

Yet from this very symptomatic relation of passions to words, an adaptive relationship
alongside and underlying the exaptive symbolic relation of words to passions, sec-
ondary features of iconism between passions and words are inevitable intermixtures
(entanglements) within the conventional or “arbitrary” relations between words and
passions—exactly as Jakobson lately (1965) forced the Saussureans reluctantly to
realize. As we will shortly see, Jakobson’s point penetrates deeper than even Lotman
realized in exposing the inadequacy of the signifiant/signifié model as an answer to
the guide-question of semiotics: what is the being proper to and distinctive of sign?
For dyads do not make a triad, however much thirdness depends upon secondness in
multiple ways. What Lotman (1990, p. 6) considered to be the “unrejectable corner-
stones” of modern semiotics prove not rather to be so much rejectable as definitively
regional abstractions necessary to create the analytical fiction of langue as a purely
synchronic “essence” not only “external to the individual” but further something the
individual “by himself is powerless either to create or to modify.”

2.4.6.5 Primary modeling is not “langue”

Ah yes, but insofar as this langue “exists only in virtue of a kind of contract agreed
between the members of a community,”!''> while the individual “by himself” is pow-
erless to create or to modify it, that same individual as a semiotic animal, even
though happening to be a member of that “contractually bound community,” can
indeed and often enough does succeed to modify the langue from without. This

4 Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis, Appendix A, 345/9-10 and 349/37-351/8: “Voces unica
significatione significant res et conceptus... principalius [autem] signficent... res, nisi forte ipsa
res significata sit conceptus vel eius intentio.

115 Lotman (1990, p. 5).
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possibility of success obtains precisely because linguistic communication is not
the primary but only the secondary modeling system within anthroposemiosis, ex-
actly as Sebeok was the first to point out''® in his ingenious synthesizing of the
work of von Uexkiill and Lotman''” into a single vision of anthroposemiosis as not
only a species-specific process but also always and essentially a generically animal
process.''® Within anthroposemiosis overlapping zodsemiosis, then, “linguistic
communication” arises as an exaptation rather than an adaptation. Saussurean
langue, we may say, is but the abstract model of that biologically underdeveloped
feature of the human Innenwelt which, as exapted, created in the first place lin-
guistic communication as the species-specifically human system indispensable for
entry, beyond “society,” into the realm of culture as constituting finally the tertiary
modeling system.

2.4.6.6 Diachrony preceding and succeeding “langue’s” synchrony

Synchrony in a near-geometric sense, may be the essence of Saussurean langue as
a secondary modeling system, but diachrony is the essence of language in the root
sense from which langue is exapted. Precisely from the biologically undetermined
human Innenwelt still generically animal come those changes “only in one or other
of'its elements” (i.e., the elements of langue) which are initially “outside the system”
of langue, indeed, while it remains that “the systems (within langue) are affected by
them.” Here already is a decisive proof that synchrony, the essence of /angue as a
secondary modeling system, can only as an abstraction (comparable to the abstrac-
tion by which Euclidean geometry was achieved) even partially escape diachrony
as a larger context within which evolution—cosmic, biological, linguistic—is inevi-

116 See Sebeok 1984b, 1987, 1988a & b, 1991b & ¢, 1998.

17 See the Appendix to the present work, “Sebeok’s Synthesis: The Tartu-Bloomington— Copen-
hagen School,” p. 69 below.

18 The point of Sebeok’s synthesis is that any exclusive focus on language, whether in the
root sense of the species-specifically human adaptation within the Innenwelt as generically an-
imal, or in the sense of linguistic communication as an exaptation of that biologically under-
determined adaptive feature, distorts the place in nature and biosphere as a whole of the hu-
man as animal. Such a focus—precisely the focus of “semiology” as originally conceived
to be the whole of the “new science of signs”—distortively glosses over generically zodse-
miosis both as regards the dependency of language in its root sense upon those larger process-
es and as regards the overlap thereof within anthroposemiosis. For it is the zodsemioses with
which anthroposemiosis is intertwined and interdependent even for the exercise of its species-
specific communication as linguistic that constitutes that “primary modeling process” as a
whole on the basis of which the biologically underdetermined feature of “language in the root
sense” becomes accessible for exaptation in the first place. (See most recently Cobley 2014.)
At the Innenwelt level, “language” is anything but an independent feature: language in this root
and at that level is precisely that—a feature within the larger whole of an animal modeling system,
just as is any species-specific Innenwelt adaptation of the animal modeling system as giving rise to
communicative channels distinctive of this or that group of animal individuals. Details of Sebeok’s
argument are laid out in Deely 2007.



2 Semiotics “Today”: The Twentieth-Century Founding ... 73

table, and from which signifié in the semiotic sense (significatum), in sharp contrast
to the semiological sense of signifi¢ (mental representation), cannot be omitted.'"”

2.4.7 Brief Excursus on “Deconstruction”

Consider, in Aristotle’s triangle, as we are about to see, on side #1 (the base),'?
words and things are directly connected only unilaterally, in a one-sided and 100 %
symbolic relation directly from the words to the things. There is no mutual rela-
tion, no direct relation back from the things to the words. To speak of, there is no
iconicity, no indexicality. There is the direct relation through stipulation (and after
custom) from words to things whereby the words are symbols, that is all; but there
is no direct relation from the things back to the words. Here alone, we will see,
could one have a chance to speak of something like “arbitrariness” with little or no
entanglement of iconicity, “pure” arbitrariness. Saussure does not look to this rela-
tion in his linguistic sign model and he makes no direct place for it in the model,
no place at all.

On side #2 of the triangle (things to thoughts),'?! there is a direct, two-way rela-
tion between thoughts (as “passions of the soul”) and things, indeed; but this iconic,
reciprocal relation has no direct connection with words.

On side #3 of the triangle'?? (thoughts to words, words to thoughts), there is no
single two-way relation between thoughts and words, nor is there a single one-way
relation between thoughts and words. On this side there are fwo one-way relations,
one of thoughts to words as symptoms of mental representations (passions to vocal,
gestured, or written expressions), and a second of words to thoughts as symbolized
(linguistic expressions to passions).

So, if we consider the relations in which words alone are directly related to
anything other than themselves, we see that there are three such relations: (1) a
relation of words to things, which is a symbolic relation, “arbitrary” in the sense of
wanting for any internal iconicity or indexicality; (2) a relation of words to thoughts
inasmuch as the words symbolize the thoughts, a relation which is also arbitrary
as wanting internal iconicity or indexicality directly yet not without entanglement
therein; and (3) a relation of words to thoughts as symptoms (onueia), thereof,
which relation involves both indexicality and iconicity.

In Saussure’s arbitrary signifiant/signifi¢ model, not only is side #3 of the tri-
angle the only side taken into consideration, but within that side only the second of

119 Broden (2009, pp. 20-21) puts it this way: Saussure’s “Course in General Linguistics seems
to exaggerate the extent to which linguistics and its object of study can be defined as one,
homogeneous, and neatly bounded and situated. The efforts deployed to this end effectively isolate
language and its study from the rest of the social and natural world.... Similarly, while it founds
its central ‘mechanism of language’ on fundamental cognitive processes, the essay describes both
thought and sound as ‘amorphous’ before language as social convention constitutes each, thereby
slighting the incidence of other sensory-motor processes and of mimetic learning.”

120 Section 2.4.8.1 through 7, below.

121 Section 2.4.8.8 through 12, below.

122 Section 2.4.8.13 through 24, below.
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the two distinct one-way relations, the purely symbolic one, not the one of mixed
iconicity and indexicality (the oppeiov relationship) entangled with the symbolic
relation.

So when Saussure says that the elements of linguistic communication are arbi-
trary, this is true concerning two of the three relations in which words are directly
involved, but, of these two “arbitrary” relations of words, only one, the symbolic
relation of words to thoughts, is considered and incorporated into the signifiant/
signifi¢ model, the patron général. Jakobson and Lotman will, in effect, object
that the nonarbitrary onpeiov relation cannot be simply excluded from the patron
général, because the “arbitrariness” of the signifiant to the signifié relation is ir-
reducibly and inescapably entangled'?* with the iconic/indexical status of words
as onpeia.

Now, if we combine the “fact” of the twofold arbitrariness of words with the
further “fact” of entanglement wherein “arbitrary” words as coppolia of thoughts
are at the same time inextricably as well onpeio of these same thoughts, whence,
inescapably, iconic and indexical elements that can be neither stipulatively con-
trolled nor reduced to symbolicity enter into the signifiant/signifié ““arbitrariness,”
we have the basis for the prior possibility of what becomes, in the semiological
work of Jacques Derrida, the project of “deconstruction.” Objects signified (i.e.,
significates in the semiotic sense, which need not be and usually are not mental
representations'?#) are omitted from the Saussurean model, wherein the signifié is
never anything but a mental representation in interplay iconically with other mental
representations within the subjectivity of the user of langue.

Deconstruction is a project to which any and every text is thus (indeed!) a priori
liable. But, what needs to be noted—and what seems constantly to escape the notice
of deconstructionist Derridean epigones—is that the ultimate source of the passions
in the environmental interaction (both cultural and physical) of human animals with
material surroundings objectified in turn imposes indirect limits on the deconstruc-
tive process,'? just as more directly there is also need for consideration at times
(though far from always, and deconstruction as a method marks a great advance in
the understanding of this matter) of the “intentions of the author.” (Deconstruction
as a process normally tends legitimately and systematically to leave out of consider-
ation the authorial intention as a factor in the construal of texts. Yet there are times
when such intention as textual factor cannot be omitted from consideration without
some distortion of sense at critical junctures, so far as linguistic signs have not only
a customary and iconic dimension but also and always a stipulative dimension,
which is exactly what separates them within the class of “customary signs” from
the purely customary signs of the “brute” animals overlapping within the semioses
of human animals, and conversely.)

123 See note 37 above, and Sects. 2.4.8.21 through 2.4.8.23.

124 The exception is the case of self-reflexion in a semiotic animal: see Poinsot 1632: ppendix A,
The Signification of Language, “On the relations between words, ideas, and objects,” 342-351,
esp. 349/37-351/14 (focused below at note 167).

125 This is also discussed in Eco (1990, esp. Chap. 1).
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Thus, the omission in semiology (i.e., in the Saussurean model proposed for sign
in general) of a signifi¢ in the semiotic sense of significate or “object signified,”!?®
which results in the complete elimination of the consideration of things-as-they-
are-in-themselves from the theoretical ambit of semiological analysis, is exactly
what leads (not necessarily, but in the practice of thinkers mistakenly thinking that
the Saussurean dyadic sign conception is indeed a general model, which it is not)
to the abusive and narcissistic excesses of deconstruction (mis)construed and (mis)
applied as a “universal method of linguistic and cultural analysis.” This same blun-
der, expressed in several issues of the History and Theory journal over the past
two decades, can be seen as the root of the dilemma in which some contemporary
historians—falsely thinking that semiology as such is “postmodern”!?’—find them-
selves unable to explain the difference between historiography and fiction.'?® This
again is a logical consequence of failing to recognize the duplicity of the notion of
signifié hidden (or lost) in the dyadicity of the Saussurean proposal for the being
proper to “sign.”

A valuable method and landmark contribution to the development of semiotic
consciousness, deconstruction is but a tool among others for achieving textual in-
terpretation, distortive however when it is (mis)taken for or (mis)represented as
the “whole story”!? (or even “last word”) in the reading of texts. Deconstruction
provides but a preliminary step, more or less useful depending upon how rigid
the reading of a given text has become or is tending to become (as, for exam-

ple—to take an illustration at the utmost extreme'*°—in the view of some Muslim

126 And, as I have elsewhere noted (Deely 2009f, 2009g, 2009h, 2009i), the “signified” in the
expression “object signified” is tacitly redundant, made necessary only by sedimentation into late
modern national language usage of the Cartesian reversal of the subject/object distinction as it
had been developing toward thematic expression in the later Latin centuries, a reversal wherein
“subject” acquired a dominant sense of “psychological” and object a dominant sense of synonymy
with “thing”—in contrast to the semiotic sense where “object” means always the second of three
terms under a triadic relation, whether or not the object also has a subjective existence along with
its objectivity, and “subject” means always an individual unit here-and-now part of the physical
universe.

127 On the question of postmodernity falsely so-called, see Deely (2001a, p. 611), text with notes
1 and 2, and the whole of Chap. 16; cf. also Deely 1986a for a perspective on semiology as a sub-
development within semiotics more generally as the doctrine of signs.

128 By far the most extensive treatment of the traditional “history discipline” in relation to semi-

otics, including this “contemporary” historiographical problem, is to be found in the writings of
Williams Deely, beginning as early as 1982. A collected volume of these writings is in preparation
as a volume in the Mouton de Gruyter “Semiotics, Communication and Cognition” series (SCC)
under the general editorship of Paul Cobley with Kalevi Kull.

129 Exactly as when the Saussurean dyadic code model for sign is represented as “the whole story”
of semiotics. In such cases, at this point in history, what started out as a “pars pro toto fallacy”—the
idea that the cultural sphere of sign action is the whole sphere of sign action, the original claim
of “semiology”—molts into a “pars pro toto fraud,” when an exclusively semiological approach
to signs (mis)represents itself as semiotics without qualification, as in Chandler 2002. See gloss
thereon in references.

130 There are similar controversies along this line, but back in the sixteenth and seventeenth centu-
ries, over the translation of the Bible.
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“believers” that Koranic texts are not subject to interpretation, and so cannot be
translated into another language: the original or nothing!!3").

2.4.8 The Relationships Within and Constitutive of the Triangle

If we look at Aristotle’s triangle now in this light, having as its three terms words,
passions of the soul (principally species impressae strictly, but also and secondarily
species expressae as both source and indirect significate of words), and things, and
viewing those terms against the background of the various causalities from which
relationships arise in the first place, what do we find are the relationships that make
up the sides of this triangle? What are the relationships that obtain among the terms
of this triangular structure?

The question is not as simple as one might imagine, or as is usually supposed
in the literature that has grown up around this triangle (in which literature, as far
as I know, the actual relationships embodied in the three sides have never been
scrutinized — prescissed — in detail). For analytical purposes, let us label the base
side of the triangle, between words and things, #1; then the side of the triangle from
things to passions, #2; and the side of the triangle between passions and words, #3.

The choice behind this numbering is not simply arbitrary, but is based on the con-
sideration of increasing relational complexity as we move around the three sides.

Triangle side #1 is the relationally simplest of the three: it involves only one
single relation of symbolicity, and that one single relation is, moreover, univalent,
obtaining only from the side of words as fundamenta to things as termini of a sym-
bolic relation that has no component besides itself to make it anything other than
“arbitrary,” “conventional,” or (most basically) “stipulated.”

Triangle side #2 is likewise simple in involving but a single relation, this time
of iconicity rather than symbolicity; and this one single relation is bivalent rather
than univalent: the iconicity relation constitutive of this side of Aristotle’s triangle
obtains equally when we look from things to passions and when we look from pas-
sions to things.

Triangle side #3 is the side that is most complex relationally. It does not in-
volve one single relation, but two relations, neither of which is bivalent and each
of which is univalent, but in opposite directions. When we look from the words to
the passions, exactly as when we look from the words to the things, we find only
one single univalent relation of symbolicity. But unlike the univalent symbolic
relation of words to things, the univalent symbolic relation of words to passions
as constituting this side of the triangle does indeed have another component be-

131 But of course, were it true that the Koran “cannot be interpreted,” then it could not be read
either or understood in any language, including its “original Arabic.” For there are sounds but no
words without involvement of concepts, and concepts differ from sensations precisely in being
interpretations, species expressae, as we saw in Sect. 2.4 above. To have a thought is to have an
interpretation of that thought’s object, be it also a thing or “purely objective”—as in the case of a
book “not subject to interpretation,” or a square circle, etc.!
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sides itself which interferes with the “purity” of its symbolicity, and hence, as we
will see, with the propriety of labeling it simply “arbitrary” in whatever sense of
that word we care to choose. For in order to be symbols, and not merely physical
marks or sounds or movements, the symbolic relation between words and things
presupposes a symptomatic relation between the words and the passions. This re-
lation, obtaining when the “words” are looked at from the side of the passions as
symbolized, imports into the words indirectly, or “secondarily,” as Jakobson puts
it, precisely elements of the iconicity in the passions and ideas deriving from them
that environmental things introduce into the awareness of animal organisms in
the interaction between the animal bodies and the bodies surrounding the animal
bodies.

In order to appreciate the relevance of Aristotle’s triangle to the doctrine of signs,
bear in mind that the question of the being proper to relations, the singularity of the
indifference of relation to all the subjective divisions of being which makes semiosis
in the first place possible at all, is undoubtedly the ground-question of semiotics. The
guide-question is rather the question of the relational being itself of signs as involv-
ing irreducibly three terms in any fulfillment of semiosis as the action consequent
upon that being, and consider that two of the three terms of Aristotle’s triangle are
actual signs (words as words and passions as thoughts), while the third term, things,
are as potential objects products (significates) precisely of the action of signs, able
to become, moreover, signs in their own right as well as objects. With these two con-
siderations in mind, the relevance of Aristotle’s triangle to the doctrine of signs, if
not (as we will see) the triangular imagery or representation itself, is undeniable. It is
this relevance that we want precisely to identify in the elements provided by each of
the three sides of this triangle—this, as we will see, presemiotic triangle—so often
mislabeled as rather (I have committed this error myself on previous occasions) a
“semiotic triangle” or “semantic triangle” or “triangle of meaning.”

Let us, then, examine each of the sides in turn, to see exactly what of relation
they involve.

2.4.8.1 The triangle side #1 between words and things

Looking at the side of the triangle representing a relation between words and things,
the most striking feature is the poverty of the relationship which constitutes this
“side.” The relationship is purely one-sided, one-way, and exclusively symbolic,
as close to empty of indexicality and iconicity as could be. Whatever there is of
indexicality depends wholly on the will or “intention” of the speaker, his or her free-
dom to stipulate, Alice-in-Wonderland fashion.'*> Whatever there is of iconicity is
twice-removed from the things objectified, i.e., the things as spoken about, deriva-

132 “When 1 use a word,” Humpty Dumpty said, in a rather scornful tone, “it means just what I
choose it to mean, neither more nor less.”
“The question is,” said Alice, “whether you can make words mean so many different things.”
“The question is,” said Humpty Dumpty, “which is to be master—that’s all.”
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tive exclusively and indirectly from the “passions of the soul,” and only thence, if at
all—“twice-removed,” as has been said—from the objectified things (through their
more direct influence on the passions in the interaction of the animal body with its
physical surroundings). Thus, while there is a relation of words to things, there is no
direct relation at all back from things to the words discussing or “naming” them.'3?
And the one-sided relation of words to things, with no direct relation at all back
(from the things spoken about to the words spoken), is simply that of convention
and culture, a matter of copforlov—nothing more, nothing less, nothing besides.

2.4.8.2 “Common sense” and Saussure’s model

But of course the “things as things” are never quite wholly even when partially
the same as the “things as objects;” and while the things spoken about as things
are normally wholly independent of the words used to speak about, denote, refer
to, or name (actually: 7o signify) them, the things as objects have no such total in-
dependence, so that even on this side of the triangle “the conventional dimension
of languages,” as Broden points out,'** can be said to “represent ‘genuine institu-
tions’” definitely constraining the Alice-in-Wonderland sense of “arbitrariness.” In
short (Borden 2009), stipulation as a matter of individual will is never the whole
story, even on this weakest side of the triangle: even here, “arbitrary” means “fixed
at a moment in history through their use (i.e., the use of linguistic signs, words) by
a given community,” even though “ever subject to change in the process of their
transmission through time and individual speakers.”

Nonetheless, when Saussure speaks of language as the patron général for a sci-
ence of signs and identifies the signs of language as “arbitrary,” the “common sense”
response of the unsophisticated reader or listener is to think precisely of this relation

133 And here it is worth recalling Augustine’s profound point that all words, as items of lin-
guistic communication, be they nouns or verbs, pronouns or adjectives, categorematic or
syncategorematic—all items of linguistic communication taken in their distinctive and proper
being are names.

134 Broden (2009, p. 15), which echoes Saussure i.1907—1911: in the Baskin trans. p. 76. Poinsot,
approaching this matter from the side of “ideas” as so-called formal signs (that is, psychological
states which signify whether or not they are themselves objectified) rather than from the side of
“words” as “instrumental signs” (that is, material realities of the physical surroundings which
must be themselves objects of awareness in order to function also as signs), nonetheless echoes the
point made much more straightforwardly by Saussure and Broden: see Tractatus de Signis Book
M1, Question 4, on the “Distinction inter conceptum ultimatum et nonultimatum”, 334/1-340/4.
See note below.

The weakness in this aspect of Poinsot’s semiotic analysis appears precisely in the hindsight
of our understanding of language as a secondary modeling system in the shaping of individual
identity. Broden (2009, p. 27) well states the situation as it appears to us today: “From the founda-
tional /-thou relation spring both speech and the subject; language no longer appears as an external
instrument of communication which the individual freely manipulates, but rather as the symbolic
and dialogic dimension in which subjectivity and especially intersubjectivity are constituted.”



2 Semiotics “Today”: The Twentieth-Century Founding ... 79

of words to things as the paradigm of arbitrariness in the sign/signified model. But
of course, in thinking thus, “common sense” as usual (or at least all too often) leads
directly to a theoretical disaster. For not only is Saussure not thinking of the rela-
tion of words to things as signifieds, but there is also in fact no direct place in his
system of langue which includes objects in the sense according to which they can
be partially identified with things existing independently of thought. That is to say,
the Saussurean model of sign has no place for the object signified, but only for the
idea or “thought” which words in their common usage seldom signify directly at
all outside the specialized discourses of philosophy, psychology, and some social
sciences,'*® but on the basis of which objects are signified and also things become
objects.

2.4.8.3 Other-representation vs. self-representation

For once it is understood that the difference between a sign and an object lies in
the difference between self-representation and other-representation, it becomes
possible to understand the formula that Peirce took from the Conimbricenses, that
“all thought is in signs”—because that is precisely what thought consists in (the
representation of what is other than the thought itself, namely, its object, whether
that object is also a thing independent of thought or not). Things objectified repre-
sent themselves in awareness, but they do so only on the basis of the other-repre-
sentations presenting things in awareness, thoughts as signs. When in turn objects
signified become themselves signs, they no longer represent only themselves but
something else as well. Thus, whether the vehicle of signification, the “sign” in the
sense of some individual or aspect thereof, is first of all a material object or first
of all a psychological state, in both cases it is the element of other-representation
that makes the sign be a sign. And this represented other is presented to or for some
third—the animal perceiving, for example: hence the triadic character of the sign
relation in every actual semiosis.

2.4.8.4 “Common sense” again

“Common sense” might suggest that this words—things “side” of Aristotle’s tri-
angle would best have constituted Saussure’s model of the patron général for his
(false) idea that the “science of signs” can be constructed on the foundation of the
“arbitrariness” of linguistic signs. Thinking in this “common sense” way, however,
quite misses Saussure’s objective abstractly to constitute /angue as a system (a
geometrical synchrony) complete unto itself, “self-contained,” as it were (and is
likely to miss as well Saussure’s central insight in finding a way, as Broden puts

135 See the text from Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis, Appendix A, 345/9—10 and 349/37-351/8,
cited in note 114 above.
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it,!3¢ to describe language “holistically as a system constituted by relations”). We
can see from Aristotle’s triangle that indeed words considered as “signifiants”
are “arbitrary”—arbitrary in relating as symbola to their signifiés, and this is so
whether we take the signifié to be the passions (Saussure’s own taking) or whether
we take the signifié to be the things objectified “about which” the words are spo-
ken, as do the more “naive” interpreters of Saussure relying overmuch on “com-
mon sense.”

2.4.8.5 The hidden third

But we can also see that this “arbitrary” relation of Saussure’s model, whether on
the misled “common sense” taking or on Saussure’s own theoretical taking, presup-
poses rather than includes a “missing third.” On the commonsense mistaking, it is
the interpretant (in this case a mental representation, the “concept” or “idea”) that is
missing. But on the Saussurean theoretical taking, what drops out of the signifiant/
signifié is rather the objectifiable things as things that language can be and normally
is used to speak of.!%’

2.4.8.6 The triadic relation

Yet there remains the fact, even in the theoretical taking of Saussure, as we will see
when we come to examine the third side of the triangle (the words/passions side),
that words are symptomatic indexically of passions iconically related to the very
“things” to which the words themselves lack both symptomaticity and indexicality
as directly necessary elements (and which Saussure hence omits from his model).
Only when is added, however, the nonarbitrary but indirect yet indexical/iconic con-
nection of words to things via the passions as caused by the action of things, only
then do the words fully exist as signs actually signifying in direct speech—so that,
as Poinsot put it in his original establishment of the sign as triadic,'® not dyadic:

136 Broden (2009, p. 11).

137 And indeed they are no part of linguistics on any accounting, but rather the concern of the ideo-
scopic “hard sciences,” including biology, where, however, in zodsemiosis, as semiotics has made
unmistakable, linguistic communication finds itself in an unavoidable overlap with nonlinguistic
channels of animal communication. See Deely 1980.

138 Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis Book I, Question 3, 154/5-30: “Ut ergo non solum pure
obiective, sed etiam significative respiciat potentiam, inquirendum restat, an illamet relatio, qua
significatum respicit, et in ordine ad quod rationem signi induit, illamet etiam respiciat potentiam,
cui signatum hoc manifestandum est a signo; an vero relationem habeat ad signatum purificatam
et absolutam a respectu ad potentiam, alia vero relatione respiciat potentiam in ratione obiecti, et
utraque concurrat ad rationem signi constituendam, vel etiam in ipsa ratione signi praeter ratio-
nem obiecti reperiatur duplex relatio, altera ad potentiam, altera ad signatum.

“Et consurgit difficultatis ratio, quia ex una parte signum non respicit solum signatum in
se, sed in ordine ad potentiam, cum in definitione signi ordo ad potentiam includatur, scilicet
quod sit manifestativum potentiae etc. Si ergo ratio signi respectum istum dicit ad potentiam, vel
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Only when the mind is considered as a term attained by the word indirectly do we see that
the significate attained by the word directly is involved as sign in one single relation of
three terms [that is to say, in an irreducibly triadic relation], which relation alone consti-
tutes the proper and formal being of the sign as sign.

2.4.8.7 “Common speech” vs. “Langue ”

In other words, in actual speech, in “ordinary language,” the signifié is an object
signified, a “significatum,” in precisely the sense left unconsidered in the terms of
Saussure’s model, and only indirectly or secondarily is the signifié the psychologi-
cal state of the language user, as Saussure postulates for the direct and restricted
purposes of his system.!** We shall return to this point when we reach an examina-
tion the third side of the triangle, where we will be able to identify the root of the
“debate,” as Lotman calls it, between Saussure and Jakobson.

2.4.8.8 The triangle side #2 between words and things

We turn now to the second side of our triangle, the side representing the relation-
ship between things of the world and passions of the soul. This side is in a way,
if not the simplest, at least the most straightforward of the three sides. It involves
a relation that is single but bilateral, thus perfectly symmetrical, in contrast to
the single relation between words and things which is unilateral and hence asym-
metrical. Things are related to passions of the soul most fundamentally in exactly
the way that passions of the soul are most fundamentally related to things of the
world: as Opoidpata—=likenesses.” Agere facit simile sibi: an agent stamps its
likeness on its effects. Thus are the “passions” and the things as producing them
likenesses of one another, reciprocal likenesses, indexically constituted from in-
teractions between animal organism and physical surroundings, the passions re-
lated as iconic effects of the things as causes'*? brought about by the interaction

unica et eadem relatione respicit utrumque, et currunt difficultates infra attingendae, quia sunt
termini omnino diversi, cum respectu potentiae sit solum relatio rationis: respectu signati sit ordo
mensurati ad mensuram, respectu potentiae e contra potentia sit mensurabilis ab ipso signo ut ab
obiecto cognito. Vel est diversa relatio signi ad potentiam et signatum, et sic non erit signum in
praedicamento relationis, quia in ratione signi non est unica relatio, sed pluralitas relationum.
Sit nihilominus conclusio: Si potentia et signatum considerentur ut termini directe attacti per
relationem, necessario exigunt duplicem relationem in signo, sed hoc modo signum respicit po-
tentiam directe ut obiectum, non formaliter ut signum. Si vero consideretur potentia ut terminus
in obliquo attactus, sic unica relatione signi attingitur signatum et potentia, et haec est propria et
formalis ratio signi” (italic added).
139 “Following Bréal,” Broden notes ((2009, p. 11), citing Saussure (i.1907-1911 pp. 99-100),
with cross-references) “a natural language and the human ‘linguistic faculty’ that informs it repre-
sent not an external object but a cognitive phenomenon for a subject: ‘Synchronic linguistics will
be concerned with the logical and psychological relations that bind together coexisting terms and
form a system in the collective mind of speakers.””

140 We can see from this consideration how Boethius’ choice of a Latin term—rnotfa, a synonym
of signum but with the connotation of an “index,” closer to Opoidpata and onpeio as “symp-
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of the animal body (be the animal human and semiotic or brute and semiosic only)
with the surrounding bodies of its immediate environment.

2.4.8.9 Experience presupposed to discovering signs

Precisely, here does the fuller treatment of the De anima that Aristotle refers to enter
in to the consideration of his triangle. While practically everyone in philosophy to-
day, across the schools, is in agreement that philosophy is about “experience” above
all, it was not so in ancient Greek and medieval Latin times. Ancient and medieval
philosophy took as the primary concern the reality independent of experience, not
experience as involving an interweave of mind-dependent and mind-independent
being; and of experience itself they had an exceedingly narrow view, amounting to
little more than Aquinas’ definition of sensation as “actio sensibilis in sensu”—the
action of the sensible thing upon the sense organs of the animal body.'*!

2.4.8.10 The ascent from sensation

Thus, when Aristotle spoke of the “passions of the soul,” he had in mind primarily
both the beginnings of animal awareness (or “knowledge”) and the constant tie-in
of that knowledge to the sensible world of interacting things—albeit among human
animals (as we saw in Sect. 18. above) as that chain of “ties to sensation” is the
initial point of departure in understanding for the formation of properly intellec-
tual concepts (or species expressae intellectae in contrast to the species impressae
intelligibiles), which are themselves tied to the species impressae sentiendi via the
species expressae phantasiandi or “phantasms” without which there could be no
human knowledge at all.

toms” than to ooppoio—to designate all three sides of Aristotle’s triangle, whereas Aristotle
himself had used onpeiov both narrowly (in the sense of symptom) and for only one relation
on one side of the triangle (see Boethius’ text in note above) threw Pedro da Fonseca into a fit
when he read Aristotle’s own Greek text for himself, rather than through the eyes of the earlier
Latins ignorant of Greek who had relied upon perforce the rendering of Boethius. It was one
of the most dramatic moments in the whole Latin development of semiotics, one which had a
shaping influence on Descartes’ college years and in its own time threatened to derail the Latin
discussion of sign as it had developed independently of ancient Greek philosophy in the Latin
centuries after Augustine and Boethius. See Deely (2001a, Chap. 9), “Three outcomes, two
destinies,” pp. 411-446.

141 «“Realism,” for the ancients and medievals, had a much narrower focus than what that term
evokes in modern and postmodern philosophy (see Deely 1992, the tenth reading in Cobley Ed.
2009d, for details; consult also relevant essays in Cobley Ed. 2009c). The term connoted and
denoted purely and simply the role of the senses in knowledge. And indeed, true to the medieval
heritage, this focus corresponded exactly to the manner in which experience was defined, both in
the Thomistic line and among the Latins generally, as writers of the period testified (see, for ex-
ample, the authoritative summary of Poinsot 1632: 306/13-307/4, in which the physical presence
of a thing acting upon an external sense organ is described as “the paradigm case of experience”—
“est ipsamet experientia”).
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2.4.8.11 Interaction as produing sensation

“Sensatio est actio sensibilis in sensu”—"“sensation is the action of a material object
upon the animal body’s organ of sense”: this action belongs to the order of brute
secondness as a dyadic interaction; but because agens facit simile sibi, because an
agent produces an effect in the likeness of its being as acting, the resulting relation
which survives the dyadic interaction of “cause and effect” (or “agent and patient”)
is necessarily and irreducibly an iconic relation, even as bespeaking or revealing
(through iconicity) the indexicality of its origin.

2.4.8.12 Triadicity within sensation

Again, we are dealing with an aspect of the ancient triangle that is crucial for the un-
derstanding of semiotics (omitted from the signifiant/signifi¢ model, nonetheless),
inasmuch as sensation (even as prescissively prior to the formation of those other-
representations or “concepts” by which all animals evaluate what of their physical
surroundings they become aware of in sensation) is already a semiosis. As such, it
involves from its first moment and throughout triadic sign relations whereby, in this
case, the common sensibles on the basis of the proper sensibles make the animal
aware of its surroundings (sights, sounds, smells, shapes, movements, positions,
etc.) as in need of evaluation for purposes of the sensing organism’s well-being and
survival.!4?

142 Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis, Book 1, Question 6, 204/9—11 and 205/34-37: “Bruta pro-
prie utuntur signis, tam naturalibus quam ex consuetudine;” et “non solum sensus interni, sed
etiam externi in nobis et in brutis percipiunt significationem et utuntur signis.” The theoretical
importance of this point has perhaps been best stated by another cryptosemiotician, in this case
Josephus Gredt (1924, p. iv): “Scripto nostro tamquam unica via ad idealismum vitandum mani-
festatur realismus naturalis integralis philosophiae thomisticae, cujus cardo in doctrina consistit
de sensuum externorum cognitione intuitiva excludente quamcumque speciem expressam.” But
this implication too is anticipated in Poinsot 1632: 312/3—6: “If the object of external sensa-
tion [prescissively considered] exists in something produced by sense itself as in an image or
effect, then that object will not be some thing sensed immediately but rather something sensed
in the image, which image itself rather will be that which is sensed”—“Quodsi existat in aliquo
sui ut in imagine vel effectu, non immediate videbitur, sed ut contentum in imagine, ipsa vero
imago est, quae videtur.” Ah, if only Hume had read Poinsot on this point which he thought no
one had ever considered in other than the modern perspective making of ideas themselves—
species expressae—the direct objects of knowledge in sensation! Certainly, he could never have
written as he did in 1748: Sect. XII, Part I. Hume in this regard is discussed in Deely 2009c,
Sect. 12.7-8. Full analysis of “sensibles”—proper and common, primary and secondary—in
Deely 2001a: 522-535.
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2.4.8.13 The triangle side #3 between words and things

The relation between passions and words turns out to be not one but two quite dif-
ferent relations depending upon which way we look at. It also turns out to be the
only side that is given consideration in Saussure’s signifiant/signifi¢ model, upon
which he vainly thought to found a complete “science of signs.” But let us focus on
the relations constitutive of this side.

2.4.8.14 Words as symptoms vs. words as symbols

Looked at one way, words must be said to appear as and to be onpeia, not in the
general sense of “signs” but in the specific ancient sense of “symptoms”™—to wit,
symptoms of the presence of thoughts, as certain red marks on the skin manifest the
underlying presence of the viral disease measles, etc. But, at the same time, properly
and in their own right as linguistic media of communication, words for Aristotle
are not semeia in a less than generic sense at all, but must be regarded rather as
ovpPolra (arguably a species of onueiov generically considered). They “words of
language” belong thus to nature and to culture—but in entirely different and uncon-
nected ways, considering only direct connections.

2.4.8.15 The symptom side

In the first case, we are regarding the words primarily in their physical being as
sounds emitted by the animal, natural phenomena in the quite precise sense of form-
ing part of the physical universe with its distinctive character of to dv, what the Lat-
ins will call ens reale or “mind-independent being” (because it need not be known
in order to exist—in the present case, a physical vibration or mark on some surface
is what it is, even when no one regards it).

2.4.8.16 The symbol side

But in the second case, we are regarding the words as cultural creations, instru-
ments of conventions which differ between Greeks and barbarians, and barbar-
ians among themselves.'** They are not simple creatures of nature at all, but rather

143 Poinsot discusses these differences quite pointedly in his 1632 Tractatus de Signis in Book
III, Question 4e.g., 337/31-41: “we say that concepts signify the same thing for all when they
are about the same object and have been formed in the same way, for they are natural simili-
tudes. Thus, all non-ultimate concepts representing expressions (or voices) inasmuch as they are
significative represent the same thing for all those among whom they are so formed. But if they
are not so formed among all hearing them, owing to the fact that not all know the signification
of the voices, then the concepts of the voices were not concepts of the same thing, and so will
not signify the same thing for all.” So we can also say of the passions themselves at their most
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manifestations and expressions of interpretations (and hence of the species expres-
sae discussed in Sect. 2.4.3. above, in contrast to the species impressae, which last
are what constitute most properly and directly passiones animae both at the sensory
and perceptual levels, as also at the intellectual level of the species intelligibiles
rendered by the activity of the intellect out of the phantasms as species expressae
of the animal Umwelt).

2.4.8.17 Words as manifesting subjectivity

Thus, if we consider the words in our triangle as sounds or marks, they are related
to the passions of the soul as “signs,” all right, but only in one of the specific Greek
senses of semeia, in this case natural signs such as practitioners of medicine rely
upon—symptoms. As semeia, words are symptoms manifesting the presence in the
speaker (or writer) of an underlying cognitive psychological state, the existence of
which the words manifest, of which the words are “symptoms”—no different in
this regard than groans manifesting pain. They are outward manifestations, whether
Greek or barbarian, of an inward condition of the organism engaged in linguistic
communication; and this without regard for what that communication may be or be
intended to be.

2.4.8.18 Words as aiming to establish intersubjectivity

If we look back the other way, and consider the words not merely symptomatically
but in terms of their involvement with an intention or desire to communicate, that
is to say, as the result of a kind of choice made on the part of the speaker within a
linguistic tradition (“/angue”)—if we consider the words not merely as sounds or
marks symptomatic of a psychological state, but rather as instruments fashioned for
the purpose of communicating some content of awareness—in this way the words
appear not as semeia or symptoms primarily at all but rather as symbola. The huge
difference between the two is precisely the divide between nature and culture in the
ancient way of understanding the two as oppositional.

primary sentire level: even here there is more diversity among organisms within a species than
was realized in the pre-evolutionary perspective of Aristotle and the Latins—so much so that
it may even be said that, as Kalevi Kull remarked to me on the point, there is in some respects
more uniformity at the level of words as governed by customs within culture than there is at
the level of passions themselves as induced by the action of the sensible surroundings upon the
sense organs of animals, working their way up through the species impressae first of internal
sense and then of understanding.
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2.4.8.19 The required “other science”

Here we can understand Aristotle’s realization that some “other science” than logic
is required to understand the relation of words as words to the passions of the soul,
and also his precipitousness in identifying that “other science” with psychology (de
anima), for no realization existed as yet of culture as'* “that minuscule segment of
nature some anthropologists grandly compartmentalize as culture.” Saussure in fact
makes virtually the same mistake as Aristotle in this regard, even though he did indeed
realize that the required “other science,” for which he proposes the name “semiology,”
is one that did not exist in Aristotle’s day. For Saussure saw, as Broden puts it (2009,
p. 16), that “whereas psychology may study pure ideas and physics raw sounds,”
what is required to understand the words of language as signs—and hence the signs
of language—is rather a science which “investigates a phenomenon in which the two
[psychology and physics] interact and condition each other at every turn,”!43

2.4.8.20 Umwelt species-specifically human = Lebenswelt

Linguistics does this, indeed; and shows in so doing precisely how linguistic com-
munication constitutes a secondary modeling system!#® exapted from the primary
adaptive modeling system of the human animal Innenwelt in its biologically under-
determined aspect, as we saw in Sect. 2.4.6.5 above. But the required science must

144 Sebeok (1984a p. 2); cf. Deely 2010.

145 Just this interaction is what is wanting in Poinsot’s analysis of “ultimate and nonultimate”
linguistic concepts, mentioned in note 134 above. It is precisely to mark and to foreground the
interdependence of words and ideas, Broden points out (citing Saussure i. 1907-1911, pp. 103,
111-117), that “Saussure introduces [his] pair of neologisms: the sign comprises the signifier (cf.
sound) and the signified (ctf. concept), such that the Janus linguistic entity resembles the sides of
a single sheet of paper.” Adding the interaction of bodies as also subsumed into language through
the passions of the soul is required, then, to complete the triadic structure of the linguistic sign in
the web of experience, larger than language, which ties the human animal into the biosphere shared
with every life-form, and not only into the semiosphere of culture within the biosphere. “Language
is” indeed, as Saussure insists (i. 1907-1911, p. 122), “a form” constituted by relations “and not
a substance”: but no dyad or combination of dyads make up a sign properly speaking, but only a
triadic relation wherein one thing stands for another to or for some third. Dyads as such always
reveal secondness, essential in the shaping of thirdness from firstness, indeed, but never itself the
necessary vis a prospecto distinctive of semiosis.

146 Saussure’s post-1907 “strategic move is to say that while cumulatively and over time, ‘anal-
ogy occupies a preponderant place in the theory of evolution’ of languages, analogical creations
as such illustrate not so much linguistic change but rather the synchronic functioning of language
conceived as a virtual system and as en-ergeia, as a complex of ‘generative forms’” (Broden 2009,
p. 13). In this synchronic functioning, which is not a segment of any diachrony, but (Lotman 1990,
p. 6) a homeostatic “bearer of the relationships which make up the essence of language” (“synchro-
ny is homeostatic while diachrony is made up of a series of external and accidental infringements
of it, in reacting against which synchrony re-establishes its integrity”), Saussure (i.1907-1911,
p. 169) points out that “language never stops interpreting and decomposing the units given to it,”
so that it becomes over time (ibid., 172) “a garment covered with patches cut from its own cloth.”
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do something more even than this: it must include within its purview the interaction
within experience as a whole (inseparable from the zodsemiotic components of sen-
sation and sense-perception) between ideas and things in the very process—semi-
osic to the core—of objectification as it begins even before the formation of those
ideological other-representations which come to expression in language and open
the path to yet a third modeling system, namely, the world of culture. For the realm
of culture, as distinct from the social organization and interaction typical of all high-
er animals, is accessible directly only through language in the species-specific sense
of anthroposemiosis as transformative of the Umwelt from a closed objective world
biologically defined to an Umwelt—a Lebenswelt now—open cosmologically.

2.4.8.21 Culture is to nature as a web is to a spider

The huge gap between nature and culture oppositionally conceived is precisely the
divide that Augustine will identify, subsume, and transcend semiotically with his
seldom fully considered distinction'” between signa naturalia and signa data. The
later Latins will put the point more generally (but no longer including the signs of
the plant world, as did Augustine’s first general division of the signa data) by re-
marking that the action of signs transcends the divide between what stems from the
order of ens reale first of all and what stems, rather, first of all and primarily, from
the order of ens rationis, mind-dependent being, the order of culture and convention
as shaping the world of nature to its own ends and purposes. Passions are related
to words as their cause, insofar as the words are semeia, but, insofar as the words
have an overlying relation back to passions as symbola thereof, the passions are re-
lated to the words as providing directly their communicative content (itself received
directly from the surrounding “things” which thus “inform” the words indirectly
even though the direct “application” of the words is fo the things and not fo the
developed passions which—symbolically—provide the words with their “content”
directly and their iconicity indirectly, as Jakobson emphasized in underscoring the
ovupora/oppeio entanglement on the words/passions side #3 of the triangle).

2.4.8.22 Jakobson’s debate point

Here, then, is where account must be taken of what Lotman!“® described as “the ‘de-
bate’ between those two linguists of genius, Saussure and Jakobson,” over the suf-
ficiency of the claim that “arbitrariness” is the identificative foundation of the lin-
guistic sign. As we see now clearly, thanks to an examination of Aristotle’s triangle
within the perspective of the major tradition of semiotics after Sebeok, a symbolic
relation—the relation alone which of its very nature contains an element of arbi-
trariness—is involved both in the relation of words to passions and in the relation

147 On this point, see Deely (2009c, Sect. 6., pp. 35-56).
148 Lotman (1990, p. 17).
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of words to things. But, as we have taken care to see, only in the relation of words
to things is the symbolic relation the only relation: only there, which is emphatically
not where Saussure placed his signifiant/signifié relation, does arbitrariness “stand
alone,” as it were, in characterizing the linguistic sign with a symbolic dimension.

2.4.8.23 Lotman’s summation of Jakobson’s point

In the connection between words and thoughts, by contrast, which is where Saus-
sure (counterintuitively to the common use of language, as we noted in Sect. 2.4.8.2—
2.4.8.7 above) placed his signifiant/signifié relation, there is also involved a relation
of symptomaticity. From this involvement inevitably natural language'® “acquires
secondary features of iconism” along with and de facto inseparable from what-
ever arbitrarity the symbolic relation in this case sustains, proving ‘“Potebnya’s
(1862) idea that the entire sphere of language belongs to art.” That is to say, natu-
ral language conveys, along with whatever “arbitrariness” attaches to the words as
symbols, also secondary iconic features without which the element of arbitrariness
ceases to belong to a natural language (as evidenced, for example, in the delusional
thesis of “Analytic Philosophy” after Kripke that proper names in natural language
are “rigid designators”—surely the prime illustration in late modern philosophy of
what Sebeok frequently described as “looking in the destination for what should
have been sought in the source” or, on one alternate occasion, as a “deluded mis-
construal of the facts of the matter”).

2.4.8.24 Origins of the web in linguistic communication

And remember, here, in the earliest decades of “philosophy,” we are in the world
of cenoscopic science only, and in its initial phase of development as “ancient phi-
losophy among the Greeks”: there is no general notion of sign as yet considered as
common to nature and culture, such as we will find for the first time mainly in and
after the work of Augustine.'> Thus, the words of the triangle manifest a twofold
relation that is not at all symmetrical: looked at from the side of the passions, the
words are symptoms of a psychological state; but looked at from the side of the
words, the passions are symbolically conveyed—not as to their existence but rather
as to their content. The former standpoint reveals only, or at least primarily, a phe-
nomenon of nature, the latter standpoint only, or at least primarily, a phenomenon
of convention and culture.

149 In Lotman’s (1990, pp. 17-18) summary of Jakobson’s argument against Saussure, italics
added.

150 See Deely 2009¢ for the most detailed treatment so far, but a treatment inspired above all by the
work of Manetti 1987, which I first learned of through the work of Eco et al. 1984 and 1986, which
Eco made me aware of in his opening lectures for our team-taught course on the “Historiographi-
cal Foundations of Semiotics” for the International Summer Institute for Semiotics and Structural
Studies held in 1983 at Indiana University, Bloomington.
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2.4.8.25 “Alterius Est Enim Negotii”: Exactly What is the Presupposed
“Investigation Distinct” from Logic and Linguistic Interpretation Required
for Correctly Understanding the Triangle?

Now let us consider this whole matter of the triangle no longer in the traditional per-
spective of Aristotle himself; nor for what it shows us of the insufficiency for semi-
otics of the Saussurean model of sign; nor even in the perspective of the Aristotelian
commentary tradition known as scholasticism, which grew up with the institution of
the universities as its basic skeletal structure until well into the eighteenth century.
At that historical epoch—the eighteenth century—it became possible no longer to
conceive of university education in exclusively cenoscopic terms, and place had to
be yielded and made for the institutionalization of ideoscopy that we know as mod-
ern science, in contrast to cenoscopy (and in that sense also to semiotics, inasmuch
as the doctrine of signs, as Peirce put it,'>! is a cenoscopic science underlying all
other science—the point the Enlightenment missed).

Let us consider our seminal triangle, inherited from Aristotle, now simply in
the light of Augustine’s discovery that there is a general notion of sign that is com-
mon to the phenomena of nature and of culture, as also in the light of Poinsot’s
realization that relation is singularly indifferent to the division of nature from cul-
ture and mind-independent from mind-dependent being (in that one and the same
relation can belong at different times to either order, depending upon nothing in the
being of relation as suprasubjective but only upon the circumstances under which
that suprasubjective being is realized here and now).

With the establishment between the Conimbricenses (1606/1607) and Poinsot’s
own work (1632) that the being proper to signs consists precisely in a relation that
is not only suprasubjective (as are all relations) but also triadic (as are all sign rela-
tions), the distinction that was drawn by Aristotle and the ancients between onpeiov
(as belonging exclusively to nature) and copfodov (as exclusively cultural)'> breaks
down. Indeed, the whole distinction between signs as external material objects and
concepts (both generically animal and specifically human concepts, all species ex-
pressae, as Poinsot would point out'>?) as internal psychological states—i.e., in mod-
ern terms, the basic distinction between “inner” and “outer”—breaks down with the
realization that any given particular, physical or psychological, functions as a “sign”
(or rather, provides the vehicle for a signification) when and only when it occupies
the foreground position of representing another than itself to or for some third within
and under a triadic relation unifying all three terms in one signification.

In that case, the foundational investigation for the elements and terms of the
triangle with which Aristotle opens his discussion of logical interpretation is no lon-
ger or primarily the Treatise on the Soul, where the notions of sentire, phantasiari,
and intelligere are discussed in their common terms and distinctive developments,
but rather the doctrina signorum—the “doctrine of signs” spoken of in common by

151 Peirce 1908: CP 8.343, in a draft of a letter to Victoria Lady Welby. See Deely 2011.

152 Useful to read in this connection is Eco 1986.

153 Poinsot 1632: Treatise on Signs, Book II, Question 2, 240-253.
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Poinsot, Locke, Peirce, and Sebeok'**—as able to constitute a body of knowledge in
its own right studying what all other bodies of knowledge and fields of investigation
take for granted, namely, the action of signs.

Precisely here, as I intimated above, does Poinsot, in discussing perihermenias,
go beyond Aristotle. The “distinct and prior investigation” to which the full under-
standing of the triangle belongs turns out to be not the ancient De Anima (neither
psychology in the narrower modern sense nor general biology, as we might say
today, for the expression “de anima” applied to the whole living world, plants and
brute animals no less than human animals), but rather the doctrine of signs. Not at
all coincidentally, this investigation into signs is exactly how and where Poinsot
introduces his Tractatus de Signis, that earliest systematic treatment wherein the
being of signs as triadic relations is first established and demonstrated:!> “Because
all the instruments of logical interpretation are constituted from signs, therefore, lest
the foundations of the expositions of logic and propositions go unexamined, we are
obliged to take on the project of explaining the nature and divisions of signs as a
special treatment of its own.”!%6

2.4.9 The Need for Intrinsic (Not Ad Hoc) Interdisciplinarity
at the Curricular Core of University Studies

Perhaps the principal task of the postmodern university is to determine how its
institutional structure need best be modified to accommodate the maturation of a
semiotic consciousness within intellectual culture. This task today is comparable
in depth and importance to the task the universities of the eighteenth century faced
yesterday, in having to determine how to accommodate that maturation of ideo-
scopic consciousness we know today as modern science,'>” only now the problem

154 See esp. the terminological entry “Doctrine” in Sebeok et al. (1986, p. 214), for details of this
oldest general expression to name the development called semiotic today. See also Deely 1976,
1977, 1982b, 1993a, 2006b, 2006c.

155 See Poinsot 1632: “Super Libros Perihermenias. Remarks on Aristotle’s Books on Interpreta-
tion, explaining the relation of the Treatise on Signs to the Aristotelian tradition, its philosophical
justification, and its presuppositions within the Ars Logica,” 38/1-39/18, together with the “Fifth
Semiotic Marker” immediately following (p. 40) in the 1985 first independent edition of Poinsot’s
1632 Tractatus de Signis.

156 Paraphrasing Poinsot 1632: 38/11-19, and 39/5-7, “Super Libros Perihermenias™: “Sed tamen,
quia haec omnia tractantur in his libris per modum interpretationis et significationis, commune
siquidem Logicae instrumentum est signum, quo omnia eius instrumenta constant, idcirco visum
est in praesenti pro doctrina horum librorum ea tradere, quae ad explicandam naturam et divisiones
signorum in Summulis insinuata, huc vero reservata sunt. Nec enim tironum captui quaestiones
istae de signis proportionatae sunt. Nunc autem in hoc loco genuine introducuntur.... Ut autem
clarius et uberius tractaretur, visum est seorsum de hoc edere tractatum.”

157 On this transition from cenoscopy to ideoscopy in the early modern period, see Deely (2008a:

esp. Chapters. 1 and 2). The failure of philosophy within the modern universities successfully to
adapt to the dominance of idioscopy in modern intellectual life has best been attested to in the
recent magnum opus of Ashley 2006, reviewed in Deely 2009g.
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is how to respond institutionally to Broden’s accurate characterization'>® of “the
last two centuries’ trend toward increasing specialization and the fragmentation of
knowledge.”

Future thinkers, looking back a century hence on our situation today, are most
likely to see the establishment of semiotics as a revolution, comparable in im-
portance to the rebellion against scholasticism in the seventeenth century, except
that the revolution in this case will have more the character of a completion and
maturation of scientific understanding than an opposition to and rejection of
the past. For just as the scientific revolution made specialization necessary, so
the semiotic revolution will provide the antidote to specialization, not by reject-
ing ideoscopic specialization (as the authorities of the Scholastic Age in effect
did) but through the realization of what all knowledge and experience have in
common including all specializations, namely, a dependency upon semiosis as
the action of signs, and hence the dependency of ideoscopy upon cenoscopy as
something that needs to be molded into the institutional structure of the academy
at the university level. As Daniel Taylor, one of my spring 2008 university stu-
dents, presciently put it: “Semiotics investigates what all the other disciplines
seem to take for granted.”

In this perspective, too, we can see that no small part of the reason why Aristo-
tle’s triangle proved as seminal as it has over philosophy’s long history would be
the fact that it augured the essential elements that had to be addressed in order to
achieve an understanding of the being proper to signs as relational and irreducibly
triadic. It is a triangle concerning “the meaning of meaning,” all right, as Ogden and
Richards brought to the fore (and in particular to Sebeok’s attention in his under-
graduate time in England); but the words/things/thoughts triangle is not correctly
understandable as a “semantic triangle” unless it is first and already understood
in semiotic terms as applicable to “meaning” throughout the order of animal Um-
welts, even as it is for that very reason applicable within the Umwelt-as-Lebenswelt
species-specific to semiotic animals.

In that sense, Aristotle’s triangle, presemiotic in the perspective of his own time
and writings (where the rational basis for the unity of speculative and practical
thought had not yet successfully been determined),'>® was yet “virtually semiotic”
in anticipation objectively of the work, first, of Augustine and Poinsot among the
Latins, and then no less of Peirce in inaugurating semiotics as the postmodern turn
of philosophy within intellectual culture as a whole.'*® And yet it turns out that a
triangle cannot be the best way to symbolize the relation of sign itself as a triadic
structure, for the very reason that Floyd Merrell has repeatedly pointed out: any
triangle of its very nature lends itself to being regarded as a set of three binary rela-
tions, and hence to reinforcing linear, bivalent thinking (e.g., sign/signified, as if a

158 Broden (2009:, p. 31).

159 See Deely (2001a, pp. 261n28), and expansion of the point in Deely 2003a: esp. the Section
“Semiotica Utramque Comprehendit” in Chap. 6, 100-112.

160 Deely 2015; also 2009b, 2009¢, 2001a: Chaps. 15, 17, and 18; also Capozzi 1997.
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dyad'®"), of the very sort that semiotics, in order to be achieved in its proper pos-
sibilities, had to move beyond.

So that ancient triangle of Aristotle, while it may not and, after all (as it turns
out), cannot unqualifiedly symbolize the triadic sign, has nonetheless proved his-
torically useful toward the development of semiotics. Let us conclude with a few
words along that line of consideration—the usefulness of the triangle, despite its
inappropriateness as a direct symbol of triadicity.

2.4.10 Triad in Contrast to Triangle

Perhaps the most remarkable and interesting thing about Poinsot’s demonstration
that the science presupposed to understanding logic and the interrelations between
words, thoughts, and things is not psychology (“De anima,” whether ideoscopically
or cenoscopically conceived), but rather the irreducibly cenoscopic science of semi-
otics as the doctrine of signs, is this development: that Aristotle’s triangle, presented
in his De Interpretatione as emblematic of psychology as the “science presupposed”
to logic, quite disappears. For the sign, Poinsot has shown, considered in its proper
being as sign, is neither an object nor a thing, but a relation irreducibly triadic,
inasmuch as it is by one single relation, not two or any combination of twos, that
the sign through its vehicle attains both directly its signified and indirectly its inter-
pretant. All three—sign vehicle, object signified, interpretant—are thereby together
unified under or through the one single triadic relation “constituting the mode of
being of a sign,” as Peirce put it,'%? and this triadic relation “is the proper and formal
rationale of the sign,” as Poinsot put it.'®3 (Or, as Ketner, not glossing over the inter-
preter/interpretant distinction, summarized:'® “A sign is the entire triadic relation
whereby Something is represented by Something to Something.”)

Thus, when Poinsot comes directly to treat of the very text, De interpretatione
16a3-8, which Aristotle opens with the presentation of his “words, things, pas-
sions” triangle,'® Poinsot does not so much as mention a friangle image but passes

161 Within “ordinary language,” that is exactly how “sign” tends to be conceived: we look up
a term in a dictionary (sign as “word”) and find there its meaning (“what the word signifies”).
Completely hidden in the background to success in such a case is precisely the interpretant,
which in this case is the habit-structure of one who knows the language in which the term is
expressed and the dictionary is written, completing the triad essential to every actual achieve-
ment of “signification.”

162 Peirce 1904: ¢p. 8.332.

163 1632: Tractatus de Signis Book 1, Question 3, 154/28-29.

164 Ketner (1995, p. 32).

165 Poinsot 1632: Appendix A, “Whether vocal expressions primarily signify concepts or things,”
344/1-351/40. The fuller treatment, i.c., the general point that signification consists in a triadic
relation in all cases, not just the case of linguistic communication as species-specifically human,
remains of course Poinsot 1632: Book I, Question 3, “Whether the relation of sign to signified is
the same as the relation of sign to cognitive power.”
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Fig. 2.1 Two-dimensional
representation of a semiosic
triad

Fig. 2.2 Merrell’s tripod
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directly to the triadic point'® that “voces unica significatione significant res et con-
ceptus,” and “res principalius.”!®” So it turns out that, when analyzed in semiotic
terms, the sign is a triad but not a triangle properly speaking, even though the sign
is commonly presented as such'®® simply because it involves three terms.

In fact, the question of how properly to represent the triadic sign relation, with or
without recourse to triangles, is a puzzling one. I have so far been able to find only
two, and both have their drawbacks. (Figure 2.1. in a 3-dimensional version might
be needed, as enabling the Interpretant to be represented on a different level than the
sign vehicle and its significate.)

The first representation is as what might be (and commonly has been, includ-
ing by me) misconstrued as a “pre-triangle”—a figure that would be a triangle did
it but have one more side—except for the (slight detail) that the “missing side” is
essentially lacking (Fig. 2.1). The problem, thus, is to represent not a triangle, but
rather a triad which, like a triangle involves three “points” or “terms” but, unlike a
triangle, does not have the three bilaterally connected, but connected rather by “one
single relation which attains the second term directly and the third term indirectly”
via the second.

166 Tbid., 345/9-10.

167 “nisi forte ipsa res significata sit conceptus vel eius intentio”™—Ibid., 349/39-40. (the case of

reflexion).

168 ¢.g., Blunden 2005/2006: 4 of 14 (in PDF download from http://home.mira.net/~andy/works/
semiosis.htm), where he rightly states that “The basic schema of semiosis is the triadic relation,”
but then immediately diagrams it as a series of dyads in triangular formation, exactly as if to in-
stantiate Merrell’s repeated objection to the triangle representation of what is not triangular but
triadic. Both involve three terms, yes; but both cannot be constituted from some combination of
dyads; only the triangular (mis)representation allows for that. My own frequent use of triangular
representations throughout Basics of Semiotics (Deely 1990 and after) is material, rather than for-
mal, in that the irreducible triadicity of the sign is the formal point of the text as a whole repeated
throughout its parts. The triangle as a representation remains materially convenient, if formally
inadequate on its own terms.


http://home.mira.net/~andy/works/semiosis.htm
http://home.mira.net/~andy/works/semiosis.htm
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The second representation is as what might be considered, for want of a better
name, a tripod, but a tripod—*“Merrell’s Tripod,” let me call it'®—Ilacking a central
connection as necessarily positive in the juncture of its “legs” (Fig. 2.2 above).

It is as if we have to choose between a triangle with a missing side, and a tripod
with a missing central connective. I will argue in a moment that this “missingness”
is the strength of each of the diagrams. But first let me cite, in part at least (for one
would have to gather many and lengthy passages from Merrell’s writings to get a
full grasp on his understanding of this “tripod”), an explanation for Merrell’s basic
preference for some version of Fig. 2.2:170

The problem is [with any] Figure [that]... still appears to be of bivalent orientation [such
as we find in Saussure’s signifiant/signifié model]. On the surface there is no more than a
one-dimensional line severing a two-dimensional plane. In contrast, Fig. 2, if construed as
a tripod, offers a three-dimensional topological field.

[I]t seems to me that with [this second figure], Firstness is poised to enter into signhood as
something that is interdependently interrelated with something else for someone or some-
thing in some respect or capacity. So the diagram is the bare beginning of a sign. It is a
pre-sign, so to speak, the possibility of an actual concrete sign. I would suggest that the
Firstness of this pre-sign, when emerging into mindfulness, can take on its own Second-
ness, and then mediating Thirdness emerges. In other words... Signhood. And the process
continues, without end.

On this accounting, Floyd’s tripod amounts to a version of what I have diagramed
rather as the “semiotic spiral”!’! (of abductions, deductions, and retroductions'”
through which experience is constituted and by which it develops, indeed, from
conception to death), but one which properly centers the process on “signhood” as
a constantly emerging form of being ever new.

But emerging whence, emerging from where? And this question leads me to
what I regard as the strength of both diagrams, namely, the “missing” elements—be
it the “triangle” with only two sides, or the “tripod” with no connecting center: the
explicit incorporation of nonbeing into the representation of sign.

169 As Floyd Merrell explained in the email accompanying the attachment of Fig. 2.1 as repro-
duced here (essentially the same as the Fig. 2.2 in his Sebeok Fellow Address 2006, p. 4): “I
think tripod is necessary, since its three-dimensional and the dimensions of time we live in are
three-dimensional, which is no mere coincidence, given the categories, three in number. The ‘psi’,
as well as +, —, square root of the central point, the empty set, and zero, would require pages to
account for. ... As for the ‘missing central connective’, that’s the reason for and the function of
the square root at the central point of the tripod, about which the plus and the minus and the ‘psi’
symbols ‘oscillate’ (to create what you call a ‘spiral’), and it is fed by the empty set and zero, or

L)

what Peirce called ‘nothingness’, or Buddhist ‘emptiness’.
170 Merrell (2006 p. 4), and (2004, pp. 268-269). The situation of the sign as tripodically dia-
gramed, as Merrell says, is “more complicated, infinitely more complicated,” than the bare
diagram suggests; so let me share with the reader “a few sources of the gyrating, spiraling, swirl-
ing and swiveling ‘tripod’”’: Merrell 2000, 2007, 2007a, 2008, 2008a, 2008b.

17 Deely (1985b, p. 321; 2001b, p. 28; 2003a, p. 164; 2004b, p. 10; 2009c¢, p. 210).

172 On the terminology here as I employ it, especially regarding this term “retroduction” used
here in what amounts to a coinage, see Deely (2009c¢, p. 209) text and note 9. In brief summary:
abduction=getting an idea from experience of things; deduction=seeing or drawing out the con-
sequences of an idea; retroduction=returning to things to verify or disprove the consequences of
a developed idea.
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A little noted, yet decisively important, feature of the action of signs is that signs
provide the only example of causality which functions equally in absence and in pres-
ence, the only instance of causality between terms which need not all exist at the time
of, and in order to complete, the sign action. Poinsot, one of the few so far to address
directly the causality proper to the action of signs,'”? explains the element of nonbeing
in semiosis as arising from the very nature of the triadic being proper to signs as rela-
tions: relations cannot be directly affected or changed except indirectly, by changing
the objects or things related, whence the change in relations between them follows.
So signs, insofar as consisting in relations, are powerless directly to affect outcomes
except through their vehicles and significates acting under the relation of signification
which makes them to be what they are, not in themselves, but in the position they oc-
cupy under the triadic relation of what Merrell felicitously terms “signhood.”

This indirectness and dependency upon changes or actions in the order of sec-
ondness also explains how and why signs as instantiating thirdness typically exhibit
an influence of the future within the present, altering the relevance of past events and
presaging—but all only indirectly, and without strict necessity—"“what is to come”
out of what has been and is.'” This singularity of semiosic causality, then, springs
directly from the singularity of relation itself as suprasubjective, which makes se-
miosis possible in the first place. Actual semiosis as thirdness may occur only “in
the land of the living,” but a semiosis virtual and exercised intermittently, like the
flaring of a match which does not hold its would-be flame, in in raising the physical
universe itself from a condition of lifelessness toward the possibility and finally the
actually of life, like the flaring of a match which does not hold its would-be flame,
results from this same element of “nonbeing” embedded at the heart of semiosis as a
distinctive causal process at work within, entangled with, the “efficient” productive
forces of brute secondness.

In the case of evolution, for example—not only biological evolution, but that
prior and compassing cosmic evolution which biological evolution presupposes in
order for life to have become possible in the first place—secondness provides and
explains that element of chance and selection at work as a vis a tergo in the whole
of evolution. But only thirdness, whether intermittent and virtual (“degenerate”) in
inorganic nature, or actual and quasi-constant in the vegetative world, or actual and
constant in the world of animals (“genuine” and complete, as it were), provides that
vis a prospecto which we experience as “meaning” in whatever form, fictional or
real, delusional or provisional.

Thus, no matter how you look at it, the discovery (or realization) of semiosis at
the heart of meaning and the thematization of semiosis as semiotics constitutes a
revolution at the heart of intellectual culture, and presents a challenge for rethink-
ing the institutionalization of academic life in our universities. This challenge is
the equal and counterpoint to the challenge that ideoscopic science presented to the
exclusively cenoscopic thinkers of the medieval universities, as I have pointed out
above. Aristotle’s triangle may have been inherently presemiotic, but viewed semi-

173 Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis Book I, Question 5, “Whether to signify, formally considered,
is to cause something in the order of productive causality,” 193/1-203/32, esp. 194/30-197/17. See
also Deely 2009j or e: “The full vista of the action of signs,” 233-275, esp. Sect. 4.3, pp. 261-269.

174 Cf. Williams 20009.
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otically it at least shows us the elements that have to be synthesized in order to un-
derstand what signs are and how they act. For the three poles of the triangle at least,
in contrast to the three “sides,” have each an involvement with thirdness. While not
themselves a triad as such (i.e., as the separate poles of a triangle), yet each of these
poles itself covertly contains the three triads from which anthroposemiosis con-
stantly emerges: words, which as material signs presuppose triadic relations in the
context of society and culture; thoughts, which as psychological states cannot exist
without giving rise to triadic relations within firstness; and things, which cannot be
as known except as signifieds derived from objects which themselves as such (i.e.,
as apprehended) belong directly to thirdness, beyond (and even within) sensation
(sentire prescissively distinguished from phantasiari and intelligere) inseparable
from brute secondness.!”®

2.4.11 Aristotle’s Triangle of Triads

Aristotle’s is not a semiotic triangle, but presemiotic. In fact, it turns out that there
is, strictly speaking, no such thing as a semiotic triangle, if we understand the dif-
ference between a triad—which has three terms under one single relation, indeed,
but never as such three “sides” (three bivalent relations each reducible to dyadicity,
whether one-sided!”® or reciprocal!”’)—and a friangle as an irreducibly three-sided
figure. Yet Aristotle’s triangle, that ancient triangle proposed in the early light of
philosophy’s ancient dawn, in what it has accomplished in provoking thinking in the
direction of an eventual semiotic consciousness over the long centuries of the se-
miotic animal’s slow-by-slow development of an ever-fuller “self-awareness,” may
well be taken now to symbolize the work that lies ahead in the fields of academia
for the semiotic community, inevitably pushing philosophy as the basic cenoscopic
science toward assuming its proper place in the “core curriculum” as integrative of
the intellectual culture of the postmodern university.

Semiotics, an intellectual phenomenon mainly of the twentieth century as regards
its actual formation as a community of inquirers, we are now coming to realize is no
less than the dawning of a new era of intellectual culture, a global era marked (thanks
to semiotics) by a noetic renewal beyond the ne plus ultra of the modern epistemol-
ogy systematized by Kant. Semiotics launches postmodernity as a new epoch of
philosophy itself understood finally as a cenoscopic, not an ideoscopic, science, one
itself—like all the sciences—born out of the action of signs, the doctrine, or thema-
tized investigation and understanding of which, we call today “semiotics.”

175 On this last point, that “object signified” says redundantly what “signified” or “significate”
says sufficiently, and that “object” is a disguised and, historically at least, normally misleading
way to speak of signifieds, read Purely Objective Reality (Deely 2009d).

176 As in the case of words to passions looked at one way as symbola, yet looked at another way
as semeia symptoms; or of words to things as symbola, respecting which reciprocally the things
themselves directly “say nothing.”

177 As in the case of the things themselves, which “say nothing” to the words directly but speak
loudly, indexically and iconically, in reciprocity with the passions.
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2.5 Parting Summation

That is how I project the diachronic development within the synchronic perspective
in which the twentieth century became the locus for the establishment of the foun-
dations for the twenty-first century’s continued development and expansion of the
community of inquirers focused on the action of signs. I project this development
out to the year 2075 or so; but of course, those who will be able synchronically to
judge of my projection, while it will include some now living but rather young, it
will not include me or my contemporaries cited in the pages above, any more than
Sebeok or Saussure has been able to comment on my “view as of 2015.” For what-
ever the far boundary of my own synchrony within the larger diachrony of semiot-
ics, it cannot be that distant. “Time will tell.”
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Appendix: Sebeok’s Synthesis (the Tartu—Bloomington—
Copenhagen School)

Juri Lotman (28 February 1922-1993 October 28), a suspect figure for the Russian
authorities of the Soviet era, is the single most prominent figure of so-called So-
viet semiotics, and the principal theorist of the Saussure-oriented “Tartu—Moscow
School” of semiotics, with its idea of linguistic communication as the “primary
modeling system” through which alone access is provided to the world of culture as
the “secondary modeling system.”

In the purview of this school, biology has a background rather than a central
role (see Ivanov 2008—still, that is a considerable improvement over Saussure’s
own views, and perhaps explains Sebeok’s determined interest in meeting Lotman
personally); so it must be said that the “Tartu—Moscow School” in its original for-
mation and development belongs determinately to what Sebeok identified as the
“minor tradition” of semiological analysis within semiotics as the complete doc-
trine of signs or “major tradition” (Deely 1986). (Kalevi Kull, in an email dated 12
June 2009, has pointed out to me an important detail concerning Lotman’s position
within semiology: “a change can be dated to 1982, when Lotman read Vernadsky’s
work on biosphere and as a result coined his term ‘semiosphere’. In the same year
he attended a conference on theoretical biology, which also gave him ideas to turn
toward a more organicist approach. This in its way has enhanced the following bi-
osemiotic developments in Tartu.”) By “major tradition,” of course, Sebeok meant
an understanding of signs in terms of their proper being as triadic and operative not
only throughout the cultural world but also throughout the natural world as prior to,
independent of, and influenced by culture.

However, there was an earlier Tartu scholar, a “cryptosemiotician” (that is, a
late modern thinker involved with but not thematically aware of the doctrine of
signs, still a prisoner theoretically of the solipsist epistemology of modern philoso-
phy) named Jakob von Uexkiill (8 September 1864—1944 July 25), who, with his
theoretical and experimental explication of the Umwelt/Innenwelt distinction, Se-
beok realized, had correctly identified what is truly the primary modeling system
for the animal kingdom as including human beings. This primary modeling system,
the animal Innenwelt, required only a distinctive adaptation to provide the root from
which and basis upon which linguistic communication as an exaptation could be
established as the species-specifically human avenue to the development of culture
as yet a third-level modeling system transforming the animal Umwelt confined to
awareness of objects in relation to the animal into a Lebenswelt open to an explora-
tion of objects not only in relation to ourselves as animals but also as being “things
in themselves” sometimes mind-dependent, sometimes mind-independent, but typi-
cally (and certainly initially) a combination of both.

With this remarkable synthesis, Sebeok achieved nothing less than a theoretical rev-
olution within the development of the doctrine of signs, one which has proved to be the
main foundation for the development of semiotics in the twenty-first century. Sebeok’s
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synthesis brings the minor tradition “Tartu—Moscow School” into the mainstream of
semiotic development, but the old name fails completely to manifest the revolution.

In the first place, Jakob von Uexkiill has no association at all with the original
name, despite the fact that his Umwelttheorie was developed exactly while he was as-
sociated, as would later be Lotman, with the Tartu University. In the second place, the
old name embodies a commitment to the Saussurean dyadic model of sign in exactly
the sense that the Poinsot-Locke—Peirce tradition (the “major tradition,” as Sebeok
pointed out, because it is the only tradition squarely based on the model of sign rec-
ognizing the irreducibly triadic character of semiosis as following upon the relational
being of signs as such) had shown to be incompatible with the full extent of semiosis.

Beginning with Sebeok’s own introduction of the notion and term “zodsemiot-
ics” in 1963, followed by Krampen’s proposal of “phytosemiotics” in 1981, semi-
otics by the turn of the century had definitively established the inadequacy of an
exclusively linguistic or cultural model, and laid the foundations for the fuller de-
velopment of today’s biosemiotics, centrally spearheaded by work of Jesper Hoff-
meyer (1993, 1996, 2000, 2002a & b, 2008a & b), and the “epilogue” to this present
volume), among others.

Thus, when we assimilate the work of von Uexkiill to the name “Tartu,” and
view the work of Lotman no longer in the exclusively semiological terms in which
it was originally cast but as assimilated now rather to the mainstream Poinsot—
Locke—Peirce development as distinctively postmodern in the synthesis achieved
by Sebeok, and particularly when we take into account the biosemiotic development
with its center in the work of Danish semioticians, we should speak now of the
“Tartu—Bloomington—Copenhagen School” as the major development within the
major tradition whereby the action of signs becomes conscious of itself and of its
role in the universe as a whole through the metasemiosis species-specific to human
animals as semiotic animals. These are the only animals which not only use signs
but also recognize that the being of signs involves but does not reduce to anything
sensible, consisting rather in the invisible spiral of interweaving triadic relations
which turn things into objects and objects into signs in creating that path which
“leads everywhere in nature” (Emmeche 1994, p. 126)—including where human
beings have never set foot.
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Chapter 3
Maps, Diagrams, and Signs: Visual Experience
in Peirce’s Semiotics

Vitaly Kiryushchenko

It is a well-known fact that during the last years of his life, especially through the
1900s, Charles Sanders Peirce struggled to formulate a full-fledged proof of his
pragmatism. One of the ways he thought he could do this was by reconciling the
pragmatic maxim with his theory of signs. The question, in this case, was how to
justify the two facts: On the one hand, that the meaning of a concept is not any sort
of platonic entity but rather consists in conceivable practical outcomes of our inter-
action with the object of this concept; and, on the other hand, that sign is something
which stands for something else for someone in some respect or capacity. Accord-
ing to Peirce, these two definitions (of meaning as the sum total of practical conse-
quences of actions it presupposes, and of sign as triadic entity) had to be translatable
into one another (Peirce 1992—-1998EP2, pp. 398—433).

Peirce attached extreme importance to this task, as he believed that such recon-
ciliation would allow him to incorporate the two parts of his philosophy (pragma-
tism and semiotics) into a unified architectonic framework, thereby also connecting
his normative theory with his evolutionary metaphysics and doctrine of categories.

A decade earlier, by the end of the 1890s, Peirce introduced a system of dia-
grammatic logic, which he called “Existential Graphs” (Peirce 1931-1958, CP. 4,
pp- 347-584). In the very basic sense, Peirce understood diagram in general as
anything at all having its parts in relations that resemble relations among the parts
of some different set of entities. Accordingly, a diagram is, essentially, a sort of
mapping of one group of relations onto another. In the case of existential graphs,
the diagrams are designed as picture-like expressions of relations inherent in think-
ing. Being expressed diagrammatically, thought process appears to be interpretable
into a set of continuous moves in the form of constantly transforming pictures. In
other words, the graphs displayed not a linear succession of syllogistic structures
and forms of thought but the very process of thinking, its machinery, thinking in
actu (Peirce 1931-1958, CP. 4, p. 6). And it is probably for this reason that Peirce
called his graphs “moving pictures of thought” (Peirce 1931-1958, CP. 4, pp. 8-11):
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Dealing with the graphs, one can actually observe a given argument, visualized by
graphic conventions, as a number of continuously transforming pictures. In short,
such graphic language allows us, as it were, to experience a meaning visually as a
set of transitional states, where the meaning is accessible in its entirety at any given
“here and now” during its transformation.

Accordingly, Peirce’s graphs have three important features: (1) by means of a
predefined array of transformational rules, they are so designed to show an immedi-
ate logical continuity of thinking, (2) the transformational rules are devised not as
any sort of “deep grammar” but as a purely surface structure, (3) all the conventions
Peirce applies are graphic expressions; they are shown for what they are, being
not separated from what they actually convey. In other words, the logical form of
every graph appears to be an integral part of a given picture. Every graph conveys
information and simultaneously explains how it is being done. In this case, seeing
something and understanding how it works are the same process; what is stated and
how the statement is made are actually expressed in one and the same act—which is
to say that the logical form of an argument cannot be considered a metalanguage in
relation to its content, because it is revealed as a part of this content.

Indeed, because Peirce’s pragmatic maxim was conceived by him as, in a way, an
expression of his theory of meaning that provides a conceptual link between think-
ing and doing, it is not surprising that by the mid-1900s, he began considering his
graphic logic to be but one of the attempts at proving his version of pragmatism. It
is obvious, then, that for Peirce, the possibility of visual representation not only of
linguistic but also semiotic relations, in general, was essential for making the most
of his pragmatist approach to meaning.

“Prolegomena to an Apology for Pragmaticism”, one of Peirce’s papers on
graphs, begins with the following imaginary dialogue, which reveals an important
comparison between diagrams and maps:

“But why do that [use maps] when the thought itself is present to us?” Such,
substantially, has been the interrogative objection raised by...an eminent and glori-
ous General.

Recluse that I am, I was not ready with the counterquestion, which should have
run, “General, you make use of maps during a campaign, I believe. But why should
you do so, when the country they represent is right there?”” Thereupon, had he re-
plied that he found details in the maps that were so far from being “right there”,
that they were within the enemy’s lines, I ought to have pressed the question, “Am
I right, then, in understanding that, if you were thoroughly and perfectly familiar
with the country,...no map of it would then be of the smallest use to you in laying
out your detailed plans?” “No, I do not say that, since I might probably desire the
maps to stick pins into, so as to mark each anticipated day s change in the situations
of the two armies”. “Well, General, that precisely corresponds to the advantages of
a diagram of the course of a discussion.... Namely, if [ may try to state the matter
after you, one can make exact experiments upon uniform diagrams; and when one
does so, one must keep a bright lookout for unintended and unexpected changes
thereby brought about in the relations of different significant parts of the diagram
to one another. Such operations upon diagrams, whether external or imaginary, take
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the place of the experiments upon real things that one performs in chemical and
physical research”. (Peirce 1931-1958, CP. 4, p. 530)

The diagrams, then, are maps of thought, which may be used “to stick pins into”
in order to mark anticipated changes.

There is one more analogy to such visual interpretation of communication: The
analogy between, on the one hand, Peirce’s idea of triadic relations and their genera-
tive function and, on the other, chemical valences. This analogy is well known and
thoroughly studied (Parker 1998; Roberts 2009; Samway 1995). More specifically,
for instance, the theory of valences is at the core of Peirce’s phenomenology, or
“phaneroscopy”.

However, one aspect of this analogy is rarely mentioned; namely, it is the very
nature of the metamorphosis which had taken place in chemistry from the mid-
1840s to 1860s and which was triggered by the formulation of the chemical-type
theory. The new idea that the type theory and, later, the theory of valences brought
about was that chemical compounds could be studied not as mixtures of actual
substances but as relational pictures, or, visual, diagrammatic schemes. Chemists
discovered that the relational structure of a molecule and transformations of chemi-
cal compounds could be depicted in a certain way, with the use of rather simple
graphic conventions. Thus, the idea of valences gave birth to the language that actu-
ally provided the visual projection of the inner life of nature. Just as in the case of
Peirce’s graphs, the grammar of this new language was a part of the surface; and
how a meaning is formed was a part of the meaning itself. Every such diagrammatic
message says something and, simultaneously, shows how it is to be read.

Again, in the very beginning of the 1900s, in 1902, Peirce wrote an entry on the
concept of “virtual” for Mark Baldwin’s Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychol-
ogy. This entry, concise as it is, also may be considered as a corollary of his later
attempts at the proof of pragmatism. In the dictionary, Peirce gave the following
definition of a virtual object:

A virtual X ...is something, not an X, which has the efficiency (virtus) of an X. This is the
proper meaning of the word; but (2) it has been seriously confounded with “potential”,
which is almost its contrary. For the potential X is of the nature of X, but is without actual
efficiency. A virtual velocity is something, not a velocity, but a displacement; <it is> equiv-
alent to a velocity in the formula, “what is gained in velocity is lost in power”. (3) Virtual
is sometimes used to mean pertaining to virtue in the sense of an ethical habit. (Baldwin
1902, p. 763)

According to this definition, any sign is obviously a virtual unit in so far as its mean-
ing ultimately lies not in any sort of abstract idea or mental copy of its object but in
its object’s conceivable practical applications (or, in other words, in certain habits of
conduct it would produce, given the occurrence of such and such circumstance, fact
or event). Consequently, any belief caused by a sign or signs always has some sort
of pragmatic content and is consistently interpretable as both an intelligible object
and a source for action. Thus, it appears that the concept of virtuality provides an
important link between Peirce’s late pragmatism and his mature semiotic theory.

It might also be worth paying attention to the fact that, in Peirce’s case, the im-
portance of visual experience extends beyond the bounds of purely theoretical con-



118 V. Kiryushchenko

cerns, and has intriguing implications in terms of his personal intellectual habits. In
fact, Peirce was quite an eccentric character in more ways than one. In particular, he
seemed to believe in specific interconnectedness of certain peculiarities of his own
personality—some of which he himself considered quite unusual. Moreover, he ac-
tually tried to find some sort of theoretical explanation of this interconnectedness.

Among these personal peculiarities, Peirce laid special stress on his quite early-
discovered disposition toward diagrammatical thinking; that is, as he himself con-
fessed on many occasions, he had a habit of thinking by means of pictures, map-
pings, and diagrams rather than linguistic units. He was inclined to attribute this
capacity to his mathematical mindset: He thought mathematical thinking essentially
to be an interplay of schemes, maps, and images—which is significant considering
the fact that Peirce’s family had three mathematicians, including Peirce’s father and
his older brother James Mills (both professors at Harvard).

Peirce deeply believed in not only the mathematical but also the logical advan-
tage of a diagrammatic and picture-like way of expression over ordinary writing.
Visual, iconic experience, in short, was to him at the core of linguistic compe-
tence—to the extent that he thought diagrammatic logic should be taught in schools
before grammar of any natural language (Peirce 1931-1958, CP. 4, p. 619). On the
other hand, Peirce was left-handed, and he also often blamed his left-handedness
for his incapacity of linguistic expression. Again, being “left” meant, for him, be-
ing a capable logician. He also persistently referred to his inability for ethical self-
control and his general disposition against social conventionality—which he, again,
blamed, in part, on his leftism. In one of his letters to the mathematician Cassius L.
Keyser, he wrote:

But I am left-handed; and I often think that means that I do not use my brain in the way that
the mass of men do, and that peculiarity betrays itself also in my ways of thinking. Hence,
I have always labored under the misfortune of being thought “original”. Upon a set subject,
I am likely to write worse than any man of equal practice (as quoted in Brent 1993, p. 43).

And, in 1909, in a letter to Victoria Lady Welby, Peirce wrote:

...as a boy I invented a language in which almost every letter of every word made a definite
contribution to its signification. It involved a classification of all possible ideas; and I need
not say that it was never completed.... The grammar of my Language was, I need hardly
say, modeled in a general way after the Latin Grammar as almost all ideas of grammar are
to this day. It had, in particular, the Latin parts of speech; and it never dawned upon me that
they could be other than they are in Latin. Since then I have bought Testaments in such lan-
guages as Zulu, Dakota, Hawaiian, Jagalu, Magyar (Basque I have dipped into otherwise;
and I learned a little Arabic from Edward Palmer whom I knew in Constantinople and later
in Cambridge). These studies have done much to broaden my ideas of language in general,
but they have never made me a good writer, because my habits of thinking are so different
from those of the generality of people. Besides I am left-handed (in the literal sense) which
implies a cerebral development and connections of parts of the brain so different from
those of right-handed people that the sinister is almost sure to be misunderstood and live a
stranger to his kind, if not a misanthrope. This has, I doubt not, had a good deal to do with
my devotion to the science of logic. Yet probably my intellectual left-handedness has been
serviceable to my studies in that science. It has caused me to be thorough in penetrating
the thoughts of my predecessors—not merely their ideas as they understood them, but the
potencies that were in them. (Hardwick 1977, pp. 95-96)
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Further, Peirce’s late diaries give clear evidence that he had considerable interest
in different theories of natural conditions of criminality, popular among lawyers at
the time, a particular example being Nicholas St. John Green, one of the members
of Cambridge Metaphysical Club (see, for instance, L 218, Peirce’s letter to the
editor of The Independent, 05/04/1892). Cesare Lombroso, one of the founding
fathers of modern criminalistics, was one of Peirce’s favourite authors. In addition
to all the aforementioned, Peirce had a habit of severe and constant self-analysis. In
one of his letters to William James, Peirce wrote that “I have been forced to study
myself until I have become a devoted seautonologist” (MHFC, Peirce to James,
07/16/1907).

As Joseph Brent writes in his Peirce biography, Peirce was able to use both of
his hands in writing simultaneously. That is, he was able to shock his students by
writing on the blackboard, ambidextrously and simultaneously, a logical or math-
ematical problem and its solution (Brent 1993, p. 15).

Although logic and mathematics both rely upon diagrammatic thinking, Peirce
saw a clear distinction between them. This is what he wrote, c. 1906, on the differ-
ence between the two:

The distinction between the two conflicting aims [of logic and mathematics] results from
this, that the mathematical demonstrator seeks nothing but the solution of his problem; and,
of course, desires to reach that goal in the smallest possible number of steps; while what the
logician wishes to ascertain is what are the distinctly different elementary steps into which
every necessary reasoning can be broken up.... In short, the mathematician wants a pair of
seven-league boots, so as to get over the ground as expeditiously as possible. The logician
has no purpose of getting over the ground: he regards an offered demonstration as a bridge
over a canyon, and himself as the inspector who must narrowly examine every element of
the truss because the whole is in danger unless every tie and every strut is not only cor-
rect in theory, but also flawless in execution. But hold! Where am I going? Metaphors are
treacherous—far more so than bridges... (MHFC, Fragment on logician and mathemati-
cian, c. 1906)

So it appears that a person who has both a logical and a mathematical mindset, both
intellectually and psychologically, is apt to experience a significant tension between
these two extremes: of mathematical insight and of logical meticulousness.

In his early diaries and in his family correspondence, Peirce frequently used the
words “fast” and “pedestrian” as two self-characteristics. In spite of the evidently
high value Peirce attached to them, the meaning of the latter remains unclear and
the meaning of the former is not stated at all. But the very character of their use
affords the assumption that they describe certain logico-mathematical way of think-
ing—one that allows the two corresponding qualities to coexist. A thought is “fast”
not owing to the fact that it has the nature of intuition but to the fact that there is
something genuinely anti-hermeneutic about it—in the sense that mathematical un-
derstanding is not so much a desirable result as it is a necessary condition for a dia-
logue. And logical pedestrianism is a form in which the “fastness” is at work. Given
the attention Peirce, as a logician, paid to terminological continuity, this pedestrian-
ism is likely to refer to the Aristotelian wepimatyuixoo. In other words, the case at
hand is a fast intellect making use of leisure in the Greek sense of the word—that
of activity undertaken for its own sake. In Peirce’s case, the search for continu-
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ity between these two extremes resulted in mathematically grounded diagrammatic
logic—his existential graphs.

This distinction remains valid in case of Peirce’s father as well, and for good
reason. Numerous letters clearly show that Benjamin Peirce exerted an immense
influence on both Peirce’s intellectual development and his worldly habits. And,
like his son, Benjamin Peirce was a highly unusual person. The incomprehensibility
and hermetic character of his lectures at Harvard were the subject of many legends
and anecdotes. As one of his colleagues once wrote:

...his intuition of the whole ground was so keen and comprehensive that he could not
take cognizance of the slow and tentative process of mind by which an ordinary learner
was compelled to make his step-by-step progress. In his explanations he would take giant
strides; and his frequent “you see” indicated what he saw clearly, but that of which his
pupils could get hardly a glimpse. (Cajori 1890, p. 139)

Thus, visual, diagrammatic thinking, mathematics, left-handedness, difficulty with
written language, unconventional behaviour, the nature of logic in general, and
the model of perfect language in particular—all these things in Peirce’s case were
closely connected to each other, composing, as it were, a kind of personal Gordian
knot which he craved to untangle.

However, apart from vicissitudes of and interconnections between life and the-
ory—and keeping in mind Peirce’s notion of virtuality, as well as the importance
(both personal and theoretical) he attached to diagrammatic representations—we
may also, curiously enough, find some hints of affinity between the two parts of his
philosophical doctrine in his early activities as a practical scientist.

Peirce’s careers as a scientist and an academic philosopher overlapped in 1879—
that is, of course, if it is at all possible to talk about any academia at that time, given
that there were no professional journals and the only university in the European
sense in the entire country was Johns Hopkins. However, Peirce started teaching at
Johns Hopkins that year, while continuing his research for the United States Coast
and Geodetic Survey. Just prior to his appointment, in May, he published a short
paper in the American Journal of Mathematics describing his new map projection,
which he called “Quincuncial”.

The name of the map comes from two Latin words: quinque and uncia, standing
for a Roman coin that contained 5/12th of Roman bronze libra (Ib., one pound) and
on which the bronze content was signified in the same way that number 5 is signi-
fied on a die. (Incidentally, it is also noteworthy that just after Peirce’s appointment
at Johns Hopkins ended, in the mid-1880s, Peirce became a member of several com-
missions on weights and measures and collaborated with the US Mint in Denver and
Philadelphia).

In his letters, Peirce acknowledged that the idea of his projection was inspired
by the work of a German mathematician, Karl Hermann Schwarz (1843—-1921),
known for his studies in complex analysis. And Peirce’s map, in fact, was one of
the first maps of the kind, created with an application of the theory of functions of
a complex variable.

Peirce’s map is a transformation of conformal (or orthomorphic) stereographic
projection. It is similar to other conformal projections in that it preserves the angles
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Fig. 3.1 Stereographic projection

at which curves cross each other throughout the entire face of the map, except at
the corners, where conformability fails. It also shares one principle feature with
standard stereographic projection; namely, one of the poles in this map is situated in
the centre, while another one is at infinity, i.e. is distributed in an infinite number of
points along the perimeter of the map. At the same time, Peirce’s map deviates from
standard stereographic maps in two respects. First, its segments are arranged not in
a circle but in a square; and second, it is actually a projection not of a full sphere
but only of hAemisphere, where the other hemisphere is split into four triangles sur-
rounding the equator, which is represented on the map as a smaller square inscribed
in the bigger one. Further, this map can be tessellated by iteration of its parts, with
each copy’s features exactly matching those of all its immediate neighbours. And
the tessellation may be continued in any direction ad infinitum—until we have ev-
ery part and every point of the imaginary sphere connected with every other part
and point. This is a principal feature of this kind of projection: Because the map has
no edges, we can lay a continuous route of any length on it—which is not possible
in the case of other projections. And it is this feature that, as will be shown, makes
the quincuncial map a diagrammatic interpretant of the Earth’s surface and a virtual
picture—precisely in the sense which Peirce ascribed to these terms (Fig. 3.1).

If we move along the tessellated map (say, from the North Pole to the North
Pole), effectively, we will make a full turn around the imaginary sphere—but we
will end up at a different spot on the map; and if we continue moving along, we will,
as it were, enter another spherical surface. In fact, depending on the length of the
route, we wish to lay, and on how far we want to go on with the tessellation, the flat
surface of the map will represent a certain number of surfaces of the sphere. This
number will always be more than one—simply because one segment is not enough
to show the interrelation of all points and parts the way it is on the sphere. Thus, the
map cannot represent the whole surface of a sphere in any of its fragments—but
it represents a number of such surfaces as a sum of those fragments arranged in a
quincunx pattern (Fig. 3.2).
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Fig. 3.2 Quincuncial map
projection

Given Peirce’s definition of a virtual X as “something, not an X, which has the
efficiency (virtus) of an X, Peirce’s quincuncial map may be considered an intrigu-
ing example of a diagrammatic sign of a spherical representation of the Earth: That
is, an example of a two-dimensional picture which virtually is a three-dimensional
figure—precisely because it has a virtus of it (i.e. it acts like one).

Map projections convert three-dimensional objects into two-dimensional dia-
grams for some practical purpose, the former and the latter being objects of com-
pletely different natures—or, better stated, of two different worlds—that cannot
comprehend and communicate with each other (just like polygons and spherical
bodies in Edwin Abbot’s nineteenth-century novel Flatland: A Romance of Many
Dimensions). At the same time, Peirce’s two-dimensional map, being different in
nature from the three-dimensional object it represents, preserves some modus ope-
randi of it. Namely, through its conformality and iteration of parts, it preserves the
sphere’s three-dimensional continuity. Again, one fragment of the map, although it
includes the whole of the Earth’s surface territory and represents some qualities of
it, has essential limitations as to how a spherical representation of it may be used.
Due to the tessellation, it begins to represent true relations between points and parts
of the map. Finally, failing to represent the Earth’s surface as a single object, the
map grows, and at some point in its growth begins to represent this surface as a
synthesis of impressions and practical outcomes: that is, as a concept of a spherical
body, thus becoming a true interpretant of the Earth’s surface (Fig. 3.3).
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Fig. 3.3 Tessellated quincun-
cial map
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Chapter 4
Semiotics as an Interdisciplinary Science

Yair Neuman

4.1 Introduction

When asked to explain what semiotics is, we should recall Deely’s (2005) observation
that semiotics is a meta-perspective. This observation is important as it suggests that
semiotics is neither theory nor a model. A model can be considered to be a well-
defined relationship between few variables. For instance, the relation between the
reproduction rate of a given population of rabbits and the amount of their available
resources can be modeled through logistic function taking of course into account
the existence of wolfs. Models exist at a relatively lower scale of analysis than a
theory that attempts to represent a more complex portion of a given realm. For
the semiotican, this difference is comprehensible in Peircean terms where models
involve dyadic structures while theories friadic structures and beyond. Indeed,
from the three-body problem in physics to triadicity in family dynamics, it is well
known that as insightfully realized by Peirce, the shift to a triadic system involves
a quantum leap in the complexity of the system. However, as suggested by Deely,
semiotics is neither a theory nor a model. Similarly, to the idea of meta-heuristics
in computer science, semiotics introduces a generic approach that may be widely
applied for modeling a variety of phenomena from biology to computer science
and psychology. The power of semiotics as meta-perspective or interdisciplinary
science results from its ability to conceptualize meaning and value. To recall, for
Saussure (1972), the meaning of a word is the “counterpart of a sound pattern”
(1972, p. 112). In this sense, the meaning of the sign cat is its corresponding concept
of cat. Saussure originally suggested that meaning should be distinguished from
value; however, in its recently uncovered writings he equates meaning and value
(Saussure 2006). What is “value” and what makes it central to semiotics? A value
involves: “(1) something dissimilar which can be exchanged for the item whose
value is under consideration, and (2) similar things which can be compared with
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the item whose value is under consideration” (Saussure 1972, p. 113). For example,
money is an abstract system of signs/values. In this system, a one-dollar bill has no
meaning in itself. In contrast with some misconceptions of Saussure as a “dyadic”
thinker, his concept of value definitely refutes this misconception. The value of one
dollar does not result from some kind of dyadic correspondence with a platonic
realm of values. The meaning of a one dollar can be determined only in a closed
system of values in which triadicity prevails. To determine the value of one-dollar
we should know that a one-dollar bill can be exchanged for something different
(e.g., a candy bar), and that its value can be compared to another value within the
same system of currency (e.g., exchanging it for Euros). In other words, a value
system, a system that generates meaning is a closed and socially emerging network
whose basic atoms are triadic atoms of exchange and transformation. The focus on
value/meaning according to the above sense turns semiotics into the ultimate meta-
perspective for studying a variety of systems in which “meaning” is the central
organizing concept. However, in contrast with information theory that has been
intensively applied from biology to linguistics, the promise of semiotics as a meta-
perspective has not gained similar success and popularity. In this short chapter,
I would like to present the power of semiotics as a meta-perspective or as an
interdisciplinary science by providing concrete and hopefully convincing examples.
The works cited do not pretend to be representative but express my own personal
expertise and taste.

4.2 Case 1: The Immune System and the Semiotics
of Recognition

The first case that I would like to discuss is the ability of semiotics to explain an
important behavior of ... the immune system. The immune system is commonly de-
scribed as the system that protects our body against disease and is associated in our
mind with vaccines, bacteria, and viruses. The picture is much more complicated
(Cohen 2000), but for now on we may leave aside the complexity of the immune
system for a more “simple” question which is how the immune system identifies its
enemies. To fight potentially harmful entities such as bacteria and viruses, the im-
mune system must first recognize them as such. This recognition is deeply associ-
ated with the notion of the “immune self,” as knowing others imply self-knowledge
and the ability to differentiate between self and nonself. Distinguishing between
self and nonself is not limited to the immunological realm but to other biological,
psychological, and cultural realms as well. Gaining such self and nonself differ-
entiation is far from trivial and the fact that immune recognition is far from trivial
is evident in a case of “friendly fire” or autoimmune disease when the immune
system fails to differentiate between a friend and an enemy, and attacks its hosting
environment—its own self! How does immune recognition works? The immune
recognition is conducted through cellular agents such as B cells produced in the
bone marrow. The B cells have an interesting structure with a molecular part known



4 Semiotics as an Interdisciplinary Science 127

as the antibody which is a receptor attaching to a potentially harmful agent—the
antigen. According to the simple dyadic explanation of immune recognition, the
system recognizes an antigen when the antigen is attached to the antibody, fits in
like a key in a lock, and as a result initiates a cascade of responses that aim to elimi-
nate the vicious intruder. This dyadic model is appealing in its simplicity but the
only problem is that it does not work! There are different sorts of problems with this
dyadic model of immune recognition, but it is easy to refute it through a concrete
example. If immune recognition is performed through a dyadic affinity, then context
should have no influence what so ever on the immune recognition. However, with
amazing similarity to human language, context is a difference that makes a differ-
ence. Despite the fact that the lock and key may be the same, different contexts will
produce different meanings (Neuman 2008). For instance, sperm cells are produced
in the human body long time after its immune system has established its boundaries
(i.e., self and nonself boundaries) and the idea of who is with us and who is probably
against us. In other words, the sperm cells are produced in the human body after
“immune tolerance” has been established. Given the fact that sperm cells are highly
immunogenic and may cause an immune response, an interesting question is how
the immune system of the male tolerates their presence. Well, in some cases it does
not and a significant percentage of male infertility is caused by the immune system
that attacks the poor sperm cells. However, in normal cases the system simply toler-
ates the presence of the new comers as long as contextual cues allow this liberalism.
However, a changing context such as a kick in the groin (Neuman 2008) is a chang-
ing context in which signals of “war” are being sent from the attacked tissues of the
testes. In this context, the immune system may turn to the new comers and attack
them as enemies. That is, a changing context implied change in meaning. What has
semiotics to do with immune recognition? As I have suggested (Neuman 2004), the
behavior of the immune system is comprehensible if we consider it as a meaning-
making system that is continuously involved in making sense out of signs in con-
text. Semiotics provides us with an excellent meta-perspective for understanding
immune recognition, first and foremost by explaining why the dyadic lock-and-key
metaphor does not work. For the Peircean semiotican, it is clear that meaning is the
outcome of triadic relations and if the immune recognition involves interpreting the
meaning of biological signs then, deductively, it cannot be comprehended through
a dyadic conception. What is the criterion for judging the explanatory power of
semiotics for understanding immune recognition? Is it not just “name calling” when
one mystery, the one of immune recognition, is substituted for another which is the
semiotic terminology? This danger is always facing the semiotican who is risking
his or her head in interdisciplinary research. However, beyond “name calling,” the
scientific value of semiotics is evident in its ability to trigger new research questions
and paths for inquiry. For instance, let us reject the dyadic lock-and-key model of
immune recognition in favor of the hypothesis that this is a triadic process of mean-
ing-making in which an ambiguous molecular structure suspected as an antigen is
disambiguated in context, similar to the way ambiguous words are disambiguated
in the context of a sentence. For example, the word “bass” have different senses in
English. It can be for instance a bass fish or the musical instrument. From the word
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itself we cannot infer the exact sense. In fact, out of context the word has no sense.
However, if I am saying that I have played the bass in the jazz club then I prob-
ably played the music instrument rather than produced music by playing the fish.
We cannot dismiss the possibility of a bass fish turning into a musical instrument.
Theoretically, this idea cannot be excluded. We can imagine of course a comedy in
which one of the actors is using a bass fish as a musical instrument in a jazz club.
Nevertheless and despite the fact that we cannot theoretically dismiss this sense,
real-world constraints would lead as to abduce (in the Peirecean sense) that the
most reasonable sense within the given context is of bass as a musical instrument.
The immunologists adopting the above analogy between sense disambiguation in
natural language and immunology may ask questions such as what is the systemic
array of signaling pathways that differentiates between one context, such as a con-
text of sickness, and another context which is a context of health. In other words,
he may ask what is the process through which an ambiguous biological signal is
disambiguated in context. She(he) may also asks herself the following question:
If autoimmune disease involves misinterpretation of biological signs, how can we
help the immune system to resolves this pathologic interpretation? This is precisely
the strategy that guided Irun Cohen when he developed his treatment for type I
diabetes (Aldridge 2012; Cohen 2002). Although Cohen is not a semiotican his ap-
proach is clearly nurtured by the notion of sense-making as proposed by semiotics.
Immunology is not the only nontrivial place in which semiotics may be powerfully
used and the next section illustrates its relevance in the context of computer science
and the emergence of collective intelligence out of the Web.

4.3 Case 2: From Collected Intelligence to Collective
Intelligence

Intelligence has been traditionally discussed in psychology as a property of the in-
dividual, a property that can be defined and measured through a variety of psycho-
metric tools. However, the ability to solve problems is not only a property of the
individual but also of the group, whether a group of wolfs preying a buffalo or
whether a group of scientists addressing a scientific challenge. Collective intelli-
gence does not simply pop-up from a collection of agents. The appearance of “Web
2.0” illustrates this point. When the Web has undergone a phase transition toward
participatory information sharing through platforms such as YouTube or Wikipedia,
it was described as Web 2.0 and its defining characteristic was the one of collective
intelligence (O’Reiley 2005). The fact that people share information does not neces-
sarily or trivially leads to the emergence of “collective intelligence.” It was argued
by Gruber (2008) that “true collective intelligence can emerge if the data collected
from all those people is aggregated and recombined to create new knowledge and
new ways of learning that individual humans cannot do by themselves” (2008, p. 5).
In other words, in order to move from “collected intelligence” to “collective intel-
ligence” the system should “enable computation and inference over the collected
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information leading to answers, discoveries, or other results that are not found in the
human contributions” (2008, p. 6). This challenge, usually discussed under the
heading “Web 3.0” (Markoff 20006), is that of “representing meaning” (Davis 2008)
and as such the promise of semiotics is self-evident, but how? How can semiotics
help is in developing Web 3.0? The idea of the mind as some sort of semiotic engine
is not new and, in psychology, has been associated with the work of Vygotsky.
Along the same lines the semiotic processes can be extended to the collective level
of analysis, as had been recently proposed by the philosopher Pierre Levy (2012).
According to Levy, the Web functions as a “semantic sphere” and a hypercontext
for the collective. In this context, we may ask how can emerging technologies sup-
port the transformation from collected to collective intelligence? How can the Web
turn into a hypercontext? Adopting a semiotic approach, Levy’s argument is that
signs used by human being are used not only for categorizing sensory-motor experi-
ence (e.g., giving the sign “sweet” to the experience of sweet food) but also for re-
flecting on its cognitive operations. In other words, the power of human sign system
is in its reflexivity and this reflexivity opens a potentially infinite horizon of creativ-
ity. The Web, argues Levy, extends the limit line of our understanding by proving us
with a platform for reflecting on our own symbolic systems in action. It is mainly
an artifact that like other artifacts that promote human intelligence (e.g., literacy)
works by allowing us to reflect in a cognitively reasonable cost on the operations we
conduct at a lower level of analysis. To illustrate this point, let me use a fascinating
example, the one of algorithmic trading. The ancient market was governed by “sim-
ple” rules of exchange: a cow for seven goats, a bucket of apples for a bottle of
wine, and so on. As insightfully recognized by Saussure, the exchange of “value” is
the governing force underlying this dynamics; the exchange of value that Saussure
identified in his recently uncovered writings with meaning is the underlying dynam-
ics of ALL semiotic systems from the economy to the web. In fact, semiotics is the
ultimate meta-perspective for inquiring the transformation of value and its flow in
various networks of exchange. The modern stock market is governed by the ex-
change of value but this highly complex process of exchange is digitally represent-
ed and this is a difference that makes a difference. The difference is that some
novel technologies are being used to reflect on this process of exchange in order to
better use it for the further exchange of value. In the case of algorithmic trading,
powerful computers harvest the huge amount of information associated with the
increase/decrease of stocks in the stock markets, and by being able to predict this
dynamics conduct enormous amount of transactions in a fraction of second. The
computers that govern a large portion of the stock market actually create a phase
transition in the behavior of the stock market. If one is interested in the dynamics of
global economy, then he should throw away the old theories in which the computer
had no place. This phenomenon unique to our age is so powerful and different from
what we have known in the past that it calls for a different perspective for compre-
hending it. In fact, allegedly anachronistic semiotic ideas may perfectly handle this
changing context. The “symbolic economies” mentioned by Goux (1990) are fully
comprehensible within this changing landscape of value and transformations. Let
me provide several examples. Let us start from meaning. Meaning is a polysemic
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and loaded concept but what the current computerized stock market teaches us is
that the meaning/value of a stock cannot be comprehended through a representa-
tional theory of meaning, according to which the meaning of an object is its corre-
spondence with some mental content. The meaning of a stock is an emerging,
unconscious, and dynamic product of massive human interactions which the com-
puters reflect upon and recursively influence to the benefit of the digital merchants.
In other words, the value is produced through a recursive and reflective transforma-
tion of values in which the computer as an artifact plays a major role. Increasing
collective intelligence through the Web platform is therefore the implementation of
old semiotic ideas in silico. Let us return now to Peirce and see how relevant one of
his ideas to Web 3.0 is. The Web is composed of a vast network of entities. Let us
imagine a huge semantic network which is extracted out of the net. Can we use such
a network to better understand the meaning of certain concepts? This is not only a
classical philosophical challenge but also a challenge with clear practical applica-
tions. For instance, let us assume that through intensive marketing, COCA COLA is
trying to introduce to the market a new product which is a candy with the same taste
as the popular drink. The company may want to understand the way this product is
conceived by costumers. Therefore, the company may pay a programmer for
building an algorithm that searches through the Web, identifies the name of the
product, and extracts the textual information associated with it. The result is a huge
semantic network composed of the product and its associated terms. However, this
network is so dense that one may be overloaded by the trees and therefore losing
sight of the forest, the general picture. Peirce’s “reduction thesis” may be of high
relevance for gaining a general picture of the semantic forest. To recall, in Peirce’s
theory of relations there are three basic types of relations that correspond to his
three categories of being: firstness, secondness, and thirdness. Firstness is the
“mode of being of that which is such as it is, positively and without reference to
anything else” (A Letter to Lady Welby, CP 8.328, 1904/1907); it is the “qualities of
feeling” (A Letter to Lady Welby, CP 8.329, 1904/1907) as expressed for instance
by perceiving the red color of the cherry. Secondness “consists in one thing acting
upon another” (A Letter to Lady Welby, CP 8.330, 1904/1907). It is “the mode of
being of that which is such as it is, with respect to a second but regardless of any
third” (A Letter to Lady Welby, CP 8.328, 1904/1907). For example, the fall of an
apple from a tree and its natural attraction toward the center of the earth is modeled
by a simple equation that takes into consideration the relation between the two
bodies. Thirdness is “mental or quasi-mental influence of one subject on another
relatively to a third” (“Pragmatism,” CP 5.469, 1904/1907). It is the “mode of being
of that which is such as it is, in bringing a second and third into relation to each
other” (A Letter to Lady Welby, CP 8.328, 1904/1907). Thirdness is a relation in
which meaning and value are encapsulated. Peirce stated that a genuine triadic rela-
tion is irreducible to lower-order relations. In other words, meaning cannot be
reduced to dyadic or monadic relations. However, and this is the important point,
the complexity of higher-order relations can be reduced to triads. In other words,
any system of relations can be expressed (in principle) by the three “atoms” of
monadic, dyadic, and triadic relations. Let us give a simple example. The relation of
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“selling” is essentially a triadic relation. For instance, the sentence “Danny sold the
book to Benny” involves a “seller” (i.e., Danny), a buyer (i.e., Benny), and the
things sold (i.e., the book). We cannot imagine a situation of selling in which there
is less than these three essential components. Now let us examine the following
sentence: Danny sold the book to Benny for US$300. In this case, we have four
rather than three objects: Danny, Benny, Book, and US$300. Following Peirce the-
sis this relation can be decomposed into two triadic relations: “Danny sold the book
to Benny” and “Danny sold the book for 300 dollar$.” Taken together, these two
triadic structures perfectly reconstruct the meaning of the more complex system
composed of four objects. Let us now return to the Web. Let us assume that we have
a complex semantic network that we would like to comprehend. According to Peirce
this complex network can be decomposed into sets of monadic, dyadic and triadic
structures. For instance, we can recover sentences that the new candy is “tasty”
(monadic), that “only assholes enjoy this candy” (dyadic) and that “I would not buy
this candy even for a penny” (triadic). By decomposing the network into these
“motifs” we may gain a lot of information and understanding about the new candy.
In this way and by adopting Peirce’s semiotics we may turn the collected intelli-
gence, the vast amount of knowledge gathered on the target term, into collective
intelligence. Peirce triadicity will guide us to the third case, the one of group
dynamics.

4.4 Case 3: Group Dynamics

The famous Gestalt slogan “The whole is different from the sum of its parts” is
clearly applied to group’s dynamics. The behavior of the group as a collective
“mind” cannot be reduced to the sum of its members. The realization that a group
forms a system qualitatively different from its components presents us with ex-
treme difficulties. Let us assume that we are psychologists trying to understand the
dynamics of a malfunctioning family. The family comprises the father, the mother,
their three children, and the grandparents who live next door. Assuming that some
kind of pathology is present at the family level of analysis (i.e., the family does
not appropriately functions as a family), how can we identify the source of this
trouble? Approaching each and every member of the family may be a wrong move.
In itself, each member of the family may be perfectly normal. However, a soccer
team whose members are excellent players may be a horrible team and along the
same line a malfunctioning family may be composed of relatively normal individu-
als. Foulkes, one of the pioneers in the study of group’s dynamics, “... saw the sick
individual as the relatively isolated part of the organism. The organism is the social
group, basically the family, from which the person derives his personality and his
identity” (Pines 2000, p. 268, emphasis mine). To address the systemic aspect of
group dynamics Foulkes (1964, p. 292) coined the term “matrix.” The matrix is:
“... the hypothetical web of communication and relationship in a group. It is the
common shared ground which ultimately determines the meaning and significance
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of all events and upon which all communication and interpretations, verbal and non-
verbal, rest.” This matrix is actually a matrix of signs exchange. There is no matrix
without semiotic mediation and as insightfully suggested by Volosinov (1986) signs
are “creatures” that live on the boundary of the individual and the collective and
therefore the appropriate ladder for climbing from the individual to the collective
level of analysis. A group therapist or analyst may find this theorization to be highly
appealing: The group is constituted through a semiotic matrix. However, by the end
of the day he may asks himself how does this “semiotic” theorization promotes him
in better understanding the group’s dynamics. This challenging question should not
be dismissed by pushing the burden of proof toward theorization and the ultimate
test of semiotics is in vivo. The “data” of a group psychotherapist/mediator are
mainly comprised of the verbal utterances produced by the group members. These
utterances can be decomposed into Peircean sign relations of the type mentioned
above. By decomposing the utterances into sign relations we may construct a net-
work of signs representing the family dynamics. The question is “so what”? The
group analysts may be interested in identifying meaningful patterns in the group dy-
namics rather than representing the dynamics as a network of signs. Here, semiotics
may come to help. Peirce idea of triadic relations as a platform of meaning-making
may lead us to seek triadic relations in the semiotic network. For example, the
play The Glass Menagerie by Tennessee Williams (Williams 1988/1945) portrays
an interesting family dynamics that involves a mother, her daughter, and her son.
In Neuman (2011), I have analyzed utterances produced by Amanda, the mother,
utterances that have the first person pronoun singular “I”” as an object. Following
Peirce’s thesis, I identified in the play utterances in which Amanda’s “I” is the first
object that stands in a triadic relation with at least one object who is another family
member. For instance, in one of the utterances Amanda is addressing her son Tom
by saying “I would like you [Tom] to emulate your father.” This utterance repre-
sents a triadic relation established between Amanda, her son, and the father who
deserted them many years ago. On analyzing the triadic structures found in the play,
we were able to identify emerging themes with a clear psychological and diagnostic
significance. This methodology has been further developed into a tool for semiauto-
matically identifying emerging themes in a text such as group’s dynamics (Neuman
et al. 2012). This case presents a methodology that sews ideas from semiotics with
clear practical problems and offers them a novel and applied solution.

4.5 Conclusions

Under the inevitable limitations of a short entry in a handbook, I have tried through
three case studies to illustrate the potential of semiotics as a meta-perspective and
a guiding perspective for interdisciplinary science. The sharp contrast between the
success of information theory and the negligible influence of semiotics outside its
traditional circles calls for a critical reflection. Why is it that semiotics failed at
the same place where information theory had gained enormous success despite
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the enormous difficulties associated with the concept of information? This criti-
cal reflection is not the aim of this chapter which is constructive and points at the
relevance of semiotics to fields and phenomena where semiotics is not the bread
and butter of the working scientists. The advancement of knowledge has the Janus
face of drawing on the past while progressing toward the future. In this context,
the promise of semiotics has not been fulfilled yet and therefore this chapter ends
by inviting researchers to enrich their understanding through the semiotic meta-
perspective.

References

Aldridge, S. 2012. Toll-like receptor blocker slows beta cell death in type 1 diabetes. Nature
Biotechnology 30:124.

CP 8.328/8.329/8.330/5.469. 1904/1907. (volume: paragraph) = Collected papers. Collected
Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce (Vols. 1-8). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
(Vols. 1-6, C. Hartshorne & P. Weiss, Eds.; Vols. 7-8, A. W. Burks, Ed.)

Cohen, I. R. 2000. Tending Adam's garden. New York: Academic.

Cohen, I. R. 2002. Peptide therapy for type I diabetes: The immunological homunculus and the
rationale for vaccination. Diabetologia 45:1468-1474.

Davis, M. 2008. Semantic wave 2008 report: Industry roadmap to web3.0 and multibillion dollar
market opportunities. http://www.readwriteweb.com/archives/semantic_wave 2008 free
report.php2008. Accessed 1 Dec 2013.

Deely, J. 2005. Basics of semiotics. Tartu: Tartu University Press.

Foulkes, S. H. (1964). Therapeutic group analysis. London: Allen and Unwin.

Goux, J. J. 1990. Symbolic economies. New York: Cornel University Press

Gruber, T. 2008. Collective knowledge systems: Where the social web meets the semantic web.
Journal of Web Semantics 6:4—13.

Levy, P. 2012. The semantic sphere 1: Computation, cognition and information economy. London:
Wiley.

Markoff, J. 2006. Entrepreneurs See a Web Guided by Common Sense. The New York Times,
November.

Neuman, Y. 2004. Meaning making in the immune system. Perspectives in Biology and Medicine
47:317-328.

Neuman, Y. 2008. Reviving the living: Meaning making in living systems. Oxford: Elsevier.

Neuman, Y. 2011. A novel semio-mathematical technique for excavating themes out of group
dynamics. Semiotica 187:323-336.

Neuman, Y. Assaf, D. Cohen, Y. (2012). Automatic identification of themes in small group dynam-
ics through the analysis of network motifs. Bulletin of the Menninger Clinic 76:53—68.

O’Reiley, T. 2005. What is Web 2.0. http://www.oreillynet.com/Ipt/a/6228. Accessed 1 Dec 2013.

Pines, M. 2000. The contribution of S. H. Foulkes to group therapy. In The evolution of group
analysis, ed. M. Pines, 265-286. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Saussure, F. de. 1972. Course in general linguistics. (Trans. R. Harris). London: Duckworth.

Saussure, F. de. 2006. Writings in general linguistics (eds. S. Bouquet and R. Engler). USA:
Oxford UP.

Volosinov, V. N. 1986. Marxism and the philosophy of language. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press.

Williams, T. 1988/1945. The glass menagerie. UK: Penguin Books.


http://www.readwriteweb.com/archives/semantic_wave_2008_free_report.php2008
http://www.readwriteweb.com/archives/semantic_wave_2008_free_report.php2008
http://www.oreillynet.com/lpt/a/6228�

134 Y. Neuman

Yair Neuman received his BA in Psychology (Major) and Philosophy (Minor) and his PhD
(Hebrew University, 1999) in cognition. He is currently a professor at Ben-Gurion University
of the Negev, Israel. Prof. Neuman has published more than 70 peer-refereed papers and three
academic books in fields ranging from semiotics to psychology, biology, discourse analysis, and
information sciences. His expertise is in interdisciplinary research where he draws on multiple
disciplinary knowledge and perspective to propose novel solutions to scientific challenges. His
recent book—/ntroduction to Computational Cultural Psychology has been recently published by
Cambridge University Press



Chapter 5
The Semiotic Paradigm View of Theoretical
Semiotics

Charls Pearson

5.1 Abduction and Explanation

Peirce used the term “abduction” ambiguously for at least four different concepts
throughout his working life. He only became aware of the full significance of this in
his later years, for which he apologized profusely. One of his later uses of “abduc-
tion” was for the invention of abstract theory to explain the generals of nature and
life. Peirce called this “reasoning to the best! explanation of the phenomena.” This
is the meaning of “abduction” that the semiotic paradigm focuses on.

Theory is arrived at by abduction from a set of known laws or other gener-
als to a set of abstract principles that explain troth the known laws, the generals,
and many new laws. Abduction carries us from signs with iconic structure to signs
with full symbolic structure.? This allows for the development of abstract concepts,
principles, theories, and their relations. A theory has the status of a tentatively best
working hypothesis that explains the known laws.

5.2 The USST

The universal sign structure theory (USST) is the main explanatory tool of the se-
miotic paradigm. The standard version was adopted by the Semiotic Society of
America’s (SSA) Special Interest Group for Empirical Semiotics (SIG/ES) in 2000
and is therefore known as the USST-2000.3 It replaces and slightly modifies an ear-

! In this context, “best” should be interpreted as “best available at this time,” or “tentatively best.”
2 See Pearson (1991).
3 See Pearson (2002b).
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lier version, called “USST-89.” The USST is the static theory of sign structure for
the semiotic paradigm, explaining the static structure of all signs. The dynamics of
sign processes (often called “semiosis”) depends on the USST for determining its
boundary conditions and is explained by the theory of operational semiotics (TOS),
discussed in Sect. 5.3.5.

Peirce is known for his three categories: firstness, secondness, and thirdness. It
is not as well known, but he derived his set of three categories four times, in four
different ways, with four different sets of meanings. The first set was derived phe-
nomenologically (see Hausman 2008); the second set was derived metaphysically
(see Colapietro 2008); the third set was derived logically, consisting of monadic
relations, dyadic relations, and triadic relations; and finally, the fourth set stemmed
from his experimental work, as noted in his laboratory books, while running his
psychological experiments.

Peirce did not spend as much time and effort in explaining his empirical catego-
ries as he did for the other three category systems, but the empirical categories are
essential for the development of a rigorous science of semiotics, including semiotic
theory.

The terminology adopted in this chapter stems from the empirical categories.
While the terminology remains the same, “firstness,” “secondness,” and “thirdness”
lose their phenomenological and metaphysical meanings and take on meanings that
are determined by semiotic experiments. For instance, whereas in the first three cat-
egorizations, firstness, secondness, and thirdness in semantic structure take on the
same order: icon, index, and symbol; in the empirical categorization scheme they
take on the different order of index, icon, and symbol. Other changes in meaning
will be obvious as we proceed.

In Sect. 5.2.1, I present the details of the USST-2000, explaining the USSD and
deriving some very elementary but important theorems on sign structure and sign
classification that shows the intimate relation between the Peircean theory of em-
pirical sign categories and the USST theory of sign structure. Then, in Sect. 5.2.2, 1
summarize a very few of the results of the USST, going far beyond the taxonomic
science of semeiotic,* as Peirce regarded it. Finally, Sect. 5.2.3 presents some con-
clusions and recommendations for future research.

5.2.1 The USST-2000

5.2.1.1 Background

This theory came to be called the universal sign structure theory, or USST, for short,
since it claimed that it could explain the meaning structure, the information struc-
ture, and all other forms of semiotic structure of any kind of message, text, or com-

4 Peirce’s favorite spelling.
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munication. These original goals gradually expanded over the years as the USST
met with ever increasing success.

The USST is an abstract theory whose purpose is to explain the nature of semi-
otic laws and to aid the understanding of all semiotic reality. It can be described
logically as a result of Peirce’s abduction process. A sign is an abstraction and
hence cannot really exist in the positivistic sense, but if it did exist, that would ex-
plain...(insert here whatever semiotic law, effect, or phenomena you are trying to
explain)..., and then apply the USST to derive that law, effect, or phenomena. The
derivation is the semiotic explanation of the law, effect, or phenomena.

The USST may be considered a development, an outgrowth, or an expansion of
Charles Peirce’s taxonomic theory of semiotics (called “Semeiotic Theory”). The rea-
son for this is that throughout our investigations, we have had occasion to use several
different taxonomies, or classification schemes, for signs. Of these, only the classifica-
tions by Peirce (1866-1892, 1866—-1910) have proved to be satisfactory in every em-
pirical setting for which a classification was wanted. We therefore ascribe the Peircean
scheme an empirical reality, and would like our theory of sign structure to explain the
applicability and usefulness of the Peircean classification scheme in terms of the struc-
ture of the sign. This is accomplished by the first nine theorems of the theory.

However, the USST goes beyond the Peircean science in that it provides not
only a taxonomy but also a systematic method of explanation. For instance, in
Sect. 5.2.1.3.1, we show how the USST motivates and explains Shannon’s commu-
nication model. Most textbooks present this as an unmotivated, unexplained starting
point. The USST thus brings Shannon’s information theory firmly into the fold of
semiotics.

5.2.1.2 Development of the USST

The guts of the USST are embodied in the USSD. The standard version, called the
“USSD-2000,” is shown in Fig. 5.1. The theory is universal in the sense that it dis-
plays the structure of all categories of signs. To show how this diagram explains the
Peircean taxonomy, we must first state the following three principles of the theory:

The Representation Principle A sign must consist of a triadic relation, and it
must signify. A sign, therefore, consists of three relational dimensions: a syntactic
structure, a pragmatic structure, and a semantic structure.’

The Principle of Internal/External Balance The internal and external structure
of a sign must be balanced, consisting in the syntactic and semantic dimensions of
exactly one external component for each internal component and vice versa, and
in the pragmatic dimension of exactly two external components for each internal
component. The external components are called “information generators™® and the

3 These dimensional names were given by Charles Morris, although his concept of dimension was
off-base.

% A later development proved that every information generator is also an abstraction generator.



138 C. Pearson

Pragmatic

Universal

Syntactic

Cognitive
Mentellect

Medium

. Cognitive
Syntactic

Shape Context Ground
Context

Fig. 5.1 The USSD-2000

internal components are called “components of meaning.” The two external com-
ponents in the pragmatic structure are required because of its dual mediating role
between the syntactic and the semantic structures and also between the source and
target interpreters. The two components belong to the source and target structures,
respectively.

The Principle of Additional Structure Whenever a sign has more than the
minimum structure, the additional structure is built up from the center out (as per
Fig. 5.1), and for each dimension independently. This is consistent with Peirce’s
observation that there can be no thirdness without secondness and no secondness
without firstness.

Using the USSD of Fig. 5.1 and these three principles, we can now explain the
Peircean taxonomy of signs by means of nine representation’ theorems. Certain
rules of interpretation or translation between the theoretical vocabulary and the ob-
servational (or less theoretical) vocabulary will become apparent as we proceed
with the proofs of these theorems.® The rules of interpretation are obvious, and they

7 Representation is used here in its mathematical rather than its semiotic sense.
8 Now called the “subduction” rules. See Pearson (1991).
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form an integral part of the theory. We first define the Peircean taxonomy.” We then
give the nine representation theorems, and finally an example proof.

Definition 1 A sign, whose being consists of an abstract quality both in itself and
in its relation to other signs, is called a “TONE”.!0

Definition 2 A4 sign, whose being consists of a general kind, both in itself and dis-
tinguishable from other signs, is called a “TYPE.”

Definition 3 A sign, whose being consists of an actual, single, physically existing
individual, is called a “TOKEN.”

Definition 4 A sign, whose interpretant represents it to its interpreter, as a sign of
possible reference is called a “RHEME.”

Definition 5 A4 sign, whose interpretant represents it to its interpreter, as a sign of
fact or actual reference is called a “PHEME.”

Definition 6 A sign, whose interpretant represents it to its interpreter as a sign of
reason, is called a “DOLEME”.1!

Definition 7 A sign, whose object is related to its representamen by an actual,
single, existential, cause, and effect relation, is called an “INDEX.”

Definition 8 A4 sign, whose object is related to its representamen by a similarity in
shape, is called an “ICON.”

Definition 9 A sign, whose object is related to its representamen by an arbitrary
convention, agreement, or general law, is called a “SYMBOL.”
We may now state theorems 1-9.

Theorem 1 A sign is a tone iff it has exactly one level of syntactic structure. It
therefore has one component of syntactic meaning (tagmension) and one syntactic
information generator (the syntactic context).

Theorem 2 A sign is a type iff it has exactly two levels of syntactic structure. It
therefore has two components of syntactic meaning (tagmension and eidension)
and two syntactic information generators (the syntactic context and the shape of
the sign).

Theorem 3 A sign is a token iff it has all three levels of syntactic structure. It there-
fore has three components of syntactic meaning (tagmension, eidension, and onto-

° Strictly speaking, this will not be exactly the Peircean taxonomy, but an explication of it (in the
sense of Quine (1960)) since the three classification schemes used by Peirce to define his sign cat-
egories are significantly changed, despite bearing the same names, due to a change in the concept
of semiotic dimensionality (Pearson 1977a).

10Tt must be remembered that Peirce employed a great number of different and differing nomen-
clatures. The one adopted here was used in Pearson (1977a).

11 Peirce’s actual term was “deloam” from the Greek deAmyL.
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sion) and three syntactic information generators (the syntactic context, the shape of
the sign, and the medium in which it is embodied).

Theorem 4 A sign is a rheme iff it has exactly one level of pragmatic structure. It
therefore has one component of pragmatic meaning (contension) and two pragmatic
information generators (the source social/behavioral context of the sign and the
target social/behavioral context of the sign).

Theorem 5 A sign is a pheme iff it has exactly two levels of pragmatic structure.
It therefore has two components of pragmatic meaning (contension and purpor-
sion) and four pragmatic information generators (the source social/behavioral con-
text, the target social/behavioral context, the source interpretation, and the target
interpretation).

Theorem 6 A sign is a doleme iff it has exactly three levels of pragmatic structure.
It therefore has three components of pragmatic meaning (contension, purporsion,
and emosion), and six pragmatic information generators (the source social/behav-
ioral context, the target social/behavioral context, the source interpretation, the tar-
get interpretation, the source emotive mentellect, and the target emotive mentellect
of the sign).

Theorem 7 A sign is an index iff it has exactly one level of semantic structure. It
therefore has one component of semantic meaning (denotation) and one semantic
information generator (the dynamic object of the sign).

Theorem 8 A sign is an icon iff it has exactly two levels of semantic structure.
It therefore has two components of semantic meaning (denotation, and connota-
tion) and two semantic information generators (the dynamic object and the dynamic
ground of the sign).

Theorem 9 A sign is a symbol iff it has all three levels of semantic structure. It
therefore has three components of semantic meaning (denotation, connotation, and
pronotation) and three semantic information generators (the dynamic object, the
dynamic ground, and the cognitive mentellect of the sign).

Proof of Theorem 1 By the representation principle and the principle of additional
structure, any sign must have at least one level of syntactic structure and this must
be the innermost or tagmatic level. According to the USSD-2000 (Fig. 5.1), the out-
ermost syntactic level consists of the embodiment of a sign in a physical medium.
But if a sign had an embodiment in a physical medium, it would exist as an actual,
single, physically existing individual and could not exist merely as an abstract qual-
ity. It would be a token, not a tone; therefore, a tone cannot have an ontotic level of
syntactic structure.

Also from Fig. 5.1, the second (or middle) syntactic level consists of the dis-
tinguishability of a sign by a shape. But, if a sign had a distinctive, distinguishable
shape, it would exist as a concrete general, serving as an archetype for all tokens of
the same type and could not exist, etc. It would be a type, not a tone. Therefore, a
tone cannot have an eidontic level of syntactic structure.
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Thus, a tone has exactly one level of syntactic structure, i.e., the tagmatic
structure. By the principle of internal/external balance, this structure will consist
of both one internal component and one external component. From Fig. 5.1, we
see that the internal component is tagmension, the meaning component abstracted
from the syntactic context, and the external component is the syntactic context,
the syntactic information generator abstracted from the tagmatic level of syntactic
structure—QED.

The other proofs are all similar and equally simple, but all nine proofs may be
found in (Pearson and Slamecka 1977a, b;).

Some other theorems may easily be added to the above.

Theorem 10 The sum of the number of syntactic and semantic levels must not be
less than 4.

Letting L, stand for the number of syntactic levels and L stand for the number of
semantic levels, this may be easily expressed as

Ly +Lg > 4.

Theorem 11 The number of semantic levels must not be less than the number of
pragmatic levels.

If we let L, stand for the number of pragmatic levels, then this can be expressed as

Lg> L.

This can be interpreted as saying that a term can be an index, icon, or symbol, but a
proposition can only be an icon or symbol, while an argument must only be a sym-
bol, an observation first made by Peirce.

The following four theorems assure that every sign must always be able to deter-
mine an interpretant.

Theorem 12 Three-level syntactic structure generates syntactic recursion.

Theorem 13 The first three levels of pragmatic structure generate pragmatic
recursion.

Theorem 14 Three-level semantic structure generates semantic recursion.

Theorem 15 The simultaneous and joint action of syntactic recursion, pragmatic
recursion, and semantic recursion guarantee that any sign has the possibility of
being interpreted at any time in the future.

Many other theorems of semiotic structure may easily be derived from the above
theory. These few were chosen as examples for their simplicity, clarity, and impor-
tance.
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Fig. 5.2 The syntactic translation diagram

5.2.1.3 Syntactic Considerations

Many investigations into the structure of signs and information processes have been
carried out using the language, concepts, and theory outlined above. Each investiga-
tion was selected for its ability to test and demonstrate the utility of the language
and theory across as broad a range of basic information and semiotic processes
as possible. We begin with examples involving only the syntactic structure. The
translation between syntactic structure and Peirce’s categories of being is shown in
Fig. 5.2.

The USST predicts three levels of syntactic structure: ontotic, eidontic, and tag-
matic. In the syntactics of natural language words, these levels may be identified
with phonetics, morphophonemics, and tagmatics, respectively, although the details
of this identification have not been explicated as yet. Instead, early efforts were
concentrated on using this prediction to ground the statistical theory of syntactical
communication within semiotics. The USST appears to offer the most natural ex-
planation for this theory.

The Statistical Theory of Syntactic Communication Processes

In communication, we use actually existing, embodied signs (tokens) to carry out
actual instances of communication. Communication thus requires the use of sign to-
kens; the syntactic structure of sign tokens is therefore our only concern in syntactic
communication theory. Therefore, according to Theorem 3, the syntactic structure
of a sign used in communication is represented by the diagram of Fig. 5.3. This is
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Fig. 5.3 The structure of
communication
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Fig. 5.5 The communication interpretation

what Peirce called “the representamen.” In the standard theory of syntactic com-
munication as introduced by Shannon (1948), however, we are not interested in
the meaning of the message, not even the syntactic meaning; hence, ignoring the
internal portion of the above diagram and rotating the external portion, we obtain
Fig. 5.4.

Figure 5.4 already looks a lot like Shannon’s communication model; however,
we must now interpret this model in the communication setting. In generating, or
initiating, communication, we start with the syntactic context, since this is the first,
or innermost, level (as determined by the principle of additional structure). There-
fore, we first generate the syntactic context of a sign for communication; next, we
add a shape to the sign and its context; and finally, we embody the sign in some
physical medium so that the communication can actually be carried out. From these
steps, we derive Fig. 5.5. The communication component that generates the con-
text of a sign has been called an “information source” (Ash 1965); the component
which adds a shape to a sign and its context is called an “encoder”; and the physical
medium embodying the sign is called the “communication channel.” Taking into ac-
count the fact that communication includes both a sender and a receiver, we arrive at
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Fig. 5.6 The communication model

the traditional communication model, shown in Fig. 5.6. As usually presented, this
diagram includes noise, a physical property of every real physical medium.

In most textbooks, the “communication model” is usually presented unmoti-
vated. We were able to motivate the communication model directly from a simple
semiotic theory of sign structure. It was derived rationally from the fact that the
theory of syntactic communication is interested only in the external syntactic struc-
ture of tokens.

From our viewpoint, current theories of communication are theories of com-
munication physics, not general semiotic theories of communication. We suspect
that further advances in communication science will require further development of
more general semiotic theories. For example, the fact that communication engineer-
ing and communication physics is impacted by semiotics has a flip side in that se-
miotic theory must also be influenced by communication engineering and physics.
Such concepts as, for instance, bandwidth and the Nyquist criteria must be brought
inside semiotic theory and receive a thoroughly semiotic interpretation. I suspect
these make up part of the four linkages shown in Fig. 5.7.

Figure 5.7 illustrates a new discipline, known as communication physics, and its
associated engineering discipline, known as communication engineering. We can
thus see how communication physics can form a bridge between physics and se-
miotics.

The semiotic properties associated with tone, type, and token phenomena may
be used to understand the communication processes associated with each compo-
nent. Pranas Zunde and I incorporated this approach into a set of class notes for a
senior level course on communication processes, at Georgia Institute of Technol-
ogy, which makes these processes quite easy to explain (Pearson and Zunde 1976).

Eidontic Level Studies

Much interest in information theory has concentrated on the semiotic concept of
shape. This section reports on a major study to learn more about the quantitative
theory of semiotic shape.

The deviation in the shape of a natural language sign from its hypothetical norm,
or expected shape of a typical sign in a given natural language is of considerable
interest to information science, psychology, physiology, and pedagogy for both
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Fig. 5.7 The communication
physics domain
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Fig. 5.8 Law of redundancy for natural language

theoretical and applied reasons. In an early work, Shannon attempted to study these
phenomena (Shannon 1951) by developing a pseudo-relation (nonempirical and
nonmeasurable).

To measure such a deviation, an instrument called the “eidontic deviometer” or
“eidometer” for short, was invented (Pearson 1981). The accuracy, precision, and
reliability of the eidometer were assessed (Pearson 1987¢)!'? and it was found that
all three were sufficient to allow the conversion of Shannon’s pseudo relation into
a true law of semiotics (Pearson 1981). My law of redundancy for natural language
(Pearson 1977b; Pearson and Slamecka 1977a; Shannon 1951) is shown in Fig. 5.8.

The differences between this law and Shannon’s pseudo-relation are discussed
in Pearson (1977a).

Also in previous work, Miller et al. (1954) had shown that the interpretation of
signs is affected by their shape. The eidometer enabled a precise measurement of
this phenomena, and hence leads to a better understanding of the role of shape in
the interpretation process. Interpreting these two previous results using the USST
led to a direct measurement of the redundancy curve for natural language as shown
in Fig. 5.8. This measurement was not possible before the invention of the eidom-
eter (although Shannon (1951) determined upper and lower bounds for this curve
mathematically).

12 Many of these concepts of measurement quality are discussed in Pearson (2012a).
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The eidometer permits the redesign of many other classical experiments involv-
ing the measurement of sign shape, as well as the design of new experiments inves-
tigating various other aspects of the theory of semiotic shape. Nearly, 100 prelimi-
nary experimental paradigms employing the eidometer are now on file.

Algorithmic Information

This next example shows how the USST theory of shape can be applied to the shape
of phemes.

In many kinds of signs, shape is primarily concerned with length and pattern,
especially signs associated with data and/or computer codes. In 1965, Kolmogorov
proposed a measure of shape which is mainly a measure of the pattern (Kolmogorov
1965) called “algorithmic information” or “complexity.” It pertains to the length of
the shortest algorithm that will produce a given sign as its output.

Patterns, however, can be described verbally, whether for the purpose of internal
coding or of long-term memory and reproduction. In 1963, Glanzer and Clark, us-
ing signs composed of linear arrays of black and white elements, showed that ac-
curacy of reproduction of patterns was correlated with the length of the description
of these patterns (Glanzer and Clark 1963).

In this case, the correlations were based on average rather than minimum lengths,
and length was measured as the number of words in a natural language (American)
description rather than the number of steps in an algorithm. Using various outline
shapes, Glanzer and Clark further showed that the length of the description was
correlated with judged complexity of the shapes; in general, longer descriptions go
with greater difficulty of learning and with greater judged complexity.

Conceptually, the Kolmogorov and the Glanzer—Clark measures are the
same and show a relation between the eidontic structure of phemes and their ease
of interpretation. Kolmogorov’s measure is a formal, or mathematical, model of
Glanzer—Clark’s empirical measure.

Other Measures Associated with the Theory of Shape

Many more concepts of information abound in the literature, all having some-
thing to do with the shape of the sign. Among these are:

Popper’s inductive information

Shannon’s selective information

Kullback’s statistical information

Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum’s pragmatic information
Fisher’s metrical information

Gabor’s structural information

Loveland’s algorithmic information

Mackay’s scientific information

Carnap and Bar-Hillel’s (so-called) semantic information
Hartley’s information capacity

Mandelbrodt’s information temperature
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12. Ackoff’s (so-called) pragmatic information

13. Hintikka’s (so-called) semantic information

14. Shannon’s negentropy

15. Harrah’s surprise information

16. Quastler’s uncertainty information

17. Zipf’s relative frequency information

18. Kemeny’s syntactic strength

19. Rashevsky’s topological information

20. Biichel’s structural information (Biichel 1967; Ryan 1972)
21. Wilson’s bound information (Wilson 1968; Ryan 1972)
22. Ryan’s functional information (Ryan 1972)

Biichel also referred to his structural information as “structural negentropy” and
defined it as the information required to construct a system from its parts (Biichel
1967; Ryan 1972). Thus, this can be seen to be a variation on Kolmogorov’s algo-
rithmic information measure. Wilson’s bound information is defined as the infor-
mation required to specify the precise microstate of any resonant system (Wilson
1968; Ryan 1972); while Ryan (1972) defines functional information as the entropy
change corresponding to the order put in, or maintained in, the environment of
action.

5.2.1.4 Pragmatic Considerations

Why do we take up pragmatic considerations next when everyone knows by heart
that the proper sequence should be: syntactic, semantic, and then pragmatic? The
answer comes from the dynamic theory component of the semiotic paradigm, the
TOS. What this makes clear is that the theoretical sequence has empirical conse-
quences and the order must be syntactic, pragmatic, and semantic; and that the
sequence used universally by Peirce, Morris, Bloomfield, Chomsky, etc., is wrong
(Pearson 1998). This will become clearer in the next discussion. Figure 5.9 shows
how to translate between Peirce’s pragmatic categories and my pragmatic structure.

Bosanquet’s Law and the Factorization of Mood

Bernard Bosanquet, British idealist philosopher (1848-1923), claimed that every
proposition could be factored into a predicate about the ideal world. Despite Bosan-
quet’s use of obsolete terminology, what is important is that his analysis does not
require an ideal world. It holds for any world or genre whatever. And although it
does not hold for every sentence of any kind, it does hold for every indicative sen-
tence type in any language. Thus, we may call this Bosanquet’s law (Pearson 1998).

Using Bosanquet’s law to improve our understanding of the USST leads to a
pragmatic definition of mood. MOOD is a syntactic coding expressing the attitude
that the source interpreter, I, of the sign bears towards the whole proposition con-
tained within the sign itself. This definition relates to the link between the source
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Fig. 5.9 The pragmatic translation diagram

interpretation of the sign and the purporsion of the sign, and leads to a natural gener-
alization of Bosanquet’s law that was first stated by myself in Pearson (1998). Every
natural language sentence type can be factored into a mood operator followed by
a semantic operator containing a proposition. Further, each of the moods can be
represented by an invariant operator independently of the semantic proposition,
and each semantic proposition can be represented by an invariant operator inde-
pendently of the mood of the sentence.
This can be represented very neatly by the operator expression

11y, = Ty 1l

where 1, is a pheme operator, /1, is a mood operator, and I/ is a semantic opera-
tor.

The General Factorization Law

As I was carrying out this study, I also became aware of the work of the American
semiotician, John Searle, and the critical relevance it has for the project of factor-
ing semiotic operators in general. Searle’s work relates to the factorization of what
I loosely called the mood operator, but concerned not so much mood itself as the
pragmatic structure of the sign in its relation to the illocutionary force, a concept
developed by the British philosopher, John Austin (see Searle 1969).

I later learned that an important part of this relation between the pragmatic op-
erator and the illocutionary force concerned the operation of converting a type into
a token, so I thus began to look at the structure of the type-token conversion opera-
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tor as part of the structure of the pragmatic operator and gradually the concept of
semiotic factorization started to become clearer. To finish this brief thought: A/l
complete utterances have both a mood and an illocutionary force and these are
always present and distinct in every pheme token, even when they appear identical
in the surface structure of the utterance. The mood is part of the type while the il-
locutionary force is part of the token.

After figuring this out, it became obvious that all sentential utterances can be
represented by a pheme operator as shown by the next equation:

Iy, = 1y 11p - 1

where 1, is a general pheme-token operator, /1, is the syntactic operator, a general
operator governing the syntactic dimension, /7, is the pragmatic operator, a general
operator governing the pragmatic dimension, and /1 is the semantic operator, a
general operator governing the semantic dimension. We have now arrived at the
sequence: syntactic, pragmatic, semantic that is necessary here to make phematic
analysis work. Similarly, in the case of phematic synthesis, we have the following
equation containing the sequence: semantic, pragmatic, syntactic, just as predicted.
There is no way we can force the sequence: syntactic, semantic, pragmatic to work.

B S S -1
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Let us take a minute to review what has happened here. We started with a link at the
purporsion level of pragmatic structure and have arrived at a set of relations which
constitute a semiotic law, or constellation of laws. This essentially repeats what hap-
pened in our syntactic investigations of semiotic structure. This leads one to suspect
that every link between sign components in the USSD represents a constellation of
laws relating those two components. In all of our investigation to date, this sugges-
tion has proven true, leading us to a major interpretation of the USSD. Every link
between two sign components in the USSD represents a constellation of semiotic
laws; and it is the USST that explains these laws. This is a powerful tool for research
economics because it shows us how to use the USST to predict where to look for
interesting empirical questions for semiotic research.

5.2.1.5 Semantic Considerations

Peirce himself adumbrated the three levels of semantic structure present in the
USSD. Without developing any systematic structure or formal theory, he attempted
to discriminate the three semantic levels. In MS 645, devoted to an explication
of the concept of defining, Peirce points out that there are stages one must pass
through in order to arrive at a mutually acceptable definition of any name, term, or
complex general idea, all of which he calls “rhemes.” There are three stages in the
definition of any rheme and he names them from the top to bottom as: (1) precision,
(2) dissociation, and (3) discrimination.
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Precision is analogous to the lifting out of the accepted ground some quality,
property, or aspect to be focused on isolated from its customary cognitive con-
text. This corresponds to précising in abstraction and abductive reasoning in logical
analysis.

Dissociation requires the separation of those qualities, properties, or aspects that
are necessary to the definition of the concept from all those others which are merely
accidental or else totally unrelated. This results in a knowledge of the ground of the
sign.

Discrimination points out the object of the sign as this, and this, but not that, thus
creating the extension of the sign. Thus, Peirce was generalizing and correcting the
modern (1500-1900 C.E.) concept of clear and distinct levels of semantic structure.

Many different studies investigate the semantic structure of the USST empiri-
cally, (Fig. 5.10), and either help improve our understanding of semantic theory
or enable us to use the USST’s theory of semantic structure to increase the state of
the art of doing semiotic research in general. Two examples have been chosen for
illustration.

Moore’s Paradox of Analysis

G. E. Moore, an early-twentieth-century British philosopher, was concerned about
a paradox discovered earlier by Alexius Meinong, but which has since come to be
called Moore’s paradox of analysis, and may be stated as follows: if the analysis of
the meaning of a philosophical concept has the same meaning, it is trivial; but if it
has a different meaning, then it is wrong. Meinong and Moore both knew well that



5 The Semiotic Paradigm View of Theoretical Semiotics 151

philosophers very often make correct and nontrivial analyses, but they were never
able to develop a theory of analysis which solved the paradox.

While other philosophers have tried with varying amounts of success, the prob-
lem has never been solved completely. The most popular approach is to say that
the problem lies in the formulation of the paradox, which assumes that meaning is
either a single or a holistic kind of thing that is either completely the same or else
totally different. Frege (1892) and Carnap (1958) both assumed that the meaning of
signs has two semantic components, but their assumptions were for entirely differ-
ent purposes. Carnap was able to delineate the character of scientific analysis very
well with his concepts of extension and intension, but he was never able to handle
the kind of philosophic analysis that Meinong and Moore were interested in. Moore
himself said that he thought philosophic analysis required something like determin-
ing the same objects by the same properties but understanding or cognizing this
determination in a different way.

From the USSD, we note that protension uniquely determines intension, which
in turn uniquely determines extension; while a difference in extension ensures that
two terms will have a difference in intension, which in turn ensures a difference in
cognesion. We may therefore state the solution of Moore’s paradox as follows: Sci-
entific analysis requires an identical extension with a difference in intension, while
philosophic analysis requires an identical intension with a difference in protension.

It turns out that three levels of semantic structure are just the right amount and
kind of structure to solve every known semantic paradox. Of course, this gives us
increased confidence in the semantic structure hypothesized in the USSD.

Memory Coding

Another area involving semantic structure includes all the psychological processes
of cognitive representation. We call this memory coding. If this can be related to
the USST, the principle of paradigm inversion' suggests that it would increase the
accuracy, precision, and reliability of all future semiotic research. The principle of
paradigm inversion is the keystone for integrating experimental and observational
semiotics into theoretical semiotics.

Kintsch has reported three aspects of cognitive memory which he calls “sen-

ERINT3

sory,” “short term,” and “long term” (Kintsch 1970). Bruner has reported several
modes of representation, or coding, including “enactive,” “ikonic,” and “symbolic”
(Bruner 1966). He studied the sequence in which these capabilities develop in chil-
dren and the rate at which signs can be processed using the various modes of repre-
sentation. It would appear as if there was only one form of coding associated with
each aspect of cognitive memory; however, this is not clear because of confounding
effects on the experiments.

An experimental program was designed to critically isolate each memory aspect

and the mode of representation that is associated with it. The first experiment, to

13 See Pearson (2012b).
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isolate and determine the characteristics of iconic coding, uses an interference effect
suggested by Siegmann (1975); in experimental trials the interference effect is well
marked and can be detected easily (Pearson et al. 1976). Another experiment used
children to verify Bernbach’s results (Bernbach 1967).

The advantage of achieving an answer to this question is to allow the principle of
semiotic reinterpretation'* to reinterpret quantitative psychological measurements
as accurate, precise, and reliable semiotics measurements so that they can be used
for future development of semiotic theory. For instance, memory span times, pro-
cessing rates, and age of development are all quantitative measurements, and all run
in the same sequence as the levels of semantic structure of the USSD: index, icon,
and symbol.

5.2.1.6 Summary

In this section, we have described the USST, a theory of sign structure that explains
the syntactic, pragmatic, and semantic taxonomy of signs due to C. S. Peirce, and
goes beyond Peirce to begin the development of an abductive/subductive theory.
Fifteen theorems were given in order to show the kind of formal power this theory
makes available to the study of semiotics. Early experiments were described in
order to exhibit the kind of empirical foundation that supports this theory. It is time
to move on now to discuss later and more powerful results that exhibit the true ad-
vantages and power of this theory.

The 1989 split session of IASS-4 in Barcelona, Spain and Perpignan, France
seemed to mark a watershed in direction and emphasis for research in semiotic the-
ory. The symposium on empirical semiotics that was held in the Barcelona section
of that Congress marked the general acceptance of the semiotic paradigm, with all
of its subparadigms, and especially the USST (then called “USST-89”), and seemed
in unanimous agreement that it was time to apply these techniques to solving some
of the major problems in semiotics. Most of the research reported on in this section
was carried out before the 1989 Congress while most of the research reported on in
the following sections was carried out after that Congress.

5.2.2 Results and Advantages

5.2.2.1 Syntactic Results

Again, space allows the inclusion of only two examples.

14 See Pearson (2011).



5 The Semiotic Paradigm View of Theoretical Semiotics 153
The PZ Notation

One of the most significant results in the study of syntactic structure over the past
few years is Shea Zellweger’s invention of the PZ notation for propositional mate-
rial logic. Zellweger (1982, 1997) developed a notation for each of the 16 binary
connectives, whose shape encodes the logical properties of the connector and thus
helps to reflect the structure of propositional logic. He then goes on to develop an
algebra for the connectives that illuminates that structure and makes it obvious.

Keeping the USSD in mind is the easiest way of understanding the strategic
moves made in this development. Whereas Aristotle found a way to code the ex-
tensional level of semantic structure onto the tagmatic level of syntactic structure
with syllogistic logic, Zellweger found a way to code the tagmatic level of syntactic
structure onto the eidontic level with his PZ notation. This should motivate a search
for a way of double coding that will code at least part of the extensional semantic
structure onto the eidontic structure. While this would not result in the complete
universal language of logic that Leibniz and the Scholastics sought, it would repre-
sent an achievable part of it.

The Type-Token Relation for Natural Language Text

For about 15 years, I used the syntactic structure of the USST by applying the defi-
nition of types and tokens to various observations on natural language text. This
enabled me to derive six boundary conditions (BCs) on a function known in the
literature as the type-token relation. Finally, in Pearson (1987b), I was able to apply
a simple statistical urn model to the syntactic dimension of the USSD and thereby
derive, from a few obvious and simple semiotic assumptions, a function that satis-
fied all the known BCs (the first ever to do so). A counting experiment was then
carried out and the result was that the theoretical function matched the observed
measurements in every case (again, the first ever to do so).

Thus, by the application of mathematical semiotics to the USST, and making a
few simple semiotic assumptions, the exact expression for the type-token relation
for natural language text was derived for the first time. The derived expression
satisfied all known BCs and was an exact match to observation within instrument
tolerance. Pearson (1987a) contains a more detailed history, derivation, statistical
tests, data, and bibliography.

Assuming 7(K) represents the cardinal number of word types at a point in the
text where the ordinal number of word tokens is K, then the BCs are:

. 7(0)=0
. I(H=1
. T(m)< T(m+ n)<T(m)+n, for all nonnegative integers m, n.
. LimT(K) =V (where V_ is a finite integer)
K—ow

AW N —

9]

. AT(K) is monotonically decreasing for all values of K; and
6. Lim AT(K)=0
K—ow
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The derived type-token relation for natural language text is then:

yo—1)*
T(K)=V, 1-{ - ]
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5.2.2.2 Pragmatic Results

The pragmatic dimension'® is one of the most difficult areas of semiotics. There-
fore, it is easy to understand that this is where the USST has made some of its most
notable achievements. These include discoveries ranging all the way from the need
for a revision to the USSD, thus showing its power of self-correction, to a new, and
totally unanticipated, law of mystical union, thus showing its predictive power.

Discovery of the Need for a New Level of Pragmatic Structure

Advocates of the semiotic paradigm claimed that it explained all forms of com-
munication and sign structure (Pearson 1977a, b, 1982a, b). However, these early
claims neglected the evidence of religious communication. Various religious phe-
nomena can be interpreted as forms of communication. For instance, prayer can be
interpreted as communication from man to God, and revelation as communication
from God to man. Other religious experience can also be interpreted in this fashion,
such as the interpretation of union as the development of close communication be-
tween man and God and mystical experience as an unexpected experiencing of God.
In this vein, communication between man and the Holy Spirit is also interpreted as a
form of communication between man and God (Teresa of Avila 1565(c)).

The USST could not explain the semiotics of such communication as it stood in
1999. Could the USST be modified to incorporate the new forms of communication,
or would it have to be abandoned to a radically new and more powerful theory? It
turned out that the only change required was the addition of one new level of prag-
matic structure.

Revisions to the Pragmatic Dimension of the USSD

A single, very simple, extension of the USST allows for the explanation of religious
communication without sacrificing any of its previous explanatory power. This ex-
tension involves the addition of a fourth level of pragmatic structure to the USSD.
Essentially, it says that the universal mind is part of every sign. Pearson (2000)
describes the requirements on any modification to theory, the search for, and devel-
opment of the new theory, and an interpretation of the new epistemology resulting
from the new theory.

15 Morris named this dimension in honor of Peirce (personal communication).
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This change yields all the desired improvements, but it also produces some un-
anticipated predictions. To date, all of these predictions that have been tested have
been verified. This is powerful evidence in favor of the USST and this new refine-
ment.

The unanticipated predictions include an explanation of the fallibility of revela-
tion, and an explanation of revelation as a source of knowledge, thus requiring a
modification to most theories of epistemology. It also raises some questions. Such
as, how do we test the accuracy of revelation, how do we detect and correct the
errors of revelation, and how do we increase the efficiency and efficaciousness of
prayer? The logic of abduction is helpful in answering these questions about revela-
tion.

But revelation also answers some perplexing questions in the study of abduction,
such as where do the very fine guesses that are required to make abduction work,
come from. Peirce credited them to the evolution of human instinct, whereas this
new theory credits them to revelation from the universal mind. This suggests a very
close relation between the semantics of abduction and the pragmatics of mystical
communion. This is the first adumbration of such a relationship.

Unanticipated Advantages of the Revised USSD

The addition of a fourth level of pragmatic structure not only solved the problem of
religious communication, which motivated the change, but it also resulted in many
unforeseen predictions; and every prediction that has been tested empirically has
been verified. This is powerful evidence in favor of the proposed changes to theory.
These predictions are listed and discussed in Pearson (1999).

Explanation of a Classical Theological Ambiguity

The modifications to the USST mentioned above revealed the existence of a deep
seated and pervasive ambiguity in the concepts of love and union. These ambigui-
ties were adumbrated in the theologies of Peirce (Evolutionary Love), Teilhard de
Chardin (1955), Bonhoffer, Tillich, and Wilber, etc., but never clearly recognized
before.

The universe itself was created out of love by the universal mind that perpetually
flows in and through the spirit (the Holy Ghost of Christian theology), the ceaseless
novelty that has the strange habit of adopting habits so that over time and with the
help of continuity, love becomes law. Whereas community is founded on human
love, the Christian concept of love of man for man, or ayoré. These two concepts of
love have different semiotic structures that allow them to play their distinct roles.

Teresa of Avila always professed a union with Christ in her mystical trances,
while Christ himself always stressed that his mystical experiences were with God
(the creator), a union in God. These two concepts of union also have distinct semi-
otic structure. And this difference also causes them to play different roles in all the-
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ologies examined. Interestingly, these differences in the concept of union involve
the same differences in semiotic structure as the differences in the concept of love
discussed above.

Now that semiotic theory has the ability to untangle these confusions of ambigu-
ity, it is easy to discover their pervasive existence throughout modern theology and
explain many of the startling contrasts between modern and postmodern theology.

This investigation concentrated on the modifications to the USST that allow this
powerful advance in semiotic explanation, concentrating on the parts of sign struc-
ture that these two ambiguities share in common. It thereby explained the semiotic
structure of both halves of the two ambiguities in terms of the modifications to the
USST. And finally, it found examples of the treatment of these ambiguous concepts
in modern theology, and the different treatment of both ambiguities in postmodern
theology that adumbrated their discovery and leading to their explanation in terms
of semiotic structure.'®

The Law of Mystical Union

Pearson (2003b) concentrated on a semiotic analysis of mystical union and other
closely related states of consciousness, using the USST-2000 as the primary tool of
theoretical analysis. Their religious and empirical properties were explored using
data from cognitive psychology and Christian mysticism, and examples were used
from Christianity, Shamanism, Islam, and other religions.

Various instruments, such as music, dance, drumming, hypnosis, and prayer,
were examined for their possibilities as probes to explore the structure of these
states, as well as their possibilities for several new types of semiotic experiments.

St. Teresa (1565¢) examined the structure of prayer, which is like the structure
of hypnosis and Scott Goble examined the structure of rapture, which is similar.
Baer (2001) analyzed various aspects of the holy as given by Levinas, and Cor-
rington (1993) analyzed the semiotics of the divine from the standpoint of ecstatic
naturalism. Pearson has developed the communicative analysis capabilities of the
USST-2000. All of these helped to throw light on the structure of mystical union
and its semiotic analysis.

This investigation discovered many interesting semiotic properties associated
with mystical union phenomena, but by far the most important was the law of mys-
tical union, which states that the logics of meditation, hypnotism, artistic rapture,
prayer, and mystical experience are identical. A single logic can be developed that
will apply to all. Not that meditation, artistic rapture, hypnotism, prayer, and mysti-
cal experience are the same, but just that their logics are. This can best be summa-
rized by Fig. 5.11, which displays the progressive opening and closing of various
levels of the selfhood sign structure (S?) as rapture, mystical experience, etc., prog-
ress deeper and deeper into the selfhood.

16 Discussed in more detail in Pearson (2001).
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Fig. 5.11 Theoretical hypotheses regarding the selfhood processes of mystical union

5.2.2.3 Semantic Results

Perhaps it is only because of my own personal interests or abilities, but most of the
results and advantages of applying the USST to semiotic analysis have come in the
semantic dimension.

Empirical Convergence and Ampliative Reasoning

Peirce asked how a concept, proposition, or argument could achieve empirical real-
ity and suggested that the Cartesian single-chain mode of deductive reasoning, used
by modern logic, be replaced by the multifilament cable mode of ampliative rea-
soning, for his postmodern logic. This was all the hint that Wendell Garner, a mid-
twentieth-century experimental psychologist, needed in order to develop a concept
of operational convergence (Garner 1974). However, this still leaves unanswered
the status of such important scientific signs as facts, laws, and theories. The USST
allowed Garner’s approach to be completely generalized by Pearson (2003a) giving
a satisfactory answer to Peirce’s question for the empirical reality of all scientific
signs.

Wendell Garner was one of the earliest psychologists to apply Shannon’s con-
cept of variation measures in modal statistics (“information”—so called) to prob-
lems of perception and other areas of experimental psychology (Garner 1954, 1962;
Garner et al. 1956; Pearson 1978). Although he came to use Shannon’s quantitative
measure of “information” less and less in later years, the basic idea of information
structure led him to develop several interesting concepts, such as the concept of
dimensional integrality, and the concept of energic versus informational properties
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(Pearson 1978). In applying his basic methodology of “Critical Realism,”!” he had
to ask himself how his concepts could achieve empirical reality, and in doing so,
he explicated his concept of operational convergence (Garner 1954, 1974; Garner
et al. 1956; Pearson 1978).

The basic idea [of converging operations] is that we come to know things, usually described
as concepts, by carrying out two or more experimental operations that converge on the
single concept. A concept that is synonymous with a single operation is nothing more than
a restatement of an experimental result. But a concept that arises as a consequence of con-
verging operations has a reality that is independent of any single experimental observation.
...However, we must have a variety of inputs and outputs, differing in their nature, to allow
convergence to meaningful concepts that are in fact independent of any single observation
or experimental result. (Garner 1974, p. 186 £.)

Garner gave as an example several of his own concepts. But one that will be more
easily understood by most readers is that of the many experiments involving, and
the many different ways of observing and measuring, the observational tempera-
ture, all of which converge to essentially the same result and play the same role in
the laws of thermodynamics, thus giving to the concept of temperature an empirical
reality.

Garner’s concept of operational convergence applies to inductive reasoning to
a general concept. One can see here the influence of troth Bacon, Mill, and Peirce.
Converging operations hold when many different kinds of observations, measure-
ments, experiments, etc., converge to a single general concept, which subsumes
them all. This is the process that Peirce described as a multifilament cable. The
general concept arrived at always has a concrete general connotation.

Instead of asking for the source of empirical reality for a general concept, we
might have asked how a general proposition, such as a scientific law, achieves real-
ity. Likewise, we could have asked about a theoretical proposition or an individual
argument. Thus, we have a two-dimensional, nine-way classification of empirical
convergence as shown in Table 5.1.

Using the USST, the explication for each of the nine kinds of scientific signs is
a simple generalization of Garner’s explication. An example for eductive phematic
convergence follows for illustration.

A proposed fact that is justified by a single observation is nothing but an ad
hoc eduction from a concrete singular to a specific individual—nothing but a con-
venient shorthand for recording the data from that one observation. But a single
fact that records and summarizes the data from many different observations, each

Table 5.1 Forms of empirical convergence

Convergence Rhematic Phematic Dolemic

Eductive Eductive rhematic Eductive phematic Eductive dolemic
Inductive Inductive rhematic Inductive phematic Inductive dolemic
Abductive Abductive rhematic Abductive phematic | Abductive dolemic

17 Tronically, this is the same name that Peirce gave to his philosophy.
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made objectively and fairly on different individuals chosen by random sampling!8
from the entire population using experimental design theory,!” gains more empirical
reality with each new observation that justifies it. This gain in empirical reality is
called “eductive phematic convergence.” We say that the collection of observations
converges to the empirical reality of the fact. Thus, eductive phematic convergence
means that one fact converges to the recording and summarization of the data from
many different observations. The resulting fact is a proposition with a concrete sin-
gular denotation.

Since it is convergence, rather than the precision of a single technique, that pro-
vides the empirical meaning of a concept, we should be free to use techniques that
are not as precise and reliable as we might otherwise prefer if these techniques
did not converge to a common result. As Garner says, “The ultimate validity of a
concept does not depend on any single procedure, but on a convergent result, so the
importance of any one procedure is greatly diminished” (Garner 1974, p. 188).2°

I would like to give one more example of empirical convergence because of its
impact on our understanding of semiotic theory.

Garner introduced the notion of converging operations as an empirical justifi-
cation for going from the concrete individual to the concrete general. The natural
analog of Garner’s concept is my concept of converging explanations as an empiri-
cal justification for the step from concrete generals to an abstract singular—from
law to theory.

Converging operations hold when many different kinds of observations, mea-
surements, experiments, etc., converge to a single concept with one general de-
scription. Converging explanations allow us to go to the next level of scientific
thinking. It is justified when we have many different laws with many different gen-
eral concepts and their attendant many different general descriptions that can all be
explained by the assumption of a single abstract theory.

A proposed theory that is justified by a single law is nothing but an ad hoc ab-
duction from a concrete general to a hypothetical abstraction—nothing but a con-
venient shorthand for remembering that one law. But a single theory that explains
many different laws gains more empirical reality with each new law that enters
into its network of explanation. This gain in empirical reality is called “abductive
dolemic convergence.” We say that the collection of laws converges to the empirical
reality of the theory. Thus, abductive dolemic convergence means that one theory
converges to an explanation of many different laws. The resulting theory is an argu-
ment with an abstract singular pronotation.

We can say that abstract theories, and other abstract dolemic symbols, obtain
their empirical reality by means of abductive dolemic convergence. Abductive
dolemic convergence holds when many different laws, general invariant descrip-
tions, etc., converge by abduction to a single abstract theory that explains them all.

18 A concept developed by Peirce and his students.
19 A theory developed by Peirce and his students.
20 Cf. Peirce’s multifilament cable.



160 C. Pearson

Thus, applying this to our present discussion, with each new law subsumed, the
USST converges to the most powerful explanation available in all of semiotics.

The Semantics of Perception

Many interesting theories, explanations, and solutions to important problems had to
be left out of our discussions for lack of space. I have arrived at the conclusion that
every semantic problem of interest can be solved using the USST. One theory that I
deliberately left out was Peirce’s philosophical theory of perception. That is because
it is so important and its results so dramatic that it deserves a discussion of its own.
I attempt to do that in this section.

Any adequate theory of perception must find a way to combine the syntactic,
pragmatic, and semantic dimensions of semiosis. I have not even attempted this
yet. The work mentioned here was reported in Pearson (2003c) and discusses some
comments by C.F. Delaney (1993) on the scattered writings of Peirce on the phi-
losophy of perception as seen through the lens of the USST, and concentrates only
on the semantic dimension. It attempted to make some progress in the development
of a generally accepted philosophical theory of perception by combining the little-
known theory of perception by Peirce with both the semiotic methodology of the
semiotic paradigm and the theoretical power of the USST.

In developing his philosophy of perception, Peirce presents an even balance of
phenomenology, idealism, semiotics, realism, logical analysis, and scientific analy-
sis in a more natural way than any of the classical phenomenologists, philosophers,
or scientists themselves.

Peirce’s notion of perception is a holistic notion that requires a detailed analysis
into its logical components if we are going to get any satisfactory answers to the
epistemological questions with which we are concerned. It is theoretically decom-
posable into simpler elements, but Delaney reminds us that, “the analysis should not
blind us to the holistic character of the experience itself” (1993, p. 120).

Although it is not inappropriate to talk of #his particular perceptual process and
these components of perception, our actual process of perception is not a series of
discrete units made up of isolated parts but rather a continuous whole. The actual
process, no matter how direct or how short, involves dimensions of confrontation
and meaning as well as elements of memory and anticipation. However, this having
been said, Peirce acknowledges the legitimacy of analysis and the significance of
abstractly characterizing the various structural elements of the perceptual process.

The easiest way of understanding Peirce’s analysis of this holistic process of
perception is to start with Fig. 5.12. It is an adaptation of the semantic dimension
of Fig. 5.1 with the components relabeled in order to follow more easily Peirce’s
discussion of his theory.

To follow Fig. 5.12 better, we will use Peirce’s own method, which he calls
“precision.” It is an act of mental abstraction which “arises from attention to one
element and neglect of the other” (1.549). Delaney says that, “When this analytic
intention is focused on the flow of perceptual experience, Peirce is able to distin-
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Fig. 5.12 Peirce’s philosophy of perception

guish as elements the percept, the percipuum, and the individual perceptual judg-
ment” (1993, p. 120). These three components are shown in Fig. 5.12 as the three
internal components of perception.

Delaney says that, “As one prescinds the elements from the concrete flow of per-
ceptual experience, the order is from the perceptual judgment, through the percipu-
um, to the percept as one moves away from the complex phenomenon of meaning-
ful perceptual experience toward what simply confronts one in perception” (1993,
p. 121). This follows the sequence shown in Fig. 5.12 from the perceptual judgment,
a universal, down to the percept, a concrete singular.

In interpreting the cognitive side of Peirce’s theory of perception, Delaney says,
“We come to know facts about our world by means of the perceptual judgment
which, through the percipuum, indicates the percept which indicates the physical
object” (1993, p. 123).

Delaney does not mention three other semantic components of the perceptual
sign that Peirce refers to as external aspects, and which he also lumps together,
in the same paragraph (5.54), as information inputs (or II). They are the compul-
sive sensation, the latent properties, and the perceptual processes. These also occur
naturally in the USST as shown by Fig. 5.12.

Peirce claims that a perceptual judgment is initially defined as “a judgment as-
serting in propositional form what a character of a percept directly presents to the
mind is” (5.54). It is the act of forming a mental proposition about some charac-
teristic of the perceptually given, together with an assent to that proposition. The
perceptually given stems from the compulsive sensation, an external first, an infor-
mation generator, or an II; the selected characteristic stems from the latent proper-
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ties, an external second, another information generator, or II; while the proposition
stems from the perceptual process, an external third, and also an II. The assent to
the proposition is the assertive force of the proposition, the illocutionary force of
assertion,?! and is inserted into the perceptual sign by a link between the perceptual
process and the pragmatic structure, which does not show in Fig. 5.12.22

However, Peirce is quite specific about the precise logical form of perceptual
judgments, namely, they are to be regarded as limit cases of abductions: “The per-
ceptive judgment is the result of a process ... [and] if we were to subject this sub-
conscious process to logical analysis, we should find that it terminated in what that
analysis would represent as an abductive inference” (5.181).

In the more precise language of the semiotic paradigm, this would read some-
thing like, “a perceptual judgment can be represented as a combination of inductive
inference from a first (a compulsive sensation) to a second (the latent properties),
followed by an abductive inference to a third that pulls the second and first together
(the perceptual process), all of which are external information inputs to the percep-
tion, followed by the perceptual judgment (a process—one which carries the infor-
mation inputs to the cognition), yielding finally, a perceptual judgment (the result)
which is an internal component of the sign and thus available to the cognition.?

Peirce’s perceptual judgment is the internal half of the pronotative level of a
symbol. The perceptual judgment (an internal third) is then translated by the per-
cipuum (an internal second) into the percept (an internal first).

Delaney says that, “Perceptual judgments are to be thought of on the model of the
ascription of a general predicate to individuals, which would reduce them to some
kind of unity and thereby render them intelligible. They have the form of hypo-
thetical interpretations of given elements and are general in nature” (1993, p. 125).
Figure 5.12 shows us that the “general predicate” stems from the latent properties
while the “individuals” stem from the compulsive sensations, both of which are
information inputs and external components of the perceptual sign structure. The
“hypothetical interpretations” are due to the abduction from the latent properties
to the perceptual process (process—an external third), and the “general nature” of
Peirce’s perceptual judgment (result—an internal third) is due to the secondness of
the latent properties which forms the external connotative structure of an icon.

Delaney continues, “It is important to note, however, that when we are speaking
of perceptual judgments as abductions we are speaking analogously, because these
instances of abductions are both subconscious and uncontrolled, characteristics
contrary to standard abductions. Strictly speaking, perceptual judgments are not re-
ally judgments that we make but rather ones that are forced upon us” (1993, p. 125).

These are not real abductions because they do not proceed from one sign to
another but only mimic abductions (pseudo inferences, if you please) by availing

21 See perceptual process in Fig. 5.12.
22 See TOS for description of the process that inserts the illocutionary force into the proposition.
2 See Fig. 5.12.
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themselves of the abductive machinery in connecting two external components of
the analysis of perception together.*

Perceptual judgments are not available to our control. Delaney says, “In the ap-
propriate concrete circumstances these perceptual judgments are things that happen
to us, not things we do” (1993, p. 126).

Peirce says:

You may adopt any theory that seems to you acceptable as to the psychological operations
by which perceptual judgments are formed. ...All that I insist upon is that these operations,
whatever they may be, are utterly beyond our control and will go on whether we are pleased
with them or not. (5.55)

The USST shows that since perceptual judgments are the result of pseudo infer-
ences, we do not have initial signs (called “premises”) available to control, while
the final signs (called “conclusions”) are completely determined for us subcon-
sciously by the perceptual process, they are part of the semiosis of perception.

Other Insights into Semantic Theory

But the machinery we have set up to explain the semantic structure of Peirce’s phi-
losophy of perception also serves a dual purpose.

An object is nothing but the simultaneous presence of an infinite and complete
collection (I deliberately do not use the technical word “set”) of generals, i.e., prop-
erties and aspects, with possibly a little bit of hecceity thrown in for good measure
to serve as a kind of glue. Perhaps this is logical positivism’s concept of infinite
porositdt. Most generals do not even have names, unless they are important for hu-
man purposes.

And in turn, a general is nothing but an infinite collection (“association” might
be a better word?, but certainly not “set”) of universals, i.e., abstractions or concepts
with maybe some second kind of glue to hold them together. Again, an explication
of porositdit? As conceptualists, members of the Vienna Circle did not distinguish
between generals and universals. Only the universals mankind has found useful
have either names or general (i.e., semantic) markers, so we are never fully aware
of their presence until they make themselves known in some way.

Thus the USST gives us a semiotic foundation for developing not only a theory
of perception but the same foundation also simultaneously explains the philosophy
of individuals, generals, and universals, a wonderful integration and consolidation
of theory. These suggestions are summarized in Table 5.2, which shows the rela-
tions between four domains: (1) the ontology of perception; (2) the epistemology of
perception; (3) the ontology of universals;?® and (4) the epistemology of universals.

This study also resulted in another important insight. One that has important
bearing on how we must go about doing semiotics, and perhaps even all of science.

24 See latent properties and perceptual process in Fig. 5.12.

25 The so-called problem of universals includes the problem of individuals, the problem of gener-
als, as well as the problem of universals.
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Table 5.2 Implications of a USST theory of perception

Semiotic Structure of the Semantic External Internal Mathemati- |Mode of Dis-| Perceiving | Ontological
S tic Dil i F i Structure Structure cal Model | crimination Status
Dynamic Immediate
Symbol | Pronotation | Cognitive Cognitive Protension Process Arrangement | Subjective
Mentellect | Mentellect
Icon Connotation Dynamic Immediate Intension Similarity Likeness Interjective
Ground Ground
Index | Denotation Dynfimlc Imme.dlate Extension Pbyswal Object Objective
Object Object Stimulus
Semiotic Structure of the Semantic Cognitive- Meaning Ontological Epistemo- o
S ic Dimensi Functi Functi Produced Result Concepts |l al Result]| 2 io128Y:
Symbol | Pronotation |Conceptualize Abstract Sin- | s pcraction [Abstract Con-| yypierca [World of Ab-
gulars cepts stracts
Tcon Connotation | Categorize Conerete Generality General Con- Generals World of
Generals cepts Generals
Index | Denotation | Individualize |CONCTete Sin- - A cqyqligy  [Singular Con-l 1 gy iyl | World of In-
gulars cepts dividuals

Relations between signs or sign components are internal in the USST sense and
hence involve only phenomena. But phenomena involve the first person point of
view. Therefore, semiotics as a science must involve both the first and third per-
son points of view. Hence, semiotics is broader than either traditional science or
traditional phenomenology. Semiotics is the science of triadic relations, but the dis-
tinction between classical science and classical phenomenology disappears in the
requirements of the new theory of semiotics. There is a uniform continuity between
the first person point of view and the third person point of view.

It is like drawing a rectangular coordinate system on a two-dimensional plane.
Before drawing the x-y coordinates, one could only conceive of traveling back and
forth in one direction along the x-axis (thinking scientifically), or traveling back and
forth in the other direction along the y-axis (thinking phenomenologically). Classi-
cal science was like the x-axis and classical phenomenology was like the y-axis, but
they were distinct domains. After drawing the x-y axes as a two dimensional coordi-
nate system, we can wander around in the whole plane and view the problem from
any angle that is most convenient for solving it (see Fig. 5.13 for an illustration).

The Ding an Sich may or may not have something that looks like individuality,
generality, and/or universality. It does not make any difference because we could
never know it, or even talk about it, if it did. We could never prove or disprove it, so
we might as well simplify our analysis by using the simplest language possible, our
ordinary language of intuition.

In the process of perception, our perceptual apparatus causes a sign to be created
in the observer and this sign has denotative, connotative, and pronotative structure,
causing the perception to have individual, general, and universal characteristics.
But these characteristics are in the representation, not in some hypothetical neume-
nal object. They may or may not also be in the ding an sich itself, but this we can
never know (see Fig. 5.14 for an illustration).
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Fig. 5.14 Perception and the semantic structure of the perceptual sign

5.2.2.4 Summary

We thus come to summarize the results and advantages of using the USST as a
semiotic theory along with its full context, the semiotic paradigm. And truly, there
are so many, as this section has shown, that the only concise summary can be the
conclusion that the USST has the power to solve any properly stated problem of
static semiotic structure to which it is directed.

The examples given here are only a small selection of those that I and the people
known to me have addressed. And what we have addressed must be but a minute
fraction of the most interesting problems.

5.2.3 Conclusions and Recommendations

This short survey attempted to present a brief and superficial overview of the USST.
It omitted all details and derivations (except for a few theorems in Sect. 5.2.1.2).
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The USST is part of the semiotic paradigm and must be understood in the full con-
text of that paradigm, but I believe that the material presented in this chapter was
sufficient to provide overwhelming proof of the power of the USST to solve and
explain problems and questions regarding the semiotic structure of static signs.

Young and capable scholars, who may be interested in the improvement of intel-
lectual understanding, and perhaps even making an immortal name for themselves
in the process, would be well advised to adopt the semiotic paradigm in their efforts
to advance the science of semiotics. And those with a theoretical bent could find no
better tools than the USST and its TOS companion to which we turn next.

5.3 The TOS*

The USST, was introduced more than 30 years ago (Pearson 1982a, b; Pearson and
Slamecka 1977; Slamecka and Pearson 1977), as the theoretical part of the semiotic
paradigm (Pearson 1982a, b; Pearson 1983), in order to provide a scientific theory
that could explain all the semiotic phenomena associated with the static structure of
signs. Although the USST was successful for its intended purposes, it could never
explain phenomena associated with dynamic semiotic processes (semiosis).

Now the semiotic paradigm has been expanded to include a second theory that
can handle dynamic sign processes. This section will formally present the TOS,
provide examples of its use, and make the claim that the semiotic paradigm is now
able to explain all semiotic phenomena.

Parsing trees and linguistic transformations are too limited to handle all of the
processes of semiotics, but trees and transformations are just narrowly restricted
forms of mathematical operators. The TOS uses the more general concept of a func-
tor, or operator function, to explain what happens when sign processes take place,
thus introducing a theory of semiotic dynamics to accompany the USST which is a
theory of semiotic statics.

5.3.1 Background

Bernard Bosanquet, British idealist philosopher (1848-1923), claimed that every
proposition can be factored into a predicate about the ideal world. Thus, example
(1), which appears to predicate blue of sky as in analysis (2), or even a two place
relation predicating blue and sky of the copula as in analysis (3), actually is, accord-
ing to Bosanquet, predicating a proposition (4), of the ideal world, as in analysis (5).
This thesis was picked up by Francis Bradley, another British idealist philosopher of
the same period (1846—-1924) and made a key point of his theory of logic.

26 A preliminary version of this section appeared as “The Theory of Operational Semiotics” in
Pearson (1998).
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. The sky is blue.

. Blue(sky).

. Is(blue, sky).

. the sky being blue

. The ideal world is such that it can be described by: the sky being blue.
. The actual world is such that it can be described by: the sky being blue.

AN N AW =

Actually, their terminology was already obsolete at the turn of the century (1885—
1915) when they were working this out, and we now use “sentence” and “proposi-
tion” for far different concepts than what Bosanquet and Bradley meant, but this has
little relevance for us here and now (Pearson 1994, 1995).

What is important is that Bosanquet’s analysis does not require an ideal world; it
holds for any world or genré whatever (thus analysis (6)), and that it does not hold
for every sentence but it does hold for every utterance of an indicative sentence in
any language. Thus we may call this Bosanquet’s factorization law.

5.3.2 Factoring the Sentence

A similar strategy works for any mood, but I would like to use a different example
for a very simple reason. One can say both (1) and (7), but it is hard, at least in
American, to say (8). This is merely an accident of linguistic history. Therefore, I
choose proposition (9) for an example, which, at least in American, is fairly easy to
utter in each of the more common moods: indicative, imperative, interrogative, etc.

7. Is the sky blue?

8. * Blue the sky!

9. the door being open
10. The door is open.
11. Open the door!

12. Is the door open?

The factorizations are as follows:

13. The real world is such that it can be described by: the door being open.

14. Endeavor to make the real world such that it can be described by: the door
being open!

15. Is the real world such that it can be described by: the door being open?

By all accounts examples (10), (11), and (12) contain the same proposition. Analy-
ses (13), (14), and (15) make it obvious that this is so, a decided advantage for any
system of notation. I am not certain, but evidently I am the first to carry out this
complete analysis and so I make the universal claim: Every natural language sen-
tence type can be factored into a mood operator followed by a semantic operator
containing a proposition.

Propositions have been represented variously throughout history, depending on
which of their properties it was desired to emphasize. I use the gerundial form to
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emphasize that the proposition is an abstract semantic operator rather than a con-
crete sentence, etc. (Pearson 1994, 1995). Thus, we have the logical form given by
expression (16):

16. 11, - 1T

where I7,,is a mood operator and /1 is a semantic operator.

We have not got to the end of our analysis but already it is yielding very surpris-
ing results. When we have finished it will motivate an entirely new approach to se-
miotic theory. For now, we merely need to notice that according to the conventional
sequence: syntactic, semantic, pragmatic, we would expect either a syntactic or a
pragmatic operator to appear in the final factored position, not a semantic operator.
But instead, this is just what we do get. This is indeed unusual. Could we have our
categories in the wrong sequence? Should it be syntactic, pragmatic, semantic, or
semantic, pragmatic, syntactic? Actually both occur depending on whether we are
synthesizing the sign, or analyzing it. What will become clear is that the sequence:
syntactic, semantic, pragmatic used by Peirce, Morris, Bloomfield, Chomsky, etc.,
is wrong (Pearson 1994).

5.3.3 Factoring the Mood

The next step is to break down what I have loosely called the mood operator into
its component factors. It turns out to be difficult because so much of the structure
of the sign is contained in it. One such attempted analysis of the indicative opera-
tor showed that two distinct interpreters were required for every sign along with a
truth warrant, an epistemic operator, a convention binding operator, etc., such as for
instance in analysis (17), with similar analyses for each of the other moods. It seems
that all of the meaning contained in analysis (17) is imbedded in the sentential pe-
riod of examples (1) and (10).

17. I(I) WARRANT to /,(YOU) that /g am placing myself under all the conven-
tions of LANGUAGE COMMUNITY(L_) including all punishments for not
adhering strictly to all such conventions and that /;, KNOW sulfficiently a
restricted part of the WORLD( W) as it relates to L. and that this part of # may
be DESCRIBED(D) by:

This showed that each of the moods can be represented by an invariant operator
independently of the semantic proposition, and that each semantic proposition can
be represented by an invariant operator independently of the mood of the sentence.

At this point, I started to look at an inventory of moods for all of the world’s
natural languages, and although it appears that there are only a very few moods, or
at least combinations of mood factor components, I became sidetracked by another
more pressing problem before I could finish this one.

The interference was caused by my becoming aware of the work of the American
semiotician, John Searle, and the critical relevance it has for the project of factor-
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ing semiotic operators in general. Searle’s work relates to the factorization of what
I loosely called the mood operator, but concerned not so much mood itself as the
pragmatic structure of the sign in its relation to the illocutionary force, a concept
developed by the British philosopher, John Austin.

I later learned that an important part of this relation between the pragmatic op-
erator and the illocutionary force concerned the operation of converting a type into
a token, so I thus began to look at the structure of the type-token conversion opera-
tor as part of the structure of the pragmatic operator and gradually the concept of
semiotic factorization started to become clearer. Most importantly, it became clear
that unlike the USST, semiosis was involved in every factorization. Thus dynamics
suddenly became an important part of theory development.

To finish this brief thought, all complete utterances have both a mood and an
illocutionary force and these are always present and distinct in every rheme token,
even when they appear identical in the surface structure of the utterance. The mood
is part of the type while the illocutionary force is part of the token.

After figuring this out, it became obvious that all sentential utterances can be
represented by a pheme operator as in equation (18).

18. I, = Iy : [1p : I

where 1, is a general pheme operator governing pheme tokens, /7, is a syntactic
operator, /7, is a pragmatic operator, and // is the semantic operator as before.
Note, we have arrived at the sequence: syntactic, pragmatic, semantic which is
necessary here to make phematic analysis work. Similarly in the case of phematic
synthesis, we have equation (19), containing the sequence: semantic, pragmatic,
syntactic, just as predicted. There is no way we can force the sequence: syntactic,
semantic, pragmatic to work.

19. ()™ (1) < (1) = (1T,

5.3.4 General Semiotic Factorization

We now take a short diversion to look at rheme and doleme operators. All complete
communications are dolemes and all dolemes are composed of rhemes, phemes, and
other dolemes, so we might expect:

20. o =1y 2 My .2 L,y 2 L, with :

21. Iy =1y i 11y, o Iy gy 2 1T, and

220 My = Iy 2 Ly e Ly S L Ly

7

but we have already seen that the 11, do not have the structure of (22); they factor as
in (18). Then, fro