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NOTA DE ABERTURA
FOREWORD

Exte volune em horra de Thomas A. Sebeok visa recomstifair, sof o farma
de wend homenagent qie e d prestoda pele cominidade cfentifica Hgoda o
semiciicn, o percurso de uma das personalidodes gue melfor encarna o expivito
de epoperagds internacional neste compo do saber, ao guat den v contriburo
Inextinirvel oo loige da sua vide de wniversitdrio e de imvestigadar,

A diversidade oe seminiicisias aqul presentes, orfdog dos maty dfversos
paises, & o festearnhe de wwa errdncia ferimda pelos gairo convdas da ominda,
gire Thoenas A, Sebeok percorvew fecendp lovos inlelecivals indeliveis, de que
fica nestas paginags o rasto,

Ndo surproendy, pols, o gowg de lendéncias fedricas ¢ aretodaldgicoes g
s entrecennim neste volumie: foces wirias dle wm et oiScurso giee deven-
dam ax inceriezos o que xe milre @inda o searfdtied quaiND ao Iel exiaiin
epittemeligice, O gue ndo impede gue a disclpling fvista miltiplas dreas, cor-
Jorung ax apgdes feitas agnf per codd autor. E & precivaments exta abertura g
conferg ao volwme o swa poligroafic

Aldms dos elemenios blabibliogrdficos sobre Thomas A, Seheok, elabora-
das por dels extudiosos da siwa obra, o fextos goe compdem o corfimio sdo
apresentadas sem pma preocupagdo sisfematica, reflectinds o diversidade ¢ o
wanversclidode da prodegdo semialiog.

A Aszsoctogdo Portrowes o Sewnidtice, gire il deve oo apoin comsiinie
de Thomas A. Sebeck, bew coms g revintg Cruzeiro Semidtico, gue comnfon
sempre com a wwg colaboragde. agrodece a lodod oF eolaboradares a s
participagdo pexta homenages, O% nossos agradecimentos vio lambém para
a Fundagde Eng. Anidnio de Almeida, que possibiliton a publicogdo deste
vl

Morma Tascn
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JOHN DEELY
Loras College, Dubuque, 1A, U.S.A.

QUONDAM MAGICIAN, POSSIBLE MARTIAN,
SEMIOTICIAN: THOMAS ALBERT SEBEOK

OF the three most important living contributors to the current Intellectinal
formation of the semiotic community, by far the influence most formative of
semiolics as a transnational intellectual movement hos been the work of Thomas
A. Sebeok. Like Mapoleon, Scbeok has aimed at the creation of a socia/culiural
structure “open to talent™; but Sebeok’s means, of course, have not been military
bust imteilectunl. His means have been above nll implementations through many
channels of the power of the idea of the sign os inhented from the Latin Age of
Augusting and Poinsol but assimilated now 1o the framework suggested first by
Locke and more recently (with considerably more sociplogical success) by
Peiree: the iden of the sipn as a oniversal means of communication transcending
the divide between nature and culture and weaving the two together in the
tapestry of feelings and apprehensions we call "experience”.

The trajectory of Scbeok’s publications begins, coincidentally, in the same
year the present writer was born, with an “Analysis of the Vocalic System of a
Given Language Hlosirated by Hungarian”™. This essay appeaned in the Jwarterfy
Soaremal af Speechk 28 (1942), 449152, From that time (o the present, with the
sole lacuna of 1957, when perhaps Sebeok rested, well over 500 articles and
books have appeared through his puthorship and under his editorship. In his
“Bibliography®, just published as Fasciculus 15 of the Arcadia Bibllographica
Firorum Eruditorim, in which it was my privilege 1o collaborate with Gyula
Deécsy to prepare (Decly 1993), the listing of his editorfal work alone covers
thirty pages, following more than sixty pages of his publications proper.

The topic of Scbeok’s first paper might seem unusual for an Americon
youth of twenty-two, bt in fact the American youth in quesiion was nod el &
citizen {that would happen two vears later), possibly, os 1 will shortly explain,
not even human, having been bom in Hungary, in Budapest. For here, to avoid
any sell-referential inconsistency, we must apply o Scheok himself his note
(1976: 293) on his assertion (1976: 231) that John Lotz “was quintessentially a
Hungarian™. Citing the following passage from McPhee (1973), Sebeok, on
reaching the conclusion “Hungarians all”, says: “and so was Lotz™;
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“The Martians left their own planet several aeons ago and came to
Earth; they landed in what is now Hungary; the tribes of Europe were so
primitive and barbarian that it was necessay for the Manians to concenl
their evolutionary difference or be hacked to pleces. Through the years the
concealment had an the whole been successful, but e Mostians had three
characteristics too sirong 0 hide: their wanderlust ... their language ..;
and their unearthly intelligence. One had only 1o look arcund 1o see the
evidence: Teller, Wigner, Sxilard, von Neumann — Hungarians all.”

Therefore, notes Sebeok (loc 2], “in conformity with o proposal preva-
lent in the Theoretical Division of Los Alamos, he was guintéssentially o
Martian, since the people of Hungary, according to this untested theory, are
Maitians™, And Sebeok is Hungarian. Ergo. (In view of the inductively unveri-
fied status of the theory warmnting this conclusion, however, it scemed best, in
titling the present essay, to substitute “possible™ For “guimisssential™k

Sebeok pére was invalved in the international affairs of Hungary ond,
foreseeing the outbrenk of the Second World War, took refuge in the Unired
Sentes (at the time of his death, he was one of the principal economic ndvisers
to the American Senator Hubert Humphrey), He advised his son — our Scbeok
— then beginning his higher education in England, to follow suit. This Sebeok
Jits did i 1937, Onee in the United States, his entry into university was delayed
for a vear by his failure to pass the American history part of exams (o which he
was subjected. After months spent boning up on that subject, Sebeck advance
rapidly, receiving his BA, from the University of Chicago in 1941, then, from
Princeton, his MLA. In 1943 and PhD, in 1945,

During his vears oF graduate work in the United States, Sebeok’s intel-
lectual lero was Boman Iakobson. He went fo Mew York on leaming Jakobson
was there, and he paid regular visits to him thereaficr, in a friendship which
continued till Jakobsons death many decades Fater. Earlier, a5 an imdergradunte
af the University of Chicago, he had taken classes from and become a close
friend of Charles Morris. Perhaps it was Momris who awakened Sebeok’s interest
in the secrets of magicions and tricksters; cenainly it was from Mosris that he
first heard of semistic (cf. Morris 1938), The Mosrisean version of semiofics,
however, hardly enchanted Scheok, despite his admiration for Morris himself,
MNot Tor another quarter of a century or 5o would Scheok have his prive of
semiotic consciousness, He began his intellectual career, as his first publication
pitests, in troditional scientific linguistics,

Sebeok's Mirst job, scademically speaking, was also his last one: from 943
to his passage fo Emeritus status in 1991, he was a Faculty momber at the
Blowmington campues of the Indlana University, wearing, however, many hats:
linguist, folklorist, enthropologist, Uralic amd Altaic studies, Air Force language
training (the list is not exhaustive) and, in the end, above all, semiotician. And
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{0 this first and last faculty siatus there is a colorful backdrop, about which
Sebeok still considers himselfl bound by secrecy o refuse (o discuss in any
depth: during the Second Waorld War, he was involved with the 055 in the
training of linguists for penciration behind the Nazi lines, under General
Marshall's plan to utilize the universities of the United States as the focwy for
militarily oriented languege programs. Mayhap this affiliastion occasioned
Sebeok's foculty affiliation, and it was as an offshoot of this activity that the
Bloomingion campus of the Indjana University came to have its fine holdings in
Eastern Evropean writings and o large program of Urnlic and Altnic studies.

In the climate of the postwar period, it would have been most natuml for
Scheok as a linguist to move not in the direction of whot we now call semiotics,
but rather in the direction of what was then called “semiology™. This was the
term coined for the general study of signs by the Swiss linguist, Ferdinand de
Saussure, as carly as November of 1894, that had become commonplace through
the influence of his fumous study, the Cowrs de Lingiiitlgee Géndrale devel-
oped between 1906 and 1911 and published in 1916 (as | discuss in o separate
article later in this issue), For indeed, in the postwar peried, linguistics. was
regarded as fe patron géndral Tor any general study of signs. Luckily for con-
temporary semiotics, this then-cultumlly natural (but philosophically contrary)
route to the study of signs was not the route Sebeok followed, Withou! exag-
geration, the gradual shift in commen academic usage wherchy the torm
“cemiotics™ has come to displace ithe formerly Fashionable “semiology™ as the
prefesred term for the study of signs {or, as Scbeok, following Podnsot, Locke,
und Pefree, prefers to call it, the “doctrine of signs™) even in Continental,
British, ongd American circles may largely be ascribed 10 o function of Sebeok’s
career and influence in shaping the contemporary semiotic consclousness, Such
n shaping was effected both through his writings and through the enormoisly
effective use he made of the once-fabled Research Center for Language and
Semiotic Stwdies which he chaired from 1956 to 1991 (and which was called for
a long time only the “Research Center for Language Swdies™ ',

The decisive dawning for Sebeok of his specifically semiotic consciousness
must be ssslgned to the 1960-1961 academic year, whest he spent the first of his
more than two years at the Stanford Center for Advanced Study in the Behav-
ioral Sciences. In terms of his publications, the tuming-point cssay was his
review article of books concerning *Communication among Social Bees;
Porpoises and Sonar; Man and Dolphin™, which appeared in Language 39
{1963}, pp. 44%8-466. Al the Stanford Center, Sebeok had turned back to earlier
interests he had enteriained in biology, He stepped back, as it were, from his
training in the study of specifically human languages to consider more gener-
ically the problems of animal communication, in which perspective linguistic
communication becomes a mere specics, albeit, as Sebeok would eventually
come supremely o show, a species-specific variety of animal communication
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wholly unigque, on this planet, 1o homo sapicns sapiens. Viewed in this broader
perspective, the discontinuity between the various channels of animal com-
munication and the species-specifically human one thematized in linguistics
struck Sebeok with such force thm he took up with his singular energy the
genernl questions raised by the action of signs in diverse species. This interest
resulied eventually in 4 series of landmark publications (notably Sebeck and
Umiker-Sebeok, Eds. 1980; Scbeok and Umiker-Sebeok 1981; Scbeok and
Rozenthal, Eds. 1981) that definitively exposed as science-fiction projects (long
funded as science) of investigating the “linguistic™ abilities of apes, chim-
panzees, dolphins, and other mammalian species outside the genetic pool of
oo sapiens sapfens. As Sebeok came 1o put it, fangrwage 15 quite a distince
mutter from eompnumication, so much so that the ese of language o communicate
is already nn exaptation, not an adaplation (see Sebeok 1987, 1987w Decly
1994}, The story of this panticularly fascinating and important phase of Sebeok’s
vkl coniribution to semiotic consciousness came o o dramatic pass in a
meeting of the New York Academy of Sciences. This meeting proved so lively
and unnerving to the protagonists of “animal language” (several of whom,
nuiably the Rumbaghs, were present as participants) that, besides eventuating ]
the customary leamed volume of proceedings, it also made its way into the
“Talk of the Town" column of The New Yorker magazine for that week {perhaps
Sebeok's closest brush with fame a5 o pop=cultere icon). One can read of the
event there as well as in Volume 364 of the Annals of the New York Academy
of Sciences,

Never one to leave long intervals between insight and implementation,
Sebeok originally launched his program for the semiotic reorganization of
geademe — or, peshaps better, for the permeation of contemporary intellectun]
culture with the enhancement of a semiotic consciousness — by the clever
expedient of a conference organized for May 17-19, 1962, at Indiana Univer-
sity"s Bloominglon campus, ostensibly aimed to discuss the twin topics of
paralinguistics and kinesics. In the actunl conference sessions — and hardly 1o
Sebeok's surprise — discussion quickly widened to cover other areas of
nonverbal communication in relation to language, and culminated in Margaret
Mead's famous suggestion at the close that “semiotics” seemed fo be “the ope
word"™ used by people “on opposite sides of the fence”™ and “arguing from quite
different positions™ that seemed to designate “patterned communications in all
maodalities”. What began as a conference on special topics in linguistics, thus,
ended rather as the firsl conference on semiotics held in the United Sates.
Proceedings of this conference appeared in 1964 under the title Approaches fo
Semiotics: Cultural Anthropology, Edveation, Linguistics, Psychiatry, Pxychol-
ogy (Scheok, Hayes, and Bateson, Eds.), This conference may be said to have
launched the term “semiotics™ on the trajectory by which it has recently
overtaken and eclipsed “semiology” (cf. ibid.: 275; Sebeok 1971: 51-52; Deely,
Williams, and Kruse 1986 vili-xvii).
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Hence, in a bibliography of some 760 entries between 1942 and 1995,
Sebeok’s first actual publication in semiotics was his above-mentioned [963
article, which happens 1o introduce the term “zodsemiotics™ (without the
umlaut: see Sebeok 1986) for the genernl study of animal communication in
contrast to “snthroposemiotics™, which stedies species-specilically human
communicative modalities (cf. Deely 1990: 50-82, and 1994), In sharp contrast
with the latent idealism of semiology, which limits its methods to the sphere of
human consciousness and culfure, Sebeok’s semiotics begins in the penumbra
where nature and culture penetmic and suppose one anoither, and moves from
there in both directions to encompass the universe as a whole "perfusesd with
signs”, to designate the situntion by one of Sebeok’s favorite expressions from
Peirce. Scbeok’s work accomplishes in this grand fashion what Eugen Baer
(1981: 206) described us “a transition of semiotics from # one-sided subjection
to the linguistic model™ and “points the way toward the semiotic analysis of that
which lacks speech but which seems, nonetheless, to contain the true richness
and the true enigma of semiotics™.

The coinage of this lerm "zobsemiotics™ at the outset of his semiotic
odyssey, thus, proved 1o be emblematic for Sebeok's eventual influence on the
entire field of sign studics. He succesded in o dedermined drive (o displace the
linguistic paradigm of semiology, which he polemically dubbed (198%: pp.
63T} “the minor tradition™, in favor of “the major tmdition”™ {represented today
especially by Charles Peirce, and historically by the programmatic 1690
statement of John Locke viewed against the eordicr Latin semiotics developed
between Augustine of Hippo and John Poinsot). In the perspective of what
Scheok calls “major iradition semiotics™, the sign appears ngain, as it did in the
Latin writings after Augustine, a5 an intersection of nature and cultwre, but with
the added fillip {no mere fillip, 1o be sure: cf, Deely 19940: 123 1) of mainiaining
this intersection and interweave through an aclivity — semiosis — which is
confined 1o neither side of the divide, One of the most important manifestations
of Sebeok's influence in this regard appeared in Umbento Eco's discussion of
the boundories of semiotics in his 1976 work, A Theory of Semiorics, 11 can
perhaps be said that this discussion marked Eco’s own transition from minor
tradition semiotics, as in La strulivra assente. Introduzivne alle recerca
semmialogica (1968), to something clearly fnlling within Sebeok’s major tradition
view. This constant theme of Sebeok on the inclusiveness within semiics of
those aspects of the universa that had béen ruled out since Kan as incompatible
with the epistemological paradigms. constitutive of modernity in jis break with
the Latin Age was eventually embodied in the 1986 antholopy bearing a dedi-
cation 1o his work, Fronfiers in Seoviotics, published by the Indiana University
Press {see esp, the discussion of “Pars Pro Toto”, the Editors” Preface, pp. viii-
Xyl

In 1976, with his volume titled Comiributions fo the Docieine of Signs
(reprimted 1985 with a substantive Preface by Brooke Willinms, surveying major
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reviews of the book), Sebeok Inunched the publication of what he then projecied
1o be his trilogy in general semiotics. The second velume in the trilogy was his
[97% collection, The Sien & Iy Masters (reprinted with addizional mumerial in
1989, The third, supposedly final volume was The Play of Musemens in 1981,
However, a fourth volume m general semiotics, § Think [ Am o Ferh, More
Cenniributicens 1o the Doctrine of Signs, appeared in 1986, which ot first seemed
tor wreck the trilogy. Sebeok resolved this problem ad hoc by re-numbering the
ariginal Comtriliwtions volume from 17 w *0", However, when the fifth and
sixth volumes of cssays on general semiotics, A Slge i Jusf o Sige and
American Sipnalires! Semiolie Tnguivy ond Method, appeared in 19590 {from
Indiana University Press and the University of Oklahoma Press, respectively),
along with o 1991 monograph (also from Indiana) Semianics i the Lianited Seates
{ambiguously prociaiming in its manuscript subtitle “the view from the cenire™),
it became clear that the original trilogy idea was definitively aiépassé. Indeed,
when the last-mentioned title appenred, the publication became the eccasion for
a seminar sponsored by the Centro [ntermazionale di Semiotica ¢ Linguistica s
the Universith di Urbino the week of July &6-10, 1992, results of which
constituted a Special lssue of Semiovico {Deely and Petrlll, eds., 1993},

I menticned above Sebeok’s crucial chairing, wntil his retirenient in 1991,
of the celebrted Besearch Center for Language and Semiotic Studies at the
Bloomington campus of Indiana University, What made the Center so
celebrnied under Sebeok’s tenure wnd his vae of the facility over the years (o
bring together countless scholars, both on the Indinnn campus and through his
far-flung enterprises of editing and learned confevences. By his numerous and
huge emerprises Scbeok has been able 1o shape the field through publication of
the works of hundreds of other scholars. His long editorship of the official
journal of the International Associntion for Sembotic Studies, Semiadica, together
with his Approaches to Semiotics series for Mouton and Advances in Semiotics
Series for Indiana University Press, bear special noting in this regard, as does
his founding role in establishing the Semigtic Society of America (the workd's
fargest single such association) with s Awrewican Jowrnol of Semiorics and
project of Annual Proceedings volumes (experimentally in 1980, regularly since
1981). The formal erganizational groundwork for establishing the Semiotic
Society of America was laid m “what explicitly was planned and vertdically
became the First Nordh American Semiotics Colloguium™ (Sebeok 1977: %, in
contrast to the 1962 conference, which was not explficiiy planned as, though it
veridically became, » semiotics conference). This conference was held on the
University of South Florida campus in Tampa, July 28-30, 1975, with its
Proceedings, 4 Porfusion of Signs, published in 1977 under Sebeok’s editorship.
In short, as indicated in my opening sentence of this essay, and as even the
brief, selective paragraphs to this point serve to indicate, from the standpoint of
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the sociology of knowledge, Sebeok has been for the later 20th century the
single most important living figure in the development of semiotics.

His premigre status within the international semiotic community can
perhaps be conveyed through a vignette that concerns the title of the Festschrift
assembled for his 65th birthday, feomicity: Essays on the Nature of Culture
(Bouissac, Herzfeld, and Posner 1986). Some years previously, the Johns-
Hopkins Liniversity, notorious for o tradition of semiotic faux pas, initiated with
the firing of Charles Sanders Peirce, had invited Sebeok to speak st o conference
to be held there on semioties, and to choose his own tople, Sebeck chose
iconicity. Some weeks later o Dean from the Johns Hopkins connected with the
conference called Sebeok and apoelogetically expliined that they had made o
similar offer to Umberte Eco whe had also choesen iconicity, and would
Professor Sebeok be 10 kind os 1o help them out of an embarrassing situation by
choosing anmther topic. Instead, Sebeok pointed out to the Dean the obvious and
only cormect solution to his dilemma: since the topic of fconicity had already
been spoken for, the Dean would have to contnct Professor Eco and sk him 1o
choose another lopic,

When, from Scplember 30-October 4 of 1989, scholars from around the
world convened in Budapest and Vienna for an Intermational Semioticians’
Conference in honor of Scheok®™s seventieth birthday, the results were published
fn & separate volume (Bermand, Deely, Voige, and Withalm, eds., 1993} bound
Jointly with the Semiotics 1990 Proceedings volume of the Semiotic Socicty of
America (Haworth, Decly, and Prewitt, eds,, 1993} In that Budapest-Vienna
proceedings, a toast that had also been prepared for the oceasion was included
as the volume’s epigram, which may be worth reproducing in full here;

Dr. Sebeok is a mon of extrondinary mlents, we all know,
Tht, in itself, s ot extmondinary,
What is extraordinary i what is benenth the tmlents, namely,
the way they e orchestrated.
And how is that?
Dr. Scbeok somchow so directs the play of his talents that the talents
of all who associate with him are also brought into play.
He has managed, in this way, to bring o thousand and more than
a thousand individuals who would otherwise have never known one
another into a kind of intellectual orchestrn, whose works collectively
express — through his direction — most of what is best
in that movement we call today “semiotics”,
We toast, then, today, what is extraordinary in Dr. Sebeok,
what the ancient Greeks and Latins would call his “psyche™ or “soul™:
May it live forever!
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In the history of Western thought, the figure that perhaps most readily
comes o mind as comparable to Sebeok i3 thal of Marin Mersenne (bom 1588-
died 1648). See how well Popkin's description of Mersenne (in Edward’s
Encyelopedia of Philesophy, Yol, 5, p. 282) readily transfers to Sebeok in our
time: “a significant figure in his own right and also, through his immense
correspondence, publications, and personal acquaintances, n key figure in
coordinating and advancing the work of the new philosophers and schenfists™ —
that is to say, in the present case, the semioticions. Of course, every analogy
limps. In the present case, [ think Seheok is considerably more of a figure in his
owii Fight, whase works will better wear the burden of time, than was true for
the 1 7th century Mersenne. The point, however, on which the analogy, as Geach
would say, “goes on all fours™, s that in the seventeenth century Mersenne
midwified the birthing of modern science and philosophy as Sebeok has
midwifed the birthing of contemporary semiotics in the full amplitude of its
possibilities, as presaged by Augustine and Poinsot in the Latin Age, outlined by
Locke ot the dawn of modernity, and undertaken in detail by Peirce "our
lodestar™ (Sebeok 1984: 126) in modernity”s twilight.

Sebeok does not like the expression “postmvodem”, because of its initial
nssocixtion with a cabal of French semiologists whose contributions, while often
enough real, are yet more typically sophistic than substantive; Bt it remains teat
his work belongs definitively 1o the dawning pestmedern era of intellecival
culture and philosophy for which semiotics has so far contributed the most
positive content, Sebeok's literary corpus already stands as a hallmark of that
“pew beginning™ (cfr. Deely 1994} wherein the unity of intellectual life in its
mainstream philosophical traditions, lost since the time of Descartes, has the
possibility of being a1 once restored snd advanced. Sebeok intimated as much in
his New York Times review (1986b) of Polisot's Tractatio de Signis of 1632,
He titled this review “o signifying man”, Well, among men, Thomas Sebeok i3
oz signifying as they come, imedeemably postmodemn, and quintessentially
Hungarian.

NOTE

| Wrilihg this essay in Méxion wader circumatpsces of relatne acadeimas dodabon, | do mol
have access io mmevials that would enable me to dxle the imention of “md Semistic™ into the il
ol ihe rescwch cenigr, which seems $0 me ocourred in the laie *70s; however, what | wenl ia
mention & the ondy hall-joking commeni by an oversight commiltee member, conceming the
piopoted addition, “Why pot call it the Rescarch Center for Language and Sebeotic Studie?™
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SUSAN PETRILLI
University of Bari, Italy

FOR A GLOBAL APPROACH TO SEMIOSIS

Thomas A, Scbeok may be counted among the figurés who have gon-
tribwsted most to the estublishment of semiotics, and o particular to its confl-
guration o5 an imerdisciplinary perspective. His- work is larpely inspired by
Charles Sanders Peirce, but as he declares in an inferview released 1o me in
IHET (now in Sebeok [P 1b:95-103), his maffres & penser alse include such
figures as Charles Morris ond Roman Jakobson, of whose work he may be
considered 3 student and continuator, Sebeok’s varicoated research intérests
cover o brood range of territories, from the natural sciences to the homan
sciences, He Is concerned with theoretical Bsues and thelr applications viewed
from as many angles as the disciplines that come inte play in his rescarch: for
exmpmple, linguistics, cultural amhropology, psyvchology, amificml intelligence,
zoology, ethology, biology, medicine, genetics, robotics, mathematics,
philozophy, lerature, and parratelogy. The fact that Sebeok experiments
varying perspectives, embarks upon widely diversified rescarch itineraries, and
connects up disciplinary fields which would have scemed o be distant from
each other finds an explanation in o fupdamentsl conviction sublending his
general research method: the entire universe is perfused with signs, indeed, s
Peirce hazards, is perhaps composed exclusively of signs, In what may be
defined as a “global” or “holistic™ approach 1o sign studies, Sebeok stretches his
pare over the whole universe insofar as i teams with information, messnges,
meaning production processes; a universe which ks charscrerized, a3 Sebeok
never tires of repenting, us a fact of signification long before becoming n fact of
commumication (for one of his most recent stalements in this sense, of, Sebeok
1943,

Sebeok’s research into the “life of signs™ may be immedintely associated
with his concern for the “signs of life”, Indeed, o fundamental convinction
supporting bis research muns s follows: given thal semiosis or sign behavior
involves the whole living universe, a full understanding of the dynamics of
semiosis may in the last annlysis lead 10 o definition of life itself. In Sebeok's
view semiosis and life coincide. Semiosis originates with the first stirings of

27



life on the planet, which leads to the formulation of an axiom he believes
cardinal to semiotics: “semiosis i% the criterial attribute of life” (Scheok 1991k
124), that is, “the criterial mark of all life is semiosis”, which is accompanied by
his second axiom, that is, “semiosis presupposes life™ (Sebeok 1994, cit). No
wonder all the life sciences find o place in Sebeok’s intellectual horizon, osti=
mated in their imporance for a full understanding of signs and their workings in
the terrestrial “biosphene” (ef. Vernadsky 1926).

In Bcheok’s view then, the universe is perfused with signs all Intercon-
nected and interdependent in a buge semiosic “network™ or “web”™ — as
expressed with an image louched in 1975 —, with the sign sclence or semiotics
representing the point of confluence and of chiervation for studies on the life
of signs and on the signs of life. His abductive approach to the analysis of the
signifying material that the biosphere is leads hims 1o contemplate the whole
universe & fo Prirce &5 & sign in i global complexity. Indeed he recalls that for
Peirce, the whole universe was itsell a comprehensive global sign, “n wvasi
representamen, a great symbol... an argument... necessarily a great work of ast,
o great poen,.. a symphony... a painting” (CP 5.119). Sebeok"s atudics are
turned toward signs commonly covered by specinlists from a great variety of
different ficlds, viewed at onc and the same time both in their specificity and
interrelation: signs appertaining to "nature” and to *culiure™ ranging from
human signs to animal signs, from verbal signs to nonverbal signs, from natural
languages to artificial languages, from signs at a high fevel of plurivocality and
dinlogicality to univocal and monological signs, or better signals, signs in their
varying degrees of indexicality, symbalicity and kconicity, signs of conscious
life and of the ywnconscious. As & student of signifying processes, then, Sebeok’s
pttention is turmed toward the whole universe which does not imply a claim to
intellectual omnipotence, as some hove intimated, but simply because he is
awnre that signs are interdependent and relational, 50 that an understanding of
any one particular type of sign — such as the verbal — is only possible in the
light of s relation with the other signs in the semiosic processes forming the
great sign network, in which the signs of nature and of culture in Sebeok's
ccumenical perspective no longer appear as divided and separate byl as
interpretants of each other, As regards this last point, Sebeok explicitly stotes,
polemicizing with major exponents of contemporary currents in semiotics today,
that “to me, however, the imperium of Mature, or Weltbuch, over Culiure, or
Bucherwell, has always been unmistakable. Only a patent theoretical basis was
veiled to resolve what Blumenberg (1981:17) has called an ‘olte Feindschaft”
between these two semiotic systems, the later obviously immersed in the
former. This is why my ‘rediscovery’ of the Uswafilehre came as such a
personal revelation™ (Sebeok 1994)

I8

Sebeok’s global appeoach to sign life presupposes his eritique of semiotic
theory and practice of an anthroposemiotic mark, which stead he opens 1o
oosemiotics or even more broadly 1o biosemiotics, on the one hand, and to
endosemiotics, on the ather, in his exploration of the boundaries and margins of
this science or, “doctring” of signs, as he prefers to call i1, a1 one and the same
time recent for what concermns the delermination of its status and awareness of
its possibilities of extension, but ancient if we trace it rools, as does Sebeok,
back to the theory and practice of Hippocrates and Galen (see Sebeok 1979).
The “semiotic doctrine”™, as conceived by Sebeok, is chamcterized with respect
to other sign theories by a maximum broadening of competencies (it is
inferesting that with respeet to his book of 1976, however, after almost twenty
yeass, he no longer considers the debate ns io whether semiotics 5 a “science”,
a “theory™; or a "doctrine” of much consequence, as he states in his paper of
19594, cir). The sign science, as Sebeok conceives It, includes not only the
“science qui éiude la vie des signes au sein de In vie sociale™ (Saussure), that is,
the study of communication in culture, but also, as mentioned, the study of
communicative behavior of a bissemiotic order, considered as the wider context,
given that “bivlogical foundations lie at the very epicenter of the study of both
communication and signification in the human animal™ (Sebeok 1976:x), and
certainly nol as a sphere separate from semiotics reductively identified with
mnthroposemiotics or semiotics of colture. The orientation of Sebeok™s averall
semiotic discourse is subtended by his promotion of the critique of
anthropecentrism and therefore of glottocentrism, extensible to those trends in
semiotics which look to linguistics for their sign moedel. Indeed, Scbeok's
interest in cultural processes af the interseciion between nature and culture
induces him to take into consideration the research of such scholars as Konrad
Lorens amd Jacob von Usxidil.

To free onesell from the anthroposemiotic perspective as it has genemlly
characterized semiotics, implies taking info account other sign systems beyond
those specific to mankind. Such systems are not alien to the human world even
though they are not specific to it, and concern the encounter between human
communication and the communicative behavior of nonhuman communities
within the species and with the environment, in addition to the dominion of
endosemiotics, that is, the study of cybemetic systems inside the body both on a
ontogenctic and philogenetic level, Sebeok”s position succeeds in avoiding both
the biologism involved in reducing human culture to communication systems
traceable in other species as well as viceversa the anthropomorphic reduction of
nonhueman animal communication to characteristic features and models specific
te mankind. Consequently, Sebeok's doctrine of signs insists particularly on the
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autonomy of nonverbal sign systems with respect to the verbal, and such
autonomy is demonstrated through the study of human sign systems which
depend on the verbal only in part, given the predominance of verbal language in
the sphere of anthroposemiatics.

Sebeok’s opening remarks to his book of 1979, The Sign & fis Mastors,
which he defines as “transitional™ may well be extended to characterize the
whole of his research, if we consider it i the light of the present situation in
philosophical-lingwistic and semiotic debate charscterized ns it is by the
trmnsition from “code semiptics™, tlog i, semiglics contered on linguistics, to
Hinterpretution semistics™, which differently from the former accounts for the
autonomy and arbitrariness of nonverbal signs whether “cultural™ or “natural”,
Through his panorama of problems and masters of signs, Sebeok evidences
those aspects that differentinte these iwo different modalities of practising
semintics, which may be expressed, 1o simplify, with two names — Ferdinand
de Saussure and Charles 5. Peince: the study of signs ks in “transit™ from the first
Io the second of these bwo positions as represented by these two emblematic
figures, and indeed may now be sald to have largely shifted foward Peirce.

Sebeok’s previows book of 1976, Camributfons i the Dactrine of Sipns, is
sirongly theoretical in characier and clearly expresses lus stance in fvor of the
semiotics of interpretation, while The Play of Misemen, & collection of papers
published in 1981, expleres the efficacy of semiotics o5 0 methodological tool
and extensibility in more discursive and applicative terms. In both cases, Sebeok
sels his inferprefers before a position that is consolidated and rooted in his
thearetical formation, while The Sign & fts Masters proposes all the diverse
possibilitics ensuing from one or the sther of these two semiotic altematives. In
fact, in addition to being a compact theoretical book, The Sign & s Masters
mlso has the merit of offering a survey of the vanows altematives, positions and
phazes historically incarmated in important scleolars directly or indirectly dealing
with the problem of signs. Sebeok's rescarch transforms us inte the direct
witnesses and interpretants of the (abductive) passages of o discourse 1
considers, expounds, tests and evaluntes different possibilities not only in the
choice of an appropripte method for semiotic research bot also i identifving
one's own object of annlysis and specific disciplinary (leld, In this sense, this
particular book, but in reality the overall orientation of Scbeok®s research, is
transitional given that it significantly contributes to the shift toward inter-
pretation semiotics definitively freed from its subordination to (Saussurean)
linguistics 1,

{ Think | Am a Vert of 1986 is a book which Sebeok describes as the
fourth of a tetralogy, the other three being the above mentioned Contributions fo
the Dogtring of Stgns, The Sign & Ity Masters, and The Play of Musement, Ever
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since other important volumes have followed in mapid succession (but let us not
forget that Sebeok has been publishing since 1942) and include Essing in
Aoozeiniatics, rm, A .'i'.l'g'ﬂ I5 Jusf o Efg#. 1991, American S'r'wrwﬁ, IWI_
Semidotics In the United Sratex, 1991 (not to forget such important preceding
vilumes such as Pergpeciives i Soosemintics, of 1972, and many others siill
pncler his editorship including Asimed Commmeicarion, of 1968, Siehl, Sl
and Sense, 1978, and How Animals Commumicate, 197%). Without continoing
this list of publications, it will suffice to remember that Scheok has been
publishing since 1942, 5o that his most recent production may be viewed as the
expression of his ongoing research and reflection as conducted aver more than
half & century, as the interpreter of a sembosic universe whose varicgated and
miiltiTaceted consistency he hos substontially contributed to manifesting.
Furthermore, a part from the fact that almast all Sebeok’s books are presently
available in Italian transtation 2, | also wish o underling that beyond English and
lialian Scbeok may also be read in an astowiding range of other languages
incloding German, French, Spanish, Portuguese, Hungaran, Polish, Romanian,
Serbo-Croatian, Morwesian, Hebrew as well ns the Asian langunges inchufing
Japanese, Chinese and Vietnamese.

Ciiven its variety and breadih of interest; ! Pk § Aw o Ferd may be
considered as the continuation and developmeni, at least in the sense of
furnishing ulterior information and documentation, of Sebeok’™ research iz 5o
far conducted and expressed in his former writings. Indeeid, this book presents
itzelf s the point of confluence and lnunching pad for new research itieranes
in the vast region of seimietics. The title of this panticular velume reevokes the
dying words of the 18th President of the United States, Ulysses Grnt, mada to
ring with Peircean overtones, In fagt, in Peirce’s view man is a sign, and
Sebeok's choice of a verb instend of a noun to characterize this sign (which not
only cach one of us is, but the whele universe in its globality} serves to
underling the dynamic, processual character of semiosis,

A fundamental point in Sebeok’s doctrine of signs is that living is sign
behavior and, therefore, both that to maintain and reproshice life as well as o
interpret it at a scientific level necessarily involve the use of signs. This position
m iiself reveals the intimate connection, as conceived by Scbheok, between the
biologics! and the semiosic and, therefore, between biclogy and semiotics, The
whaole of Sebeok™s research itimerary would seem 1o be the development of
Peirce’s conviction that man is a sign: and it would scem that Sebeok is adding
that this sign s a verb: to interprel, And in Sebeok’s panicular conception of
reality, to inferpret coincides with 1o live, and in his conczption of his own
work, with his own life. If | am a sign, as Sebeok would seem to be saying
throtigh his whole life as o researcher, then nothing that i a sign is alien to me
= bl signi ik allenwn pato; and if the sign, situated as it & in the intermi-
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nable chain of other signs, cannod avoid being an interpretant, then “to interpret™
is'the verb that can best help me know who [ am.

Sebeok is clearly very distant from the narrow spaces to which Saussure
wished to confine the sign science by limiting his attention to the signs of
buman culture and sl more reductively to signs produced intentionally for
communication. It is clear that Sebeok does not wish to leave aside any aspect
of sign life, just as he s never content with limiis of any sort on semiokics,
whether contingent or deriving from epistemological conviclion. At the same
time, contrary to what could be a first impression, Sebeok's attiwde discoursges
any eventual claim on the part of semioties 1o the status of scientific or
philosophical omnizcience, of exhaustive knowledae witl n capacity for solving
all problems. My personal conviction is that Sebeok’s very awarencss of the
vastness of the territories to be explored and of the variety and complexity of
the questions (o be analysed, confers n sense of prudence, of extreme
problematicity and also of humility upos all ivterpetations advanced rot anly in
the treacherous territory of signs, but above all in the still more deceptive sphere
of the signs of signs in which semiotic work is immersed.

Long béfore Umberto Eco defined semiotics as the discipline that studies
all that miny be used for lying, m Ialy Giovanni Vailati had well understood that
signs may be used for deviating and deceiving and in fact entitled his review of
Prezzolini's L wrte & perswadere with the expression “Un manunle per
bugiardi™ . Sebeok is aware of the nonisomorphic character of signs with
respect to reality, of the fact that signs may be used For fraud, illusion and
deception: he is aware of their capacity for masking and pretence, which
represents yet another of the main fefmaorifs in his rescarch. Deception and lying
are forms of behavior which a semiotician like Sebeok interested s he is in
signs wherever they appear must particularly, indeed | would say obsessively
attend to, One of Sebeok’s “obsessions™ are forms of behavior and situations of
the Clever Hans type, the horse which presumably knew how to read and write,
being the result, however, of signals communicated to it by its trainer either
inadvertently or as an attempt ot fraud,

There are twio main reasons for Scbeok™s focus on the capacity for lying
in the animal world. The first concerns: his intention of unmasking pretence, in
certain cases, of of undermining illusions, in others, relatively 1o the possibility
of muking animals “tlk™ in the literal sense, that is, in the sense of extending to
animals a characteristic that is species-specific to mankind. Sebeok has often
intervened in semiotic debate with discussions, documentation and even parody
(cf. “Averse Stance.” in Sebeok 1986) to demonstrate the impossibility of
homaolagizing hieman verbal language and animal language. The sccond reason
arises from the fact that if signs do not belong exclusively 1o the human world,

32

bt a5 evidenced by studies in zocsemiotics to nonhuman animats as well and
given that to use signs also means to be able to lie, then the fascinating problem
of whether animals also know how to lie mus necessarily be dealt with.

However, the waorkd of signs i not only the world of deception, but also of
such practices doubtlessly connected with the former as playing, using symbols
and making gifis. The fict that anknals too, other than humans, also wse shins
implies that all such practices, most often considered as the prerogative of
“guliure”, may on the contrary alse be traced in the world of animal nature.

On considering sign mechanisms, scholars often insist too strongly or o
exclusively on their functions. On the contrary, Sebeok highlights the impor-
tange of the finctioning of sign sysiems as an end in iisell, 3 sort of idle tuming
of semiotic mechanismis. This aspect of Sebeok’s research i not lemited Lo ritual
bahavioe, which in bbb animals end humans is most often exuberant with
respect to possible function and presumed aims. Yerbal language as well,
frequently interpreted in the light of its communicative function, is in fact better
undersiood if viewed a5 a kind of game enabling human beings th accomplish
such operations as Mntasizing and daydreaming {previously examined by
Morris, for exomple, in “Mysticism and 115 Language™, 1957K4) and, therefore,
such operations as pushing ahead in the future, or going back to the past
deconstructing and reconstructing reality und inventing new wiopic worlds or
interpretative models, |t should be remembered that one of Scheok’s books
bears the happy expression, “The play of musement” in its very title. On the
other hand, the nucleus of the mferential mechanism allowing for the qualitsive
development of knowledge, whal Peirce indscated with the term “abduction™, &
nol alien fo play and fantasy, 10 the practices of simulation, To the end of
underlying how the unconscious aspect of sign behavior exceeds the intentional
symibolic arder oriented toward a precise fusiction, Sebeok nlso refers to the
problem of dreaming, to what Freud called “oniric work®™, And let us recall
Scbeok"s words when in one of his numerous descriptions of the vasiness of ihe
semintic reach, he states that,

“the central preoccupation of semiotics is an illimitable array of
eoncordant illusions; is main mission 1o mediate between reality and
tllasion — to reveal the substratal illusion underlying reality and to search
for the reality that may, after all, lurk behind that Musion. This abductive
pasignment becomes, hencefonth, the privilege of fulwre generations to
pursue, insofar 0s young people can be induced 1o heed the advice of their
elected medecine men™ (Sebeok 1986:77-78).

The lack of functionality, forms of unproductive consumplion, of dissi-
pation are identified by Sebeok as entropic phases necessany to the development
of life on carth: it is as though life is in continual need of — indeed is founded
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in — death in order to reproduce and maintain itself. The impleations of such a
statement in the different approaches to the philosophy of history are obwviously
numerous; for what concerns sign theéory, the consequence is that the semiatic
chain is subject o loss, 1o gaps, (o the annulment of sense which means that a
sort of anti-material must also be necessarily postulated in relation to sign
material,

The “play of musement” activating Seheok's rescarch is so free, unpre-
Judiced ond ready to call info question oll previous assumptions that Scbeok
even goes as far as reproposing the question as to whether life and semiosis
eoincide; and risks the hypothesis that the end of lifie does not necessarily imply
the end of semiosis: with some probability sign processes fabricating unlimited
interpretants might continue in machines independently of humans. This
Orwellian conclusion, clearly formulated by Sebeok in a paper entitled “Semi-
osis and Semiotics: What Lics in their Future?”, originally written ai the
invitation of Morma Tasca, of the Associagho Portuguesa de Semidtica for the
Portuguese magazine Celtirg ¢ Arte, and now available in A Sigw is Jusr o Sign
[1921], which muses over the hypothesis of the machine as the unique place for
the workings of the “life of signs”, however we wish 1o play on the word *life”
and on the word “signs”, proposes no doubt a sort of negative ulopia which
from one point of view, however partial and limited as is the human, is surely a
form of nonlife and, therefore, nbsence of signs. Perhaps we could advance an
auiobiographical iverpretation of this message inferpreting it as the expression
of the professional desires of the “semiotician™ with respect to the man, who
hopes that semiotics may continue afier Sebeok — and after the end of life
genermlly.

MNOTES

! In ltaly, for a sign theory whaolly oriented in the direction of “mnterpreimtion semiotics™ md
compleicly lree fremn Gabic dichobomics, sich @ communicatsn somiotcs vs signilication semictic,
referential sementics vs nonmeferenain] semaniics, of. Bewfmini 1981 Povecio 1985

U Sebook's work and on his influcncs in Bisly, sor Pesrilll 533, 1987, 1988 pozrie, 1791,
19493, 1995 pasgim; Posdo [9E5h, 19920, 19900 pauon, 1990, 19940

1 This nspect of Wailsti's studies has beon pat inlp evidenoe by Augusto Porsio inoa
partgraph emtilled “Flurivocitd, omalogia, menaogra”™ (Flurnrocality, homalogy, lying), of & chapicr
im his Book fou- et ¢ & Slsofe dol Bepuapein, of 1988, cosered on the relaionship berween
Gicvanni Vadlati snd Farucelo Rossi-dandi, CF also Vallst] 1987, Scbeok himscdl abo im0
Wailati in rclation to Peirce in & paper entitled “Peiroe in walss® of 1963

4 This paper by Morres, which i smther wranssal foe those whe idensify him with bis books of
1933 and 1946, has been included by mysell in 2 collection of writings by Morris traslated ino
linlimn im the vodmne Sepel ¢ walord, of 1993
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CORRENTES SEMIOTICAS:
TENDENCIAS PASSADAS E ACTUAIS

SEMIOTIC PATHS: PAST AND NEW TRENDS



UMBERTO ECO
Universitd di Bologna, Italia

TRA SEMIOTICA E FILOSOFIA DEL LINGUAGGIO

Se si rileggono gl atti del primo congresso internazionale di semiotica
{Milang 1974) si vede che sono suddivisi in 13 sexioni. Dopo una sezione
generale, aperta dall’ormai famoso “Coup d'eil sur le développement de In
sémiotique™ di Roman Jakobson, ¢'erano una sezione di fono filosofico, deds-
cata ai Fondamentl, ¢ una sui rapporti tra Linguistica ¢ Semiotica. Quindi
scguivano sezioni sufi Linguaggl Formalizzati e Scientifici, Semantica ¢ Prag-
matica, Semiotica delln letteratura, delle arti visive, del cinema, televisione e
teairo, architettura, musica; Semiotica delle Cullure, comportimento non ver-
bale, psicopatologin.

Era molto, ¢ git il programma del convegnoe mostrava quanti bermi pos-
song essere affrontati da un punto di vista semiotico. Ma ema poco, s¢ si consi-
dera il programma del quinto congresso internazionale di semiotica, che si &
svolio nel giugno 1994 a Berkeley. La listn delle sczioni e delle tavole rotonde
comprende (oltre a temi simili & quelli del primo congresso), Metateoria, Bio-
semiotica, Intelligenza Arificiale, Science Cognitive, Analisi del discorso poli-
tico, Temporality, Japanese Pragmatics, Semiotica del Silenzio, Semiotica della
More, Cyberspace, Legal Semiotics, Media, Body, Religion, la Simmetria in
Cristallografin, Marketing, Scrittura ¢ Calligrafia, Humor, Didottica, Sign Pro-
cesses in Human=-Computer Interaction, Post Modem, Library and Information
Science, Other Sexuality, Analysis of the Cold War, Medical Semiotics,
eccetora.,

E giunto dunque il momente di chicdersi se la semiotica sia una scienza,
una disciplina particolare col preprio metodo, o una confederazione di ricerche
COn poca connessione tra bormn,

Certamente fo sarei d’accordo nel definire I semiotica lo studio della
semiosi in tutte be sue forme, e la semiosi & un processo che si trova n molti e
diversi livelli, ogni qual volta qualcosa sta al posto di qualeos'aliro sotto qual-
che rispetto o capacith, ¢ si stabilisce un rapporto tra un segno, il proprio
oggetto ¢ il proprio interpretante — come avrebbe detto Peirce. Ma basta
questa definizione, in $é assal vasia, o circoscrivene § limit e il campo di una
disciplina?
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flusso concreto del parlare quotidiono, bisognerd rimproverare ad aliv di conti-
nuare a considernre enunciati del parlare comune delle finzioni di laboratorio
{innumeri catene di re di Francin scapoli e di stelle della sera calve), non wm-
vando mai g provarsi sulle complessith del testl — non fossslire, per niziare,
che testi espressi in linguaggi naturali verbali.

[ campo semiotico ¢ piena di avventuren della formula, che chiamano
formalizzazione la decisione di usare sigle invece che parole, per comodita
schematica, ¢ senza alcuna regoln di caleolo; me meli Alosofi del linguwageio
per amore di formalizzazione restano sempre al di qua della reale esperienza
discorsivi

E da lnmentare che Greimas abbia costruite una intera teoria delle moda-
lith ignomndo "intera logica modale nel suo complesso, ma & egualmente
lamentabile che molti teorici insulari degli atti linguistici ignorino Bithler o ke
Tunzioni del lingunggio di Jakobson.

Molta semioticn, per reagire a certi eccessi vero-funzionalistici, ha ini-
ziato exspungendo dal proprio ambito il problema del riferimento. B stata forse
Pinsistenea quasi esclusiva di moelia flosofia del linguageio a richiamare anche
In semiotica nll'esigensa di esprimere unn propeia teoria del riferimentn, speche
quando si & occordi che, espungendo il problemn banale del riferiments, si sono
incoragginte derive decostruzionistiche che ormai inducone 4 credere che il lin-
guaggio parli sempre ¢ solo esclusivamente delle proprie impossibilith — iden-
tificando questn castrazions con |a sua fores. Credo che sia giusto, anche per
chi fa grommatica formale, soggincere oghl tanto all*angoscla dell’esvere che i
dilegun, o al dubbio che non esista significato trascendentale; purché gli altri si
npecorgano che molte volte, sulla verith e la verificabilith dell’asserto Cool f
fempesto, 3§ pud giocare la nostra vita, almeno se siomoe su un acreo che
decaolla,

C'# un libro che sin dalla sua prima apparizione mi & sembrato colmare
un primo kato tra tematiche della filosofia del linguageio e tematiche semioti-
che, ¢ mi riferisco al Languages of art di Nelson Goodman. 1| merito del libro
non & solo quelle, pio evidente, di aver impicgato "espericnza di un flosofo
del lingiaggio, da sempre inteso ad analizzare emmcinti verbali, per cercare di
legittimare 'esistenza di Hnguagei visivi, E piuttosto il tentative di costruine
cafegorie semioliche adegunte 14 dove le cateporie logiche e linguistiche non
davano ragione di sleune differenze fondamentali. E penso slle pagine sui
campioni ¢ be esemplificaziond, o sulla differenza tra arti avtografiche ed ani
allografiche, eccetern. Goodman sta per costruire una semiotica del visivo.

Eppure tutte il libro & altraversato da un impaccio costante quando 3i
imterroga sul carattere rappresentazionale delle immagini perché non ricsee o
liberarsi da unn tematica della denotazione ¢ ad interrogarsi sui cfusters di ig-
nificati che un'opera visiva pud comunicarci al di 12 del fatto che denoti o
meno gqualcosa.
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Criando Goodman si domanda se un quadro di tonalith grigia che rppre-
senta un passaggio, ¢ che conamente denoda un pacsaggio, denoti ln propricth
della grigezza o sia denotnto dal predicato “grighe™ non dice nulla sul signifi-
cato che il colore grigio dif quel quadro pued assumere per chi lo puarda; cerca
soltanto di rendere un fenomeno di comunpicazions visiva cathumbibe in ermimi
linguistici, e quindi rinuncia o fare una semiotica del visive, Quando si
demandn se un ogsetto rosso esemplifichi ln proprietd delln rosserza (nel gqual
caso sorgono imbamzzanti questioni se esso esemplifichi anche alire proprieta
coestensive alla prima, come trilateralith e trangolariti) o esemplifichi il predi-
cato “rosso” (nel qual case sorge il problema se esemplifichi il predicato
“rouge” per un francese), o so esemplifichi il denotato di quello stesso predi-
cato — non i dice milla sulla funzione significanie che (posriamo) nel corso di
un film un oggelto rosso acquisia per chi ha assistio qualche istante prima in
und, scend sansuinosa; ¢ chisdersi che cosa il rosso i una pammente sacerdo-
tale esemphifichi, non ha nolla a che vedere con il signilicato emblematico —
non del tuile o non sempre verbalizzabile — che questo colore assume nel sis-
tema semiotico delly lurgia,

In uno dei capitoll certemente gt interessanti, quello sulla denoinziones
delle immagini, Goodman conduce soltili distinzioni trn una aran=pictre € Lo
picture of o mon, ¢ si pone molteplici problemi circa le modalith denotative di
un quadro che rappresenti insieme il Deca e la Duchessa di Wellington, Esso
alle siesso fempo denoterebbe ln coppia, parzialmente denoterebbe il duca,
sarcbbe nel suo insleme uni Hvo-person-pletvee € in Parte wia ans-piciure, ma
non rappresenterchbe il Duca come due persong, e cosi vin, Curtosa ¢ anche
diveriente serie di questioni che sorge sobo s¢ %1 intende i1 quadro come "equk-
valenie di una serie di enuncinti, & cioé st rende il visive porassita del verbale,
La verith & che chi gusrda i1 ritralto non pensa quasi mad a guesti problemi (se
non nel caso estremo nocui il quadro venga usato o a fini segnaleticl, come |a
foto di un passaporio, o o fini sterico-decumentar) e witavia, o pil sovenle, ne
troe dei significati.

Sono andiio a cercare quasi a caso fra aleuni studi semioticl sul rtratto, ¢
ho trovato (cito dal sacpio di Omar Calabrese, “La sintassi della vertigine.
Sguardi, speceh] & mitratti®, 1S 29, 1981) che le cateporie miesse in gioco, al di
lh della problemadica della ressomiglianza, sono per esempio oppesizion) con-
cernenti il taglio dell’ inquadmtura, fa posizione delle mani, rapporto tm fgure
e spazio-sfondo, direzione dello sguardo, e di conseguenza il rapporio i um
ritratto che mostra di saper di essere guardato dallo spettatore ¢ un aktro in cui
il personaggio puarda qualcosa ma non guarda lo speitntore, @ cosi vin

Se dovessimo trovare una analogia con problemi linguistici dovremmao
rifarei al problema dell'aspettualith. Nessuno negherebbe che Cliovanni esce o
eana, Gilovanml wsetva of casa, Glovarrd weel of cosa, loveamni stava uscends
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information theory, elc. In the final analysis, the phenemenen of text would
therefore be best served with a holistic approach, in the framework of o
generi] semindics.

I the concept of “text” is nolorously hard 1o define, nmmerous attempis
have nonetheless been put forward. Indeed, “text™ has been defined and
re-defined many times, by many different scholars, and from many different
angles, What needs to play a role in the definitions is that the question of
“what a text is” bus af least two aspects. On the one hand should the onto-
fogical status thot should be assigned to the entity “wxt” {abstract/iconcrete,
general/individual, code, producer, receiver) be clarified and, on the other
hand, the “essential™ properties of texts must be established. Agnin, from a lin-
guistic point of view can these problems only be addressed partially; whercas
from a broader, general-semiotic perspective a text must be considered as a
complex linguistic sign couched in articulated language and functioning a5 o
communicative agency.

That it is often so problematic 1o distinguish between 8 linguistic and a
semintle concept of text, is coused by the fact thot 0 Saussurean semiotics, in
contradistinction to a Peircean semijotics, is basically linguistic semiotics and
takes language as its primary model. This may be itlustrated by Brinker's defi-
nition of text as “a coherent sequence of verbal signs or sign complexes which
are ot embedded in another more comprehensive unit” (Brinker 1979:30 my
wransl.). In this (rther static) definition, synfactics — sign structures and their
hicrarchical relatiens — is foregrounded, while both meaning and use — the
semantic and pragmatic aspects — are de-emphasized or even fgnoned.

In the preface to his highly original and thovghtprovoking Semionie
Foundations, Memrell writes that writlen texts

. entail all corpem wrilten in natural and‘or amificial languages for
the purpose of conweying observations, ideas, thoughts, intuitions,
feelings, and emotions, Verbal discourse in the oral tradition, such as
myths and folktales, as well as filmic and other iconic texts, are
obviously excluded from this classification. Yet the generl class of
writien texis definitely involves a brond spectrum mnging from poetry
through religious, philosophical, and historical works to jownalism, and
then to reports in the socinl and physical sciences and even mathematical
proofe.” (Mermell 1982: vii)

Memell’s above-quotcd description contains in fact an excellent working
definitien of “written text”, one that strikes by its non-doctrinaire clarity in
what seems o jungle of other attempts. Howewver, the term “corpora”™ in
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Merrell’s descriptive delinition deserves further specification and, for the pur-
pose of this study, semiotization. From a semiotic viewpoint, a 1ext is any
written verbal entity, which is, firstly, materially recognizable and delimitnble
s such, which is, secondly, deiciically anchored in “real” time and space, and
which, thirdly, becomes meaningful by being wsed in a social context. This
does nof exclude the creation of privale meaning: in a Peircean semiotic
framework, social meaning in fact includes and presupposes private meaning,
Following Larsen {1994; 19) we may add io this that a text is the “compound
of actunlly realized signs, filtered through the discumive logic of intentionality™,
While the imeversible order in which the verbal 1oxt s presented 5 a prereg-
wisite for producing intersubjective meaning, the production of meaning,
however, takes ploce on two planes: a serial plane and a structural plane,

Traditional linguistics concentrated on the study of short language units,
the word andfor sentence level. The results of this study were then held to be
representative for longuage as o whole. The prior received view of the word ns
the basic theoretical (or at least empirical) unit of verbal behavior and hence of
linguistic deseription, has been challenged by Saussure, for whom “[t]he
concrete unil must be sought not in the word, but elsewhere... A rather widely
lveld theory makes sentences the concrete units of language; we speak only in
sentences and subsequently single out the words” (Ssussure [1916]1959: 105-
106). In Chomsky's 1957 Swaractic Strnctires, this thinker stated: “From now
on | will consider a language to be a set (finite or infinite) of sentenies, each
finite in length and constructed out of a finite sel of elements™ (Chomsky
1957: 13). More than ten years after Symractic Structuwres, Fillmore's 1968
“case grammar” femains limited 1o the sentence: neither does Momagee, in his
1972 “universal grammar”, go bevond the sentential level,

Against this supremacy of the sentence, classical European linguistic
structuralism, of which Jukobson is of course an eminent representative, took
al an early date nol the word por the sentence, but the text or dizcourse as its
research object, The same is true for another branch of linguistic structuralism,
Hijelmslev's “glossematics.™ For Hjclmslev in his 1943 Owmikring sprogreoriens
grundlwggelse (ranslated as Prolegomena o o Theory of Language), “[t]he
object of mTerest o linguistic theory @re wexts. The alm of linguistic theory is
o provide a procedural method by means of which  given fext can be com-
prehended through o self-consistent and exhaustive description™ (Hjelmsley
[1943]1%61: 16), Following Saussure, the “procedural method™ referred to by
Hjelmsley was conceived by him as a two-sided combinational thinking model.
Hjelmsley differentiated in the linguistic sign two planes, which he called the
“plane of expression”™ and the “planc of content™. Both planes may be further
divided into smaller units; such as “phonemes™ on the place of expression, and
“semes™ on the plane of coment,

i2r



Hjelmslev started thus from the text as a whole and proceeded deduc-
tively, working his way “down™ from the textual level. Other linguists after
him did, however, rather invert this procedure, and arrived inductively at the
textual level. This is particularly the case of the American linguists, £ Hiris
and Pike. Though their theories diverge, both Harris and Pike concentrated on
linguistic units beyond the sentence, thereby oppesing Chomsky's view. To be
sure, before Chomsky published his Sywiochic Streciures, Harris's 1932 “diz-
course analysis™ already built upon the textual level taking “discourse... s the
fullest environmental unit for distributional mvestigation™ {(Harris 1934: 138)
Harris offered & “distributional™ analysis of structural equivalences beiween
successive sentences. His descriptive transphrastic linguistics is concemed with
the occurrence and distribution of repetitions and parallellisms on the syntactic
bevel, as well as with their combnations,

While Harris rejected meaning a5 frebevant outside the actunl identification
of repetition, meaning 15 an essential component i the linguistic analyses
deviced by the American linguist, Pike. In his monumentsl work, Language in
Relation to o Unified Theory of the Siruciuve of Human Belavior ({1954 1967),
Pike coined the term “lagmemes™ fo refer to verbal sequences; and hence his
theory is called “tagmemics™. Tagmemes are discursive structures in which
form and meaning occur interdependently, Pike analyzed these tagmemes
according to the so-called “slot-and-filler™ method, which he deviced,

The scope and application of Pike's conceptual framework tum him into
o key figure in the development of linguistic analysis of texts. The way in
which Pike's referential filler classes (such as actor, purpose, recipient of an
action, time, place) fill tagmemic slots (such as subject, object, predicate) is
similar o Fillmore's cases as well as 1o Greimas’s “asctants”. Pike's slot-and-
filler method 1s mepired by Hjebnslev's model of & form-substance dichotomy
and its double articulation of the grammatical level and the referential level;
and thus it ulvimately. builds, albein implicitly, on Saussure’s signifier-signified
relation. If this dichotomous thinking offers signs of a structuralist spirit, this
kinship tends fo be confirmed by Pike™s ethnolinguistic concems: because on
the one hand, Pike’s method seems to echo Propp’s namative functions, while,
on the other, spproaching Lévi-Straussian and Malinowskinn ideas,

By absorbing the multifarious ideas and perspectives put forth by many
different linguistic scholars, French structuralism showed its ambition 1o be, or
&l least o become, the “iotal thesry™ pointed a1 by Pike. As | have previously
argued (Gorlée 1992}, structuralism has, however, some buili-in and self-
imposed limitations, which thwart its being or, for that maner, naturally
becoming & universal methodological tool. Suffice it to advance at this point
that one reason for this is that the structiral, or betler stracturalist, method is
in principle less suitable 1o be applied to non-linguistic facts of coulture than
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what will be called the “semiotic™ method, The latter, which is exemplificd by
l?tlm:‘: p;;m:ml;lj method, i better equipped to describe the flaw of and in
i a “lll in the pi ad i i i
hms, pigeon-hale™ system, which is preciscly designed 1o
Pike's perspective also prefigures some aspects of toxt linguistics, text
grammar, and particularly Petdfi's “Textstruktur-Weltstruktur Theorie ™
Theoretical work on texts as it emerged from the 1960s onward, appeared
under different names and guises, such as “text linguistics™, “text processing”,
“textology”, “text grammar®, “grammar of discourse™, “text theory™, “discourse
analysis™, “text pragmatics™, “text semantics”, and, last but not least, “text
semiotics™ 2, Yet the family resemblance between Pike's approach and texi-
linguistic/text-grammatical research is more apparent than real. This is because
text linguistics and text grammar have systematically sought 1o follow the path
of logical formalization. In doing so, they did fulfil Chomsky's requirement
that linguistic theory must be formal in order to be scientifically walid: bat this
also implies that both text linguistics and text grammar reject o basic
assumption made by Pike, namely, that “[tJagmemics is set up as @ part of the
structure of behavior nol merely as a formal algebraic system™, while “[t]he
necessity for intuitive components in the action of the analyst rules outl an
analytical algorithm for procedure™ (Pike [1954]1967: 501,289). Indeed, Pike
emphasized that what he calls “intitive steps™ or “analytical leaps™ (Pike
[1954]1967: 224-225) are crucial elements of his linguistic analysis and the
procedures based upon it On this view, uuition enables the linguist 1o “iden-
tify, crudely, etically, with a wide margin of error, something of [the] cha=
racieristics in the data before he applics his rigorous emic procedures to this
material to arrive at a structural refinement of that matesial™ (Pike [1954]1967;
224). First, meaning is discovered intuitively: only then can these datn be
exploited by formal descriptive methods: As opposed 1o the transformationalicts ?
and their suceessors in text linguistics and text grammar, Pike asseried wnre-
servedly that “there is no mechanical discovery procedure™ through which
meaning can be recovered (Pike [ 1954] 1967 2251},

Pike's argument seens, in many ways, to move oway from the structismlist
thought to which it has served as an important contributory factor, and towards
Peirce. What is emphasized in the above quotation — intuition as the initinl
step in a discovery procedure, and from which the first impetus must come
toward sound logical reasoning — is clearly reminiscent of Peirce's concopt of
abduction, or instinctive reasoning, which js radically conjectural in nature, yet
in itself a plausible (though far from infallible) reasoning method.

It should be clear that seen in the light of Peirce’s logie, his semeiotic,
which is anything but impressionistic but in which abductive thought is
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each other — the thiee major texi-types: postic, practical, and scientiflc 1%
Each of these may again be kaleidoscopically subdivided {Santaelln BI‘_.I.E-FI
19807, such that by being perpiberally modified, one text type may shade inlo
another, thereby changing its significative effect !, By this 1oken, texis moy
be genuinely symbolic, or (more often) they may embody different types of
generacy and degeneracy 1.

That written language exhibits the dynamics of generacy and degeneracy,
also shows that it cannot live by culture alone, but is always a blend urnulmlm
and nature. Individual text-signs are situated in a universe of discounse, w!:-r:h
consists of iconic clusters linked by indices and consequently combined into
symbols, thus anchoring what are abstract thought-signs in our experiential and
emotional life-world. This is how written texts become coherent and
meaningful for us. ;

I:?:;ulstl: signs muy be distinguished according to Peirce’s ralrt-_-.r trindic
division of symbels: (1) “Symbols which directly determine only their groumds
or imputed qualities, and are thus bul sums of inarks or lerms™, (2) “Symbols
which alse independently determing their ebjeces by means of olher term or
terms. and thus, expressing their own objective validity, become capable of
truth or falsehood, that is, are propesitions”, (3) “Symbols which aiso
independently determine their interprefants, and thus the minds to which they
appenl, by premissing a proposition or propositions which such a mind s to
admit. These are arguments” (CP: 1.559), Applied to written language —
discrete graphic units consisting in ther turn of discrete graphic segments —,
ihis would imply that a term is the equivalent of a word (or combinntion of
words): the proposition the equivalent of a statement (or sentence); and the
argument, the equivalent of a text (or combination of statements) '*. .

This semiolinguistic analogy is corroborated and illostrated by Peiree s
theory of the interpretant 4. From a logical viewpoint, a rhematic sign is, in
the relation between sign and final interpretant, a third under its aspect of
firstness, o degencrate proposition and a degenerate argument (a virtual or
rudimentary — in other words, truncated or condensed — statement and/or
text). A proposition, as third under its aspect of secondness, is both a degen-
erate argument — that is, a virtual or rudimentary text — and a generate (oF
upgraded) rheme, While an argument, as genuine third, is exemplified by the
fully-fledged text, as well as, not coincidentally, by the three modes of rea-
soning — abduction, induction, deduction — which | have mentioned earlier
in this paper, as tools in a discovery procedure (Peirce’s “logical inquiq.-"j.‘

Let me finish at this (perhaps rather arbitrary) point of the discussion,
and let me continue the work on this project. Because, in Peirce’s spirit, only
by experimenting upon it can the true nalure of the text-phenomenon be
discoversd.
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University of Coimbra, Portugal

POINSOT'S SEMIOTICS
AND THE CONIMBRICENSES

Whenever we speak of John — or rather Jodio — Poinsot’s biography
and of his work as a thealogian and a philosopher, and, in our crse, most espe-
chally, as a logician, we must necessarily call 10 mind four important points
which are as a rule ignored.

The first is that he was bomn, not in Spain — which by right did nal vel
exitl —, but in Portugal and, more precisely, in Lishon (1589} — a fact he did
never forgel, as everyone can s¢c that, in the title-page of all his famous
books, he called himsell slisbonensiss. It is troe that, after » scries of unfortu-
nate events — the tragic death, in the batle-field ol Algasr-Kehir, of the
heroic but imprudent and unhappy King Sebastian (4 Louco sim, porgue gquis
grandeza/Qual & sorte 8 n¥o dis!), the wreiched decease of the old i
undecided Cardinal-King Henrique and the easy triumph of the Duke of Alba
ngainat the most unhappy «Kings Antonio, the illegitimate son of the Infante
Luis and the aPelicanas —, Portugal was now no more than one of the
kingdoms ruled by the powerful «Castilians King Philip 10, Yet it had still
preserved, at least in the forcign sovereign®s promises, all the rights nnd privi-
leges of an independent country.

The second is that he was the son of an Austrian father, Pedro Poinsol,
Chamberlain of the Archduke Cardinal Albert — Portugal’s Viceray (1583-
1593) —, and a Porluguese mother, Marin Garcez, hersell a member of the
Portuguese nobiliry,

Third point. The finure Father John of Saint Thomas spent in Poriugal —
first in Lisbon then in Coimbra — the decisive vears of his childhood and of
his vouth, There and then be must bave leamed to speak the longuape thid,
since King Manuel's time, was the second language of courtly life and of
cultre, i e, Costilian, But, in the beginning, at home, with his mother and his
younger brother, with his mother's family and friends, and, of course, with the
servants, and out of home, with his playmates, he could not but speak the
Ponmuguese tongue. Later, in Coimbra, it ks, | think, impossible o suppose that,
in the academic amilieun where be lived, he had not got 1o know to read and
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love S4 de Miranda, Camoens — whose eplc poem had had, from 1572 o
1593, pot less than three editions, and whose lyrics had been published twice,
wiz. in 1595 und 1598 —, nnd Bermardes, among the poets, the playwright Gil
Vicente, the chroniclers of the discoveries, like Barros and Castanheda —
whose first volume had been transimed into French (1353) by the humanist
Micolas de Growchy, who had acted, under André de Gouvela, as a professor
of the aCollegium Artiums of the Coimbra University.

Fourth and last point. Pedro Poinsot®s oldest son went soon to Coimbra,
we do nod know how soon, anyways soon enough to leam there was primeiras
letrasw, in which Latin played certainly the chief role; and, after these initial
studies, e was admitted, with his brother Luis, in the celebrmted aCollegium
Artium», There he attended the lessons of the Jesuit fathers — the famous
Conimbricenses, Descartes” eConimbress —, whose first four volumes of
commentaries on Aristotles had been published from 1592 1o 1598 1, and there,
in 1605 — when he was just 16 years old — be took the degree of a bachalor
in Philosophy. The next scholastic year — the same in which mppeared the last
volume of the aCursus Conimbricensiss ? — he began, still in Coimbra, the
study of theology. But immediately afterwards he lefi Porfugal, most probably
called, as a wprotégée, by the powerful sovereign of the Low Couniries, the
Archiuke Albert, transferring himself to the University of Letiven, to prosecute
Iuis study of the sacred schence. )

This was certainly the opening of 4 new chapter in his life, but 1 pm
persunded that, be it in Leuven, be it in Madvid and, at last, in Alcala, where
— under the religion name of John of Saint Thomas, he taught Philosophy and
Theolomy —, he did never completely sever his old ties with his fstherland or.
more exactly, his motherlands. His father had died in Lisbon in 1598 We do
nol know how loag his mother outlived her hisband, bat pothing indicates that
she was not alive during, ot least, a part of his son's carcer abroad and that he
did not keep in touch with her andfor with her family. As for his brother Luis,
he had remained in Coimbra, where he took the degree of a doctor in
Theolowy and, &x a Trinitarian friar, hod become, in his tum, University pro-
fessor and, from 1647 till his death (1655}, principal of the Trinity College,
John Poinsot could not ignore his brother's desting, all the more since both,
one in Alcald, the other in Coimbra, were dedicating their lives 1o the teaching
of Theology.

Being this sa, why should we call John of Saint Thomas a Spanish and
not @ Portuguese philosopher and thealagian?

However, for our present purpose, the greatest significance belongs to the
fact that John Poinsot’s philosophical, avd specially logical, boilding was dise
to the Conimbricenses” teaching. The Commentaril in Unhversam Diglectivan
Arfsrotelis Y — (he Inst volume of the so-called uCursus Conimbricensiss —
appeared, as we said, only in 1606, therefore when our Poinsat had already
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gruduated. Bur the docirine, which was then put in print, was the same that
any student could have received, through hearing in the Logic classes and
possibly and likely through reading the handwrinen saposiilass — ihe
genemlily very thorough class notes that passed, in several copies. from hand to
hnmne.

In fact, | consider as inconceivable that the lessons of Poinsot’s Jesul
masters have not left their imprint in the mind of the young philosopher and,
inter, in the docirine of the mamred author of the Ciwen Phitosophicsy, But
whit we wish 10 know presently is how decp is this inprint and, more specifi-
cally, in what measure e is indebled 1o them as a semioticist. This is however
not possible without a long and detaibed comparison of his Tracrann de Signis
{to e Jobhn Deely's felicitous title) not only with the first chapter £ signis 4
of the Commentarii in Lifvas Arivioceliv e Tniterprerasione of the aCursus
Conimbricensisn, but with s number of ather commentaries of the same ars-
totelian book and with many scholastic Renaissance and pre-Renniszance
treatises on Logke. This 15 a pan of the task | am proposing 1o do but is yet
umdbone, 5o that | must now limit myself 1 a couple of superficial remarks and
conjeciures.

To begin with, there is no doubt that in the classical commentaries of the
Peri hermenefos I mewn, those of Ammonigs (and, of course, his Latin
iranslation by William of Moerbeke), Bocthius and Thomas Aquinas —, no
place was given fo the semiotic problems, | can also siate thad the celebrated
dominican muster of the Salamanca University, Domingoe de Sotn, in his fn
Eveedeeticenr Aristotelis of 1543, did not even include the Se Inrerprenfone
and, before him, another Salamonca master of the same period, the Portuguese
Pedro Margalhva, in his Logices miriergue scholio (1520), alludes in 2 few
words o the sigmificati and the sipposits and this s all. As regards the
Jesuit Pedro da Fonseca, mauster first in Coimbsa nned Bnter in Evorn, for whom
a lengihy and subtle commentary in Aristoties Merggmaies ¥ conguered o well
deterved celebwity, in his Iosiivtiomnn dfofeciodrin [bri sele two and & half
paibes were enough 1o present 10 the reader all he needed to know about signs,

From the pfore-said we may conclude provisorily that the author or
suthors of the Peri hermenvios commeniary we are considering, were real
innovators in dedicating a relatively large space 10 semiotics. Al so and even
more did Poinsot, in the Ars Logica, where the proportion of the pages deddi-
cated to semistics is singularly high. This ceincidence cannot be fortuilous. In
my imterpretation, Poinsol leamed from his Coimbra masters how imporiant 15
the doctrine of signs 1o o good understanding of the an of thinking.

Let us consider now some coincidences between Poinsot’s and Coato's
semiotic dociring, withoul definitively and — I is important fo lay stress on
this poinl — prematurely conclude upon s dircet and decisive influence of the
the latter over the first author. But we niust alse keep in mind that, i the non
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unfrequent cases where both of them quole orfand base themselves upon the
same authorities, this con equally reflect the et that Coulo called Poinsot’s
attention upon them,

Relating 10 the nature of the sign «in communis, Poinsat rejects the
augustinian definition — aSignum est, quod practer species, quas ingeril
sensui, aliquid facit in cognitionem venires —, arguing: «Definitio enim quae
communiter circum fertur ... solum instrumentali signo competite (25, note 1)%
and more explicitly (after repeating his own definition): «Quum definitionem
itn communiter tradidimuss, Le., in “lib, 1. Summulurum, cap. 27, aul com-
plecteremur omnia signorum genera, et Tormale e instrumentale. Nam valgaris
definitio, quae circumferri salet apud theologos ... ex Augusting ... , instrumen-
tmh signo solum convenits (1 16/4-13),

The same rejection with the same argument we do find in Couto — in
Art. 1 of Quoest. | —, who, guoting the same sugustintan definition (to which
he adjoins, though not sverbatims, anather one by Augustin}’, observes: uSed
animadverienies posteriores diabectel has definitiones solis signis instrumen-
talibus pee omnibus accomodari, alinm ampliorem siatuerunt hodieque ratmm
habent, quae sic habent; “Signum est quod potentiae cognoscent] aliquid
repeacsentat™s (p. Sc)®

If we compare now this definition (implicitly accepted by Couto) with
ihat proposed by Poinsol — ssignum est “id, quod reprocsentat afimd o se
potentiae cognoscenti™s {1 16/3-41* —, we soe that this is mone complete than
the first ong, since the words underlined in the latter — and which express
something essential about the concept deflined — are abzent from the other,
Bin this deficiency is lurgely made up by the comext,

First, immediately after quoting the two Augustin’s definitions, Couto
adds, as an explanatory comment: «Hoc est, signum dicitor illud quod,
perceply ab aliquo sensu, est in causa ut cognoscens ex vi illius provehatur én
alterine rel motitiam.n (p. S¢). And, as if this were nod enoagh, all the Ari-
culus 11 of the same Qu. (pp. Be-11b) is dedicated to proving «Nikil seipsim
proprie significares, and there we resd, v.g.: wvern sententin e5t “nikil poise
esse signum suie, and more explicitly; «Optima ratio sumi potest ex verbis
Aristotelis, in contexty vocavil enim voces notas conceptusm, Quod s| peoo-
modeiur signo in communi, ostendit necessariam eius distinctionem & signi-
ficato; mihil emimr est poto sel. Tdgue indicatur in definitions wm Augusting, in
qua diciur sigemm oxtendere aliguid praeier se, tum in valgota; nam ille
terminus “aliquid” imporial diversitaiem stgnificos o sigmooe (p. 10=11), After
spenking of the msrumental signs Couto goes on: «Pro formalibus [signis] est
proprin ef cfMicatior mtio [of the said distinction). Haee enim ... sunt imagines
et similitudines rerum significatarum; imaginem vero esse distincta o
repracsentato certissimum st .. Ubleumqgue est similitudo ... oportet quod it
aliqua distinctio, quia ... similitedo est rerum differentium cadem qualitas, slias
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non esset similinedo sed identitase (p. 11); oCum ergo formatin Bignn sini
similitudings, comsequens el necessano ut differant a significatias (p, 111 And
0 forth.

Let us consider now the problems concemning the division of signs ino
their different classes. Poinsol solves it decidedly and definitively since the
beginning. in chapier 2 of the Swnmulae (26/20-27712), There, alter distin-
guishing the concepts of «facere cognoscenes, arcpracsentares and «significares,
and the three different ways in which the first of these cognitive funciions
of which the other two constilute namower kinds — must be considered, he
defines the Inst one — which belongs properly to signs — saying: «Significane
dicitur de eo, quo fit pracsens aliquid distinctum o se et sic solum dicitur
dupliciter, scilicet formaliter e1 instrumentaliters, finally concluding: «Hinc
nasciur duplex divisio signi. Mam ex qua parte signum ordinntur ad potentinm,
dividitur in signum formale ¢t instrumentale; quatenus vere ordinatur ad
signatum, dividitur ilhed penes causam ordinantem illud in nsurabe e nd placi-
tum ¢f ex consugtudings.

For his part, Couto beging his Chiacstio 11 19 — «De signomum divistonibuss
= liy considering critically four different sorts of divisions, according o as
many view points. The third of them is eszentially the one sdopted by Polnsst
and that he finally chooses himsell, dealing with it in the following Articuli.
But, previously, in the same Artic ', where he proposes his definition of sign,
he had already distinguished four (net Tive, like Poinsot) classes of signs —
Jormalia and instrumentalie, narralioc and ex fnsvine 12, according to their
relation, on the one side, with the cognitive polentin, and, on the aihier side,
with the res significata; anotandum est .., signo duos esse comparationes
habitndinesve, unam ad rem significatam, aleram ad potentiam cui significate
ip. Th asignum formale et indrumentale sunt dune signorum species in hoc
dissidentes, quod unum percipitur o potentia, aliud won percipiter ', qui sunt
respectus ad potentiome (p. 8b); weadem repracsentatio concepius modo
constituit signum formale mode instrumentale, propter diversum modum se
habendi ad poteminms (p.&bY, «si formalier sumatur, [signum] ¢s1 compositam
per accidens ex duplici respectu, altera ad rem albero sd potentiam, &1 quovis
earum immutatio vanntur ratio signis {p. Be); «Qui [recentiores dialecticl]
praesertim loquentur de signo ex impositione, in quo invenitur relatio rationis
impositionem ¥ consequens. Bl éadem ratio ¢t de [signis] naturalibas: cmnia
enim (...} definiuntur et intelliguntur per ordinem ad terminum, quod est pri-
mum relationis indiciums (p. 9b); «Et quidem de signis ex instituto res videtur
manifesia. Mam ol vocabulum fomo hebeat sufficiens fundamentum ad nos
perducendos in notitiam “hominis™ satis est quod impositum fuerit 1 a nobis
intelligatur, ut secum deferens illom extrinsecam voluntstem, quae cisi physice
nusgquam &il, moraliter tamen intelligitur in voce perscverares (p. 9¢).
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In this point, we find what seems o be sn apparent and fundamental
disagreement between Poinsot and Coute, in thal the latler distingiishes, 15 we
see, two classes of signs according 10 thwir refation 10 the ares significatas —
those of the asigna naturalian and of the ssigna ex instiutor —, while for
Poinsot such classes pre three, ie., of the csigna noluralios, aed placifume e
weX comspeiudnes.

But such a disagreement is deceptive, as we can easily ascertain by
reading Farther Poinsot's own discussion on the subject. This discussion we
find at length in Cuestion & of Pan 2, under the title alltrum signum ex con-
suctuding sit vere siznums, that geems to call in questien the very existence of
this class,

IF ot first he had defined the customary sign s squod ex Sola usu reprae-
gentnd singé publica impositione, sicul mappas suprs mensam significant pran-
diume (27/25-28), now he shows that this point is nod 5o easily cleared up:
nSpecinlis difficulinss, sayvs he, west circa quaddam signa, quae non publica
aliqua institutione, 1. ., ab suclorifate publica dimanante, sed sola ex voluntate
particularium frequenter illis otentium ad aliquid significendum sccomocdantur,
Linde quia tota vis significandi ex ipso usu et frequentia dependet, dubium
restal, an iste usus & frequentin modo naturale significet an vero significatione
ad placinems (278/1-9).

In this way he puts tacitly aside the doubt seemingly expressed in the
tifle — aWeiher a sign arising froim custom is truly & signe " — and stales,
before entering into the discussion proper, the only conclusion he considers 1w
b possible; «Si consuetudo respicial aliquod signum, destinando illud et pro-
ponendo pro sigmo, tale signam fundamm i consuetadine orit ad placiium. Si
vers consueido non proponat aliquid vel instituat pro signo, sed dicat simpli-
cem wum alicuius rei ef ratione illus assumstur aliquid v signum, mle signum
reducitur od naturales (278/10-17)L

And in the following paragraph ' he makes clear what he means by
covsireinede in the first and in the second case; altpque consuetudo vel polest
e55¢ cousa signd, sicut si populus [N B por publica auctoritas] consectudine
sun introducat el proponat aliquam vocem ad significandum [first case]; vel
potest se habere ut effectus, qui nos manuducit ad cognoscendam suam cau-
sam, sicut canis frequenter visus comitari aliquem manifestat quod sit dominus
elus, el consuetudo comedendi in mappis manifestt pobis prandium, guando
mappas videmus appositas [second casels (278/18-1T) 17,

The remaining discussion does nof interest us now, since we have found
already what we were looking for. As | said before, the disagreement betwoen
Coug and Poinsod §s entirely apparent, since the katter's three sign classes are
actually and essentinlly reducible to Couto’s two classes.

Other docirinal points — such as the nmure of signs as aentes realess
and wentes ralioniss, to mention but one of them — that | intended 10 deal
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with, must be left aside, because of the unfuvourable circumstonees in which |
have had to write this paper. | hope that | shall have later, as my study of
Coulo's commentary advances, the opporiunity to weat them at leisure.

ROTES
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SEMIOTICA: ALGUNS PROBLEMAS
EPISTEMOLOGICOS E METODOLOGICOS

SEMIOTICS: A FEW EPISTEMOLOGICAL
AND METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES



NATHAN HOUSER
Indiana University, Indianapolis, IN, U.S.A.

SEMIOTIC AS COGNITIVE SCIENCE *

It was nod fong ago that | began to understand how much cognitive science
and semimics have — ar should have — in commodn, | haed heasd remarks
eccasionally aboul how cognitive science should take semiolics more seriously,
and | had even heard Thomas Sebeok reprove cognitive scientists for staking a
clnim to part of the temitory of semiotics and then having the effrontery to call
it by a different nome ', But my conception of coznitive scicnvce was tied choscly
1o my concepdion of artificinl mielligence i the late 707s, and that not remind
me much of semiotics. The mam concem of Al, in those davs, was the rough
internal architecture of artificial intellects — that §s, of compuler programs
theoretically capable of driving instantiating hardware to perform intelligent
sctivity, Quite a lot of attentbon was given 1o such questions as whether Stephen
Stich and some suitably placed doppleganger had the same “psychology™ — that
is, the same se1 of intendional stales — even though Stich really had perused
dictionaries with Williard Quine while his doppleganger only thought he had,
The maim thrust of most of the philosophical work in Al in those days, cenered
on the cogency of what came fo be known as folk-psyehology, and on the
adequacy of functionalism as o general theory of mind. Actoally, guite a lot of
work was expended on the purpose and value of Al and on appropriate rescarch
methodologies. It is true, of course, that in the arguments that reged aboat
the truthfulness, or usefuiness, of folk-psychology, one often encosntered
penetrating discussions of the nature of such cognitive sintes as believing and
desiring, and the question of the natare of representation was sometimes
addressed. In fact, representation has always. been recognized os n fundamentnl
concern of Al. Margaret Boden has stated in the Ovford Compenrion fo the Mind
that *the central theorelical concept in Al ks represeniation™, and she savs that
“Al workers ask how o (programmed) system constructs, adopts, and uscs its

* A ey verskn of iy paper wm presenicd 1o ihe Toromo Poiies Conlrence, Laneisity
of Torowa, 9 Oct. 1952 | have retassed the somewhal asicbiognaphical jope of B presentation
Relfoemc s Pairee’s writings aec given = ihe standard fmbkion with CF ssdicaling ihat e sowrce
i the Harvand  edites fCalrored Papers) and W indicating thal the scesee b ihe Indiana ation
(Hriregsd
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inner represeniations in interpreting — and changing — its world™ {p. 50). Thiz
willingness 1o postulste mental representations a3 erucial elements in intellipent
performances was one thing that sei Al theorisis so clearly apart from
behaviorisis, Still, the focus on semantics and on internal functional struciures,
comouflpged o close family relationship between Al and semiotics. Besides,
semiotics was not then in vogue within philosephy (even less so than it is
todny). In 1979, o well-known philosopher and o major contributor 1o Al, who
knew that | was planning to write my dissertation on Peirce, advised me 1o
reconsider because Peirce was so frequently assocised with semiotics, Clearly
that would not be good for my coreer. So | was not much melined to think of Al
as A chose relative of sembolics,

Arificial intelligence s not my field of study, but during the period just
described (in the late 70°s and early 80's), | was excited about the promise of Al
for epistemology and philosophy of mind, and since then | have followed from
o distance the realignment of the more theoretical (dare | say philesaphical)
factions from the Al camp inte what has come 1o be called cognitive science.
For a time | tried to stay abreast of the main discussions in cognitive science,
but in ihe end | was content to stay in touch only with the main tends. | was
aware Uhat there were some interesting defections from cognitive sgience, amaong
the most notable those of Terry Winograd and, later, Hilary Putnam; and |
watched the new scwence divide o two camps, the raditional camp devoted o
the symbol processing model of congritton, and the newer neuro=scignce
inspired connectionist (parallel processing) camp. More recently, | have noticed
what seems 10 be an easing up of the commitment to the compuiational medel
that has been the single guiding foundational conception, which has stood
{nlmost) a5 an axiom, | have also noticed that some of the dissenters from
cognitive science have raised objections that parallel major concerns of
semioticians, For example, in 1986, in his paper “How Old is the Mind”™,
Putnam pointed out that the task of formalizing interpretation (as well as the
task of formalizing nondemonstrative reasoning) is normative, “in a way in
which simply modeling how we actually, see or think or interpret is not”
(Putnam 1986: A7) Yet it was not until March Sth, 1992, when | participated in
a roud tabde discussion on cognilive science ad semiotics, that 1 was struck by
their underlying commaonalities, a1 least when the semiotics in question is
Peirce's,

O that occasion | heard practitioners from both sides charcteriee thekr
work and, more revealingly, their general research goals. | had not thought
much about the comparative goals of semiotics and cognitive science. The
Lakatosinm principal that a science is defined by its research program seemed to
be accepred on all sides and, at first, this seemed to set the cognitive scientists
and semioticrans for opart, Assuming that the defining research program of a
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science is reveabed in the research activities of its practitioners, we looked at
what the different participants do. The cosnitive scientists wark with computers
a lot, some in programming and some in design (and they occupy o lot of
E-space — that space dedicated to computer network interactions), they study
neurg-scicnce, they devise models of presumably intelligent behavior, they
study lingnistics {or certnin parts of linguisties), they do a linde philosophy, they
fill out grand applications (because agencies still fund cognitive science), and
they talk o lot. The semioticians study different language and sign systems, they
devise models of sign interactions, they study linguistics (or certain parts of
linguistics), they do a litthe philosophy, they are beginning to occupy a lot of
E-space, they siudy Peirce, they don't fill out grant applications (breause
ngencies don’t fund semibotics much these doys), and they 1alk a lot. What do
cognitive scientisis and semioticians hove i common? They do o liitle philoso-
phy and some linguistics, they occupy a lot of E-space, and they talk a lot.
Hardly enough overlap o support the claim that cognitive science and semiotics
ane closely related research programs! However, as the conversatisn wonl on it
became clear that really is an interesting overlap of parpose, obscured though it
is- by their diverse practices. | want to consider very briefly some of these
general aims before | leok a little more closely at Peirce”s semibotic in relation to
selected issues i counitive science.

Some cognitive scientists describe their field simply as one “dedicated 1o
the investigation of procésses such as thinking, perceiving, remembering,
inferring, learning, believing, and knowing™ (Afzawa 1993: 187). Others
describe it more genemily as the science which “studics the nature of cognition™
in humans, animals, machines, or anything elwe — if anything else can cognize
(Fetzer 1991: xvi). Another view is that cognitive science is quite simply the
study of mind (Vareln, Thompson, and Rosch 1992: 4). Almost all cognitive
scientists, at least until guite recently, agree that they are committed 1o a
computational model of cognition, but there is considerable disagreement over
just what that means. For some it means a strong attachment fo the rescarch
program of Al and the view that all cognition is mechanical in the sense that it
can be completely “captured” or simulated in a computer program of the right
kind (if we only knew how). For others the computstional model is nol as
demanding. and s¢ems only to involve the idea “that all cognition can be
undersiond in terms of operations on symbols™ (Pylyshyn 1980 154), Nawrally
the “mother disciplines™ of cognitive scientists, whether philosophy, lmgiistics,
psychology, computer science, of whatewver, strongly influence the direction
research inkes within cognitive science; but m general it seema 1o be agreed tha
the principal subject for research is cognition, but in & purer or more formal
sense than for cognitive psychology. Perhaps we can suy that cognitive scilence
is the formal study of cognitive states and processes. We might even say tha at
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i most nbstract level cognitive science is the logic of cognition. Winograd and
Flores have [dentificd thiee basic underying msswmptions of copnitive science:
“1. All cognitive systems are symbol systems, They achieve their itelligence by
symbolizing external and internal situations and events, and by manipulating
those symbols. 2. All cognitive systems share a basic underlying set of symbal
manipulating processes. 3. A theory of cognition can be couched as o program
in an appropriste symbolic formalism such thet the program when un in the
appropriste environment will produce the observed behavior™ (Winograd and
Flores [986: 25).

How should we charscterize semiodies? 1T we look at what individual
pemioticians do, we will find ot least wx much diversity as there is among
cognitive scientists, bat ot present | will not claboraie on this diversity of
semiotic research — a diversity that depends partly, as with cognitive science,
on the “mother disciplines™ that feed it, but also on personal preferences that
lead one researcher o one level and kind of sing activity and another 1o
something very different. For present purposes, | will focus my atiention on
Peirce’s semiotic: What is semiotic science, for Peirce? Because of the
limitation of space, | can give only the briefest skeich fo Peince’s general theory,
after which | will point out what | believe are some interesting simdlarities 1o
cognitive science. | should mention in passing that Peirce’s theory of signs i
extremely complicaed ond that the small glimpse 1 will give 5 as mndeguate ns
n full account of Peirce’s theory as was my acoeoind of cognitive science,

Peirce’s semindic is o general and Formal theory of signs. It is general in
the 2ense that it applies to any kind of sign. It is formal in the same sense tho
cognitive science is formal; its subject is signs and sign sctivity whether in
humians, or animals, or machines, or anvthing else, Peiree’s semlolic |5 a
normative, not a descriptive, science. As far o3 his theory goes, it is not rebevant
io nsk what son of thing may instantiste the sign sctivity in question, In
practice, hivwever, Peirce does generally relate his sign analyses 10 actual smg
wser types, usually (bul not alwavs) persons, Semiotics divides into three
branches. The first, speculative grammar, deals with signs as such, focusing on
the necessary and sufficiem conditions for signhood or, as Peirce says, what is
requisile for representation of any Kind, Speculmive grmmmar deals mainly with
syntax, The second branch, often simply ealled critic, deals with the relations of
signg o the objects that they represent. The focus of erific is on semantic
guestimns, The third branch of Peirce’s semiotic Is speculative rhetoric, which
deals with the relations of signs To their users {or 1o the effects of the signs). The
Pocus of this beanch s on the pragmatic apects of seminsis,

Upgs 1 this point one may well ask whit this has to do with coghitive
science, Here is the crucial paint. On Peirce’s view, every sign i= in a special
kind of trisdic relation with the object that it represents and with what liz calls
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its “interpretant”, the effext the sign has on its user or interpreter. The semiotic
tringl (sign-object-interpretant) bebongs 1o the category Peirce calls “thirdiess™
and is what, in his view, constitutes mind. Peirce further holds, as is well
known, that sings are the medium for thooght or, as he says, that all thought is
in signs. Taking info account his stipulation thal all thought takes time and
canng oocur in an instant, we can say that thought is semiosis (sign action), We
can summarize Peirce's position by saying that minds are sing syesiean and that
thought is xégn acticer. 1t remains for me o point out that according o Peirce,
cognition involves three elements: thoughts, the habitual connection belween
thoughts, and processes establishing these habitual connections. In his Logic of
1873, Peirce remorked that *is appears that every specics of actual copnition s
of the nature of o sign™, and he pointed out that it is very advantageous to
coiider the subject from this point of view (W3: 75). Given these remarks it
should be evident that, for Peirce, semiotic is (or at any rate includes) cognitive
science. But recalling ogain that Peiree’s semiotic 8 normative, not descriplive,
we must remember its abstrnct natere and think of it a8 a formal (or o5 Peirce
sometimes says, o “quask-necessary™) science, Perhaps we can think of it as
providing a logic of cognilion. You can sce where we have armived. The mission
of Peirce’s semiotic science, to use the jorgon of the instintions of the present
day, s the very mission of cognitive science. Peirce spent much of his life
attempting to work out this science. It seems 1o me that cognitive scientists
wiould do well o pay attention to what he found o,

That's hew it seems 10 me, But | realize that it would be rather pre-
sumptscis of me W expect cognitive scientists who have never studied Peirce 1o
underiake the study of his semintic. — knowing how difficolt it is — simply
because his peneral purpose appenrs (o correspond 1o theirs. Are there more
specific grounds for believing that Peirce's results might apply 1o current
research in cognitive sckence? Are the two approaches 10 cognithon even com-
mignsarabie?

in the renmaining pages | will begin (o address these questions, What
follows s preliminnry — little more than disconnected remarks periinent to
questions aboul the relevance of Peirce’s semiotics and is commensurability
with cognitive science, In fact, 1 am convinced thit not anly are the two
appreaches commensurable bt that Peirce hos a great deal do conimibute 1o
current resenrch on cognition. Actuslly, | was surprised 1o see how compatible
the two approaches are — there I8 more agreement in principhe than | expected.
Of course some will find Peirce’s theory 1o be less amenable 1o cognilive
science than | found it, but even in that case it will be useful 1o begin working
oul the linknges between these two approaches both 1o see i mnd how they con
mform each other mid 1o pet some idea of where the problemptic spats are in
cognitive theory — 1o find the crixes, as we say in critical editing *.
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To investigate the relevance of Peirce's theory 1o current issues in
coanitive science, | used E-space to find out what thuse issues are, | e—mnl];d
the following question 1o a colleague in the cogmitive sci:ntc_pm;rar_n. in
Bloomington: “What are the three most intraciable pmbln:mts in cognitive
scignce today™ He forwarded my question 1o A cognilive seience netwark
discussion group and | received several helpfil replies ®. Afler reflecting on the
replies, | identificd what scem to me to be five interesting questions that reveal
key fentures and commitments of cognitive science today. 1 will briefly muld_tr
these five questions, comparing Peirce’s views with the received views in
cognitive science, and will then take a final look ot the question of the
commensurability of {Peirce's) semioties and cognitive science.

1. Is cognition computation? The view that cognition is computation is
ofien thought to go back to Lefhniz although it oecurred earlier and may be
related 1o the Roman view of logic. (Peirce claimed that the differcnice between
the ancient Greek view of logic as fogas and the Roman conception as rafio
marked the scparntion between the coneeption of logee as language and that of
logic 4s calculation). Some version of the Leibnizen view is held by most
cognitive scientists, but ks the idea that cognition is compulntion compatible
with Peirce’s semiotic? .

1 believe it is, but only with o number of caveats. The idea that cogmtn
i computation on symbols woild have to be broadened o include all kinds of
signs, What would that entail? There are as many s sinty-six classes of !ig:l“‘
an Peiree’s view, and many of there are primarily leonic or indexical. Working
gall the problems of syntax alone would be monumental, Computing with an
indexical sign might requirc pointing some prolo-sensory mput device in &
particulr direction. 1t is notewarthy that Peirce clnimed that indexical ,::Fj;ll!
cannot function as signs in the absence of their objects. This would nccessitale
major  refinements 1o the iea of practical computation. Computation on iconke
signs would involve pattern recognitions and would be based on Pclrcf‘s
abductive logic. Cognition may invelve all three kinds of inference, so while
Peilrce’s view may be compatible with the idea thal cognition is compuatation (in
an extended sense) it may be a view of compuiation extended bevond anyihing
pccepiable to cagnitive schentists,

It might be thought problematic that Pefree holds that cognition is a
semiotic process, and that signs always invelve relations through time. But
computation is also a process, so this may not be a siress point.

2. Is physicalism adequate? Physicalism, the monist theory which holds

thai physical matter (along with its states) is the only siuff, is the received
dosmn in cognitive science. I we add thut physical matter is the anly exiarimg
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stufl, | believe Peirce’s semintic theory of cognition is fargely compatible with
physicalism. Mote that Peirce always held that signs have to be embodied.
However, to say that Peirce’s view is compatible with physicalism puts a ot of
siress on the physicalist concession that there are stmes of matter as well as
matter per se. Signs as relations through time and space certainly cannot be
reduced 1o mere physical maiter,

1t might be thought tht Peiree’s objective idealism raises doubss about the
compatibility of semiotic with physicalism, but 1o say thal two views are
compatible does not entail that they are equivalent. | admit thar Peirce seemed
to hold either teat there is one Kind of stull, which Is mind-stuff, or that there
are three kinds of swif corresponding to his categories. Even so, | believe that
his theory i3 compatible witlh o weak form of physicalisin, Besides, Peirce’s
semindic science is epistemically prior to metaphysics and s relatively nedtml fo
guestions of ontology.

A Does physical replication duplicate cognitive capacity? This is the
kind of question that dominated discussions in philosophy of mind a few years
o, but it is useful for revealing what may be o “stress point™ for the commien-
surability of semiotic with cognitive science. (This i really an extension of my
remarks on physicalism.) Having conceded that Peirce's semiotic may be
compatible with a weak form of physicalism, | must pow admit that any
physicalism that 15 compatible with Pelree’s views may be too weak to be
scceptable 1o cognitive science. This is because 1 believe cognitive scientists
might find it difficult to accept that even though we might somchow mannge fo
fTully duplicate Mewi Gingrich, molecule for molecule, Mewt an his doppleganger
milght not be cognitively identical. Peirce could accept this resuli because he
held that cognitive states are processes not reducible 1o mere physical mater. It
is possible for two differesy signs at time 1) to be physically identical. But the
only way a physicalist can admii the non-identity of the iwo signs is to allow
that two physically identical entities con ot the same time be in different releviant
physical siates, The only relevant physical siates, for cognitive scientists, are
internal states. Being in different semantic relations, as in the example about
Stich that | mentioned of the beginning of this paper, would enable Peirce o
deny cognitive identity, but it might not count for the cognitive scientist as a
relevant physical state difference. (1 am equivecating here because | can imagine
g casc where a strong physicalist cowld deny the identity of NMewt and his
doppleganger al time 1; beeause of a physical sale difference. There might be
corresponding particles in Mewt and hiz doppleganger at identical positions
relative to all other partiches, but with different velocities.)
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4. Can machines think. A few years ago when | was at the University of
Bristol for a workshop on the philosophy of mind there was much discussion
about whether true intelligence can ever be (antificially) created. It occumed 1o
me then that one can be rather confident that intelligence can be and surely Trlﬂ
be (perhaps already bas been) created. How can | be 5o surc of lI'ui_s'.* Consider
the probable origins of natural mtelligence. By some grand primordial accident,
no doubl a fairly trivial chance occurrence in the cosmic stirrings of the
formative vears, a litthe tebeological process got going — as Peirce might say,
the germ of a habit was bom — from which life and intellect grew. Ha:lu_ml life
and natural intelligence huppened by accident, by the slow and visionless
direction imposed by natoral tendencies and urges. Bul now that intelligence of
an admittedly still somewhat pitiful, yet under the circumstances rather
astonishing, level has arisen, and especially now that the degree and level of
intellect has surpassed that required for the ordinary maintenance of fife (1 will
only mention that it is all too apparent that inellect has not yet reached the level
necessary for maintenance of civilization and, perhaps, even the specics), we
humans can shift the focus of our natural imellects to the question of infgl=
ligence itself, If our natural intelligence grew from en sccident in a pl_'l'murd'lll
cosmic soup, at most hardly intelligent al all, then it is surely obvious that
established intelligence concentrated (o the degree it is in the minds of humans
is far more likely 10 find the key to intellect and the means to minu fcture it.
This argument is not likely 10 persuade theists and deists and supernaturalists of
ather stripes: but for evolutionary naturalists it might carry a little weight

OF course cognitive science holds that machines can think, although there
is an important embedded question here as to what constilutes a machine. Some
cognitive scientists, such as Justin Leiber, extend the scope af “maching”
include, at one extreme, artifacts such as natural language, and ol the other
extreme, organisms such as you and me. Surely our language can’t think but
certaintly we can. Given this broad view of machines | suppose m_um_wnuld
deny that some machines can think. The point though, 1 believe, is this: can
anything think which functions by mechanical or physical causation alone?
Peirce would say no, for he is firm in holding that mechanical and menial
causation are distingt — the guestion to be addressed next. Yet il does nol
follow that machines can't think, for it has not been shown that machines are in
principle incapable of operating by semiotic action.

Peirce argues, though, that even if a machine can be made to reason as we
do, it will have been designed with great care, and that the thought that goes
into its design will be the true sowrce of its rmtionality. | have nof thoaight this
through fully enough to judge whether this constitutes a serious difference
between Peirce’s theory and cognitive science. It would scem that the “thinking™
of any machine that has a capacity 1o kean would cease 1o count mcrely as an
extension of the mental life of its designer.
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5. What are the roles of mental action and mechanical action in
cognitionT This question applies primarily to Peirce, because cognitive
sclentisis don't make this distinction. In effiect, cognitive science only admits
what Peirce calls mechanical action (sction by physical causation). But Peirce is
unegquivoeal in holding that mere mechanical action, characterized by
secondness, is oot thought. All thought, all semiosis, invelves mental action,
which is charcterized by thirdness, Memal action i action under the influence
of final causation; it is whai todoy we would call goal-directed action, Now
cognitive science does ke account of goal directed behavior, but usually the
critesia for identifying such action, for instance, Dan Dennett’s infentional
strategy, lead to the assignment of weak cognitive states to such instruments as
thermostats (Denneit 1987; 37). Peirce, on the other hand, Matly rejected that the
petion of thermostats in controlling temperniure & menial; “if [a] thesmometer
| Peirce wiote] is dvnamically comnpected with the heating and cooling apparstus,
50 as to check either effect, we do not, in ordinary parlance spenk of there being
any semefory, or action of a sign, but, on the contrary, say that there is an
“aulomatic regulation”, an idea opposed, in our minds; to that of semeiosy™
(CP 5.473).

Here we seem to have found a crucinl difference between curment gognitive
science and Peirce’s semiotic — one that might represent o real incom-
mensurability. Vet mental action cannot occur in the absence of mechanical
mction, even though they are of disting tvpes, o it might be possible 1o wark
ouit 0 theory of semimic action based on some Kind of chunking nale, or on some
other combining pringiple, that will preserve Peirce’s richer view of causation
without serfously offending cognitive science. Peirce knew that there was a
problem here, In 1908 he wrote: “This, 0 miay be that thought only scis upon
thought farmediotily, and motter mmediofely only upon matter; and yel it may
be that thought acts on miatter and matter upon thought, as in fact s plainly the
case, somehow®™ (CP 4.628). Peirce was confident that there must be & way (o
explain how semiotic action can have mechanical consequences and how
mechanical acts can have cognitive effects. This should assuage the cognitive
scientist, who can continge to hold to physicalism without cutting the ties with
semiotic.

These considerations suggest that there are a number of tensions between
cognitive science and sermiotic but that there are enough points of contact to
make some sort of collnboration worthwhile, The next step 1o be faken is to
examine some iniricate problem in cognitive science, such as the sHuatedness
probbem, using the full force of Peirce’s semiotic theory . | rm confident thene
would be weful results. But [ do not wish o imply that the bencefits of colla-
boration would all go one way, Cognitive science might bring the spirit of
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mmm—-mlahﬂ‘ﬂlﬂr}' spirit — back to sembolics, Mot that it was nbseni
for Peirce, but it s Fair 1o say that it has been absent for some of his followers.
The very essence of Peirce’s pragmatism was 1o orient the ship we sail through
the sea of language and other signs, with the external world — to connect the
universe of discourse and thought with the universe of facts. It may well be tha
today's cognitive scientists are belter pragmatists than many of todsy’s
semioticiane. Has the time come for these two interdisciplinary sciences to begin
working together in the spirit of American naturalism?

MOTES

1 Beo Scbook 1991, pp. 35, for some develppmen of s pom.

T 1 do not wish so maply that no work is being done in this srea See n. % belw,

1 The follewing fine sbraciable moblems wmmarize the jeple

(1) Wheal i thoughi aned can we i pringiple baild machines (conpulers) that con think?
This & really Tureng's prodilesn, which should not be conlimed with e Tisiag lest,

(2] ‘The probkem ol cognitive schileature. b thealing symbolic s computatsonal i he
way ikl o Tuving machiss gompules™ Or & thinkisg sub-symbaolic snd non-symbaolic in the
oy connectionmis stk bave §7

{3} Wikal &y condeioosmes and whist i pale in cognltsen? A related peoblem b the edlen
o which machine intéItigense i possible aighoul gamtion andior consciommnes,

{2} What is indoctive lcaming el how do we do @7

(%) The problens of semaniics. What i mesnding and whal does it mmie?

{&) The frame problem. Whai krealedpe dowe need in order to get arouni in the world,
how i that kmerdedge sciunlly seprowentied or encaded 111, snd how can thai ksoudedpe
sctually be deployed im achion withoul runming mic knowledge-base update problesni?
{Chrisiopher Hookvway has eharacterinod the fraene puobler o “the prohlom of havw we are
abile 10 enigape 50 eflicienly in fallibk ooteris parftns rosuing” (Hookwsy [984: x)

LT) The problem of the miggration of higher and hower cognition. Mow ane neataning.
planning, lanpuzge and w0 on imegrated with perceplions, motor controd, mond, saestion,
mnad b Aike?

(B} The simstedness problem. Whal mmst & cognizing sysiem be like o be properly
sifuated in s world? This hes o basad two dimensions. The sesaniic aspect i known o
ihe grounding problem, There i glso & temporgl dimession; properly undersianding
cognilion meass dnkimg Eme seniously, el developing as anderstanding of cognizing
sysicTvs m eaaniially iemporally cestedded s thear worlkd, A sclated peoblem concerss the
extent 1o which understamiing cogmilion igqunes wndcanding the world (ool jma the
plmlmi'mhlhnﬂmm:ﬂnmlhuﬁh“hmwﬂm
we cam pet 0 “scleniific” grip on Ul wodld

1% Hew doos (2 Bmin do it How doct seural cirmaiiry give rise b cognilive fimnciions?
In paticular, bow can lisguistic capacitecs, with their exirmadinary produclivity msd
sypsiematiciny, omoips from menal procgssing?

f Lov problem E mon 3 above Such wock & b bepun alicady i the work of cogmitive
scientis like Iames Fetrer and Barbars Voo Folard) and m the weoik of a nonsber of Peirce scholars
and general semioticians, There is 8 seed for o pood survey of aniches and wurks shawing the
refievance of semacdicd 1o particular problen in cognitive schonce.
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TOWARDS A SEMIOTIC CALCULUS

Wivems em i itilmeros,
Se pems o Sinks, ignam
et & Gor jnsa ou SEni0
Sur womenic o hagm
Dl 50 5Me o pofna

1. Introduction

A "semiotic caleulus” would enable us to deduce, among many other
things, whether or not from the two stztements “the kevstone s a sign of the
Commonwealth of Peansybvania® and ‘the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is a
sign of & gift to William Penn by Charfes 11, it is proper to conclude that
therefore “the keystone is o sign of & gift 10 William Penn by Charles 11.° In
other words, a semistic caleules might make available to the verb *[3 a sign of”
or (synonymouwsly) *signify,” besides the caleulations of classical syllogistic or
enthymemic reasoning a3 in Aristotle’s Prior Awalyrics, also those of the
propositional calculus a5 in Frege (1879) for verbs like “implies.” {This is
of course the verb “sirictly implies’ or in common parlance ‘entails.” so that
'p implies q" can be ilusratively paraphrased as “if p is true then pecessarnily g
is therefore also true.’) That is, the *Pennsylvania’ senlences just instanced
would yvield a semiotic deduction in just the same spirit as is found in the
propositional or logical deduction; “the possession of 8 furrowed brow mmplies
the possession of a Ph.D,” and ‘the possession of a Ph.D. implies the
sttainment of social respectability,’ therefore “the possession of a furrowed
brow implies the atainment of social respectability.” In shorl, a semiotic
calculus would ennble us to define the verb *signifies” or “i5 a sign of a3 n
functional connective, surely o wseful task in that it must precede any exact
understanding of how signification works, which understanding must in tum
form part of the very nerve of semiotics, no matter what its immedinte object

of mquiny !,
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We will mean by a ‘proposition” a sentence for which some degree of
truth iz assened with same degree of cermainty, "Degree of truth’ we could
gencrally define as falling between 0 and | inclusive, that is between
‘altogether false’ and ‘nhtogether true’; but for our present purposes we will fix
the truth value of our propositions a1 0 or 1, ignoring the rich varicties of
‘maybe” in between those two termind, Morgover, except where noted (o the
contrary, wie will assume that any assertion of truth or falsity is made with o
cermainiy of 1, that is, with absolute certainty. [n all, then, when we enfcriain o
proposition such as ‘that weathervane is pointing northward’ we will ake jt o
be quite trie or else quite false, and o be assérted 10 be so with absolute
certainty. {Such assumiptions are of course better made in Fogic than in fife.)
We note also that it cannot be the function of & semiotic caleulus 1o say
whether or nol a given weathervane is indecd pointing northward: that is the
province of empirical observation and aletheutics. The colculus will only be
able to tell us things like this: given a (truc or false) proposition aboul the
weathervane, and o (true or false) proposition obout the local wind, i the first
does signify the sccond, does the second therefore signify the Mrst? Lastly, we
make the erucial observation that except where noted to the conbrary our
calculus will deal with propositions abeut weathervanes (and other things), not
with weathervanes themselves (or their mental images). 1t's the pointing-
sotthward of the wenthervane that signifies (mofe accurately, someonc’s real
or potential observation of that event). So what signifies is expressed by the
proposition ‘tha weathervane is pointing souhward® 2.

The werb ‘is a sign of" or "signifies’ is nol easy 1o defing] here, 10 gase
exposition, we will assume that it means *calls 10 mind” or *podentinlly calls to
mind" and thus denotes a real or potential event or class of events in which,
for some rcal or possible sign-processer, aliquis st pro aligee. One might
hope that, under whatever proper definition is warranted by the semiotic
calculus, the cardinal verb “signify’ would be so defined as to be invarint
over the whaole of the sign domain; in other words that it would hold for all
three of the classical Peircean signs index, ko, ond symbol. But let’s nod siart
by prejudging the matter. Accordingly, in the beginning we'll ke up the three

sorts of signs separately.
2. As to the Index

As always, the casiest example of the Peirccan index, because the puresi,
is the instrument; “thot weathervane’s pointing southward signifies that the
bocal wind is from the south’; or, - bring this cxpression closer 1o propositional

terms, ‘{that weathervane is pointing southward) signifies that {the local wind
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is from the south).’ To fortify our discussion of the index with the promised
discreteness, let us when treating of indexical signs substitule for the verb
‘signify by means of an index” the verb “indicates.” So the southward-pointing
wealhervane indicetes o local southerly. Now we ask: il we are also fold 1hw
“the local wind's being from the south indicates that it's going w0 warm up,’
from this plus the earlier sentence ‘that weathervane’s pointing soath indicaes
that the local wind is from the south” can we therefore conclude thai “that
weathervane's pointing southward indicotes that it's going 1o warm up™ In
other words, letting *p’, *q’, and *r" stand respectively for the three propositions
“thnt weathervane is pointing southward,” “the local wind is from the souih,’
and "it's going to warm up,” if p indicates q and q indicates £, can we infer
that therefore p indicates 17 The answer s granting that p does mdicate q mnd
that q does indicate r, then, ves, p mast [ultimately] imdicate r. Let's ke this
chain of semiotic reasoning further: let’s add *its being about o warm up
indicates that more beer will be drunk.' Is it therefore just 1o conelude that
“that weathervane’s pointing southward indicates that more beer will be
drunk'? Letting ‘more beer will be drunk® be represented by s, does p
[ultimately] indicate 37 Again, though a trifle far-Tetiched in the quotidian
sense, this semiotic deduction seems inescopable. But ‘more beer's being abowt
to be drunk indicates that more bar-fights will erupt,” so thas the soumb-pointing
wenthervane must indicate an increase in bar-fights; hence more broken teeth;
hence more dental work; hence o greater demand for gold; hence a gremer
need to find the precious metal and dig it out; hence an upsurge in the sexual
frustrations of lenely prospectors in the Arizona hills, Letting “an spsurge in
the frustrations of Arizonn prospectors’ be denoted by 2, is it really true that p
[oltimately] indicates 27 The apparent answer is: Again, If each of the
“indicates’ propesitions contained in the chain is granted, the first link musi
[ultimately] indicate the last one. 5o “indicates” is “tansitive’ in the sense
familine from bogic.

Let us now toke up another relation of ‘indicates,” the one logicians eall
'symmetry’; If p indicates q, does therefore g indicate p? IT this weathervane s
pointing southward indicutes that the kocal wind is o southerly, does therefore a
local southerly indicate that this weathervane is pointing southward? A thory
point, perhaps, if we recall that a south-pointing weathervane may or may not
indicate n southerly (it may be being sctunted by mischievous boys), and thit a
local sowtherdy may or may nod indicate that any local weaihervane s pointing
southward (the mischievous boys again). But this is not the issue: the issue i,
i the weathervane indicates a southerly, does therefose that southerly indicate
the direction in which the weathervane is pointing? Put otherwise, under the
circumstances in which a south-pointing wenthervane relinbly indicates a local
sovtlerly, does the oocurrence in that location of a local southerly relinbly
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indicate that that same weathervane is pointing southward? Plainly, the answer
is “Yes." In which case ‘indicates” is both transitive and symmetric.

We pow turn to the third logical relation, that of reflexivity. Dees p
indicate itself? From p, in other words, or rather from ithe assertion that p is
true, can we conclude that ‘p indicates p'? Does the weathervane’s pointing
southward indicate that the weathervane is pointing southward? Obviously, if
anly in an admittedly vacuous sense, yes. If so, then “indicates’ is transitive,
symsetric, and reflexive.

{This is probably the place to note that any claim of parity between
‘signifies’ and the logical connective ‘il and only i could at most claim only
partial functional equivalence, with no further implication, if enly because
‘signifies’ — in the case at hand, “indicates” — is not universal but contingent.
The south-pointing weathervane indicates a local southerly only if not sctuated
by pranksters, and so on; the southerly indicates that a local weathervane is
pointing southward only if there is one, and 5o on. Thus “indicates’ is o mox!
functionally equivalent to ‘contingently i and contingently only il Whether
such contingencies are best satisfied in a Peircean interpretant, after the
sign = object connection has been made by obduction, or before that
connection has been made, hence in what we might call a neoPelrcean
‘prosemenomenan,” remains to be explored clsewhere,)

{As a related point, we note that it cannot be tha both ‘indicates’ and
{for example] ‘symbolizes” are synonymous with 'signifies,’ since if they were
they would be synonymous with each other, We also note that “indicates’ hns
similarities 1o the relation ‘matertally implies’; but this is not the place to take
this further.)

3. As to the lcon?

In the preceding section | have used ‘indicates’ as o convenient synonym
for ‘significs by means of an index.’ and now | need a similar synonym for
*signifies by means of an fcon.’ The ideal would be something simple like
‘reprosents,” but that verb is too broad in its meaning. For instance, in *Pope
John XX represented the hopes of the multitude’ no imaginable Peircean
iconic relation is envisaged, since John XX bore no physical resemblance to
the hopes of the multilode . Other obvious alternatives like ‘resembles’ have
pitfalls of their own. With all due reservations, therefore, | will adopt the
neologism ‘iconizes.” Mow we want to proceed 1o ask: i ‘lconizes’ transitive?
But first we must remind ourselves that when dealing with indices we dealt
anly with propositions like “that weathervane is pointing southward,” whereas
icons are less uniform. For it would seem that the Queen’s profile on u coin is
an icon of the Quesn herself, iconizes the Queen herself, in a topalogical sense
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irrespective of any proposition about Quieen or coin: irmespective of whether
the coin {or Her Majesty) is upside-down, for instance. Such icons are best
deall with as if expressed by powrinafy, nol propositions; and in such instances
instead of speaking about propositions *p’, *q’, r’, and s0 on, we should speak
of nominals *A’, *B’, "C’, and 50 on. Yet some icons appear to be events, just
as much so as with indices like ‘that weathervane is pointing southward,”
Running a finger across onc's throat, for instance — o popular skgh meaning
I've had " — is an iconic sign of, because it resembles, the act of having
one’s jugular shit. This is mot the place 10 ke this discussion further, and so
we will have to content oursclves with distinguishing, wherever necessary,
between ‘nominal’ and "propositional” icons.

Is *iconizes” trumsitive, then? IF A iconizes B and B iconizes C does A
therefore jconize C) if p iconizes q and q jconizes r, does p therefore lconize
r? AT the haut-relief profile on the American penny iconizes n portrait of
Lincadn, and if the porrat of Livcoln icomizes Lincoln himself, does the penny
therefore iconize Lincoln? Surely it must. By the same token, iT using one’s
finger to make an imaginary seribble in the air iconizes making an actual
scrawl on paper, and if making such a scrawl fconizes writing something
intelligible, does the airy scribble therefore conize genuine writing? Agsin, i
would certainly séem 50, In sum, *iconizes’ — or “is an iconic sign of” —
wiould seem to be transitive. And, given how tenuous caon be this sor of
signification, because the foundstional similarities hence the grounding of the
iconization can be so slight, the transitivity of *iconizes” would seem to be
well granted even when between the first term of a lengthy series so
connected, and the last, there is almost no discernible resemblance at all.
MAosketchy rendering of Lincoln's haot=relicl profile iconizes Lincoln tog,
though it does so even less foithfully than the penny; and a child®s erude
rendering, or a caricnture, presumably does the same, The nothon of iconicity is
necessarily a5 broad as is that of similanity; this granted, “iconizes” must be as
transitive.

1= “lconizes” symmetric? Does Lincoln himsell iconize the penny in the
same sense as the penny iconizes Lincoln? Despite the fact thal Lincoln
himsell ks rife with wars, while the profile on the penny is unso? As before,
the answer would scem to be in the affirmative — precisely as Sebeok has
rrenchantly maintained (19791989 119-120) — though in speaking of
Lincoln’s *iconizing' the penny, in the sense of iconically sipnifying it, we are
of course using b semewhat refined semioic erminology, and are nod speaking
i the vernacular, (But the wvemnacular has o point, as we will see below.)

Is “iconizes” reflexive? Does the profile on the coin iconize the profile on
the coin” Does Lincoln iconize himself? Al first the question seems absurd;
ot an answer in the nogative jums out to be more absurd still. For as was
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noted earlier if “is @ sign o means anvthing it means something like “calls 1o
mind,” of better *is in principle capable of calling to mind”; and iT Lincoln's
profile were to be proscribed from iconically calling Lincoln's profile to mind,
this would mean that on secing Lincoln’s profile one could mo be aware of the
fact that Lincoln™s profile, whatever else it might resemble, resembles itself
more clesely still. I this s 5o we are |efl with no aliemative bul to say fhat
‘iconizes” is reflexive.

Conchufing, lei us say thai *p iconizes q° i3 8 cormecl expression and thil
‘A iconizes B° js & correct expression but that ‘p iconizes A° and *A fconizes
q° are mol correct expressions. That is, we forbid the mixiere of prepositional
and nominnl variables. The point s subject to debate, but not within the
coanpass of this paper.

We note, lastly, that, like "indicates,” the relation *iconizes’ &5 transitive,
syminelric, and reflexive, and so is funcricnally equivalent to the relution
‘contingenily if and contingently only i’

4, As to the Symbol

With the third Peircean sort of sign, the symbal, we amive sl what may
at First seem new difficulties; but these are easily dispelled.

First, is the verb “symbolize’— adopting the obvious synonym for “is &
symbaolic sign of" or "signifies by means of o symbol’® — transitive™ [T the
word ‘pan,” for example, is .0 symbol standing for a centain class of conking-
ukensils, and if pans are a symbol of houschold drodgery, is then the word
‘pan’ a symbol of household drudgery? It would certninly seem %o; if 30,
‘symbolize’ is indeed transitive. But in nctuality the written word *pan’ cannot
be said to symbolize anything in its own right, for it symbolizes "cooking
utensil® in English but “bread’ in Spanish, ‘Map’ in French, “Help!® in the
international rdio code, and i most languages nothing at all. So it would
seem moare comect fo say this: (*pan’ when occurring in the coptexi of an
English sentence) symbolizes {cooking viensil 85 understond in the confext of
English discoursc), Or something of the kind, even pedantry has its limits. But
these two parenthesized expressions are propositions, Thus we are dealing, not
with ‘A symbolizes B.' but with *p symbolizes g Below, we may somelimes
fall casuafly into the habit of speaking of symbolizing as if between words and
objects — (hat ks, we may somelimes speak in terms of nominals instend of
propositions — but we will do this only 10 aveid what pedantry we can.

Secondly, is ‘symbolize’ symmetric? If (*pan’ as occurring in English)
symbolizes {cooking utensi] o5 occurring in English discourse) does (cooking
wiensil as in English discourse} symbolize ("pan” a5 in English sentences)?
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Here & where we meet the promised “new difficuliies.” since on first glance it
seems absurd to answer in the affirmative, We are quite willing in evervday
speech 1o take the pan, or the class of all pans, or any particular pan, as a
symbol, provided that what is symbolized is something like *household
drudgery’; but surely its putting the cart before the horse to say that the
utensil “symbolizes’ the word that stands for it. Generally, which is to say in
everyday parlance, ‘symbolize’ is not symmetric ot all: whatever the Statue of
Liberty symbaolizes, for instance — free enlerprise, lot's say ¥ — i1 seems
preposterous or even ungrammatical to say, in turn, that free enterprise
symbolizes thie Statue of Liberty. Yet, despite the vernacular use of the word
‘symbaolize,” it moy be correct to take i, semvn sieicio, 10 be symmetric pfier
all. If *symbolize’ means *1o signify by means of o symbol,” which in turn
means ‘1o signify by means of a sign tied to its significatum arbitrarily or by
convention,” then surely it is in fact quite correct to say that *free enterprise’
symbolizes the Statue of Liberty, given the arbitrary (non-indexical and
aniconic) relation thal obiains between the two terms and considering the fact
that, in somebody’s mind, the former may call 1o mind the latier, given that
the latter can call (o mind the former®, Should someone associate such &
symbol as the Statue of Liberty with any abstraction, that person’s pondering
that abstraction could expectably call 1o mind — thae i3, symbalize — the
symbol. For since it is part of the very defimiens of a symbol that it signify its
object arbitrarily (whether on agreed-upon convention, as within the confines
of canonical language, or by the ad=hog decision of some signifex), such signs,
unlike indices or jfcons, are not tied to their objects by any intrinsic bond, and
enn in principle signify anything. The point is perhaps a little strange in
respect 1o the Stntue of Liberty; less so in respect o the swastika,

There dees, of course, remain the salient difficulty that calling *free
enterprise” & symbsel when os just above it "symbolizes’ the Stotue of Liberty,
prates against our everyvday sense of the language and, more importantly, of
what & symbol is, or of how one works. This objection |5 all the more
compelling when one claims, as just above, that the utensil called the pan
‘symbolizes,” when it calls it to mind, the word “pan” thmt represents. it, thus
making the utensil the symbol and the word — ordinarily the “symbal’
incarnate — the significntum, the semenomenon, the Peircean object In fisct,
however, the difficulty in question resolves into a mere quibble over the
meaning of the word *symbol” when used alone as opposed to when it forms
the reot of the verb "symbolize.” Ordinarily, a symbaol is faken to be
‘something chosen to represent something else; esp. an object used o typify o
quality, abstract idea, efc.” Bul no one, it might be argued, has ‘chosen” the
eoncepl of free enterprise to “represent’ the Statue of Liberty in this sense, or
‘chosen” the pan to ‘represent” the word “pan.’ Yet the notion of choice is a
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tricky one: what if somebody does make the choice in question? Has he not
then reversed the usual order of things; is-it not then true that, for that person
at that moment of choosing. the symbol is not the word but the utensil? And
then was it not always the case that the utensil conld be the symbol and the
word “pan’ the significatum? But is not it inherent in the notion of *symbolize®
that the significations i covers be potential, not necessarily actual? If so, then
the verb ‘symbolize” is indeed symmetric, despite the fact that in ordinary
parlance the word “symbol” is used (and most usefully) in a much more
limited and uni-directional sense: namely, res pro nerfome, the thing you can
gee for the thing | con think. The only difficulty thar remains, then, is the one
that Peirce himsell created when he used the term "symbol® to mean "3 sign
signifying arbitrarily or by sheer convention.” For “symbolize,’ the relation
obtaining between any such sign and its significatum, is quite obviously
symmetric, on fresh considerntion, while the term “symbol,’ which is simply
the Peircean term for any sign caught in such a relation, has a popular use
quite @l varignce with this relational notion, breeding, even pmong semiolicians,
no end of confusion.

Before we leave this digression 10 rélum b our theme of the moment, we
might remark that the same comment applics, mmwiafis sudendis, to the nouns
‘index” and ‘icon’ as contrasted with the verts “indicate” and *iconize.” In fact
it npplies to the word “sign® fself, as contrasted with the verb “signify’: in all
three cases, just as with “symbol’ and “symbolize,” in common use the noun
applies only to something in pxe 1o stand for or represent — 10 signify —
something else; commaonly one speaks of the weathervane as being the
indicator, for ¢xample, but scarcely of the wind as being such. It's a mark of
Peirce’s gyenius that he recognized, hidden behind ordinary usage, the fact that
the sign-object relation can be dissociated from the nature of the sign itself
{whatewer that might mean). By the same foken it"s a mark of Peirce's
obduracy and isolation that, in choosing terms, he chose ones that would
necessitate explanations like the one here concluding.

Returning to our theme of the moment, is “symbolize’ reflexive? Does
the word “pan’ symbolize, among other things, the word “pan’? On the one
hand, if *pan’ symbalizes & pan and a pan symbolizes “pan,’ there would seem
to be, given that ‘symbolizz® &5 transitive, no altermative (o concluding that
‘pan’ symbolizes *pan’ indeed that therefore *symbolize” is reflexive. For
mysell, | have 1o confess that | have no idea what it means 1o say that ‘pan’
symbolizes ‘pan’; but perhaps this is one of those logical or rather semiotic
relations whose vocuily does not detract from — if, indeed, it does not add 1o
— 1i% Veriy.

Wi conclude that, like “indicates’ and *iconizes,” the relation “symbolizes’
is transitive, symmetric, and reflexive.
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6. Conclusion

We have seen good reason to conclude that all three sons of signifying
- indicating, iconizing, and symbelizing — are transitive, symmetric, and
reflexive. In all, then, the semiotic relation of signifving, whether it takes the
form of indicating, iconizing, or symbolizing, is functionally equivalent to the
logical relation *contingently i and contingently only if.' We now briefly
consider what a semiotic calculus, to construed, might yield in the way of
calculations on complex chains of signs varying as among index, fcon, and
symbaol,

First, 1o clarify matiers, let os state the three axioms of the semiotic
caleulus that we have arived at, using the symbol “imp® to mean “implies,’
using the symbol ‘sig” to mean “signify,' and leaving all contingencies tacit:

Axiom 1o {{psig q) & (g sigr)) imp (psigr)  [Transitivity]

Axiom 2:  (psig q) mp (q sig p) [Symmetry]

Axiom 3: p imp (p sig p) [Reflexivity]

(Minuscules stand for propositions; the same Axioms can be restated 1o
hobd for nominals, represented by majuscules, )

Mow we consider a chain of significations, mixing indices, icons, and
symbols, to see what conclusions our three Axioms permit us to draw from
sikch o chain, How about [{“that weathervane points southwird® Indicates ‘the
local wind is from the south') iconizes (*that chip of wood drifting northward®
indicates “the current is keading northward')] symbaolizes ("o material object
physically influenced by a physical force” indicates “aspects of thai physieal
force™)? This is of the form, simplifying, of [fp indicana ) keonizes fr fndi-
caies 5)] symbolizes (t indicates u). Substituting *v" for the entire underlined
expression, and *w” for the expression ‘1 indicates u”, we obiain ‘v symbolizes
W', We know from our Axioms that ‘symbolizes’ is symmetric. So "w sym-
bolizes v." Since precisely this is true, we have the first glimmerings of a
semiotic calcubus, quod erat invenicndum.

MUTES

! Haw 1be caloalus Ty the mdrpecint, | leave for anolher bime

2 As b the symbed, there (00 | will soimne Bl i &' wocds thal sgnify, bul propositions
aboil where 1bey occm and in what language, oven dialect. Moig thai eg the wond “comp” can®i
properly be said o sigedfy much unsi] @y conteal b evablished as British or Amexican, since in the
ey disledd “oomm’ mesns 'grain’; in ihe Istier, ‘mslee’,
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! | kave anpesd ehewhere thal the Pearcean los & merchy 0 special case ol the sign | have
calied the “synedthon,” b | won't embroddon the Bssuc. For the rocord, 8 vign i 8 synestheos il @
sipnilies bn nbject by evoking in iy pevcenver w olanler teociiee (whether or mot by vitoee of my
imputed povsical similariy]. Mot afl synesthons are lcone. When for soms obsgrver cxcremen
(ugn) sapnilies some poditician (obdect) — s verbalized in in “feer Hitle shil’ — b peed be
smyting. no pinsacl simdlarity, 178 just that sign and object elicn aimilar icacioms

i O s e maies; theee o ma Pope John XX, nor will there over be,

¥ The Statue of Libesty, since n representafion of i curresily sppiars om their licence
phabes, b seemingly viewed by New Yorkers o syoshalisng the State ol New Yook Odd. The
smlie i i MNow Jersey

B[ Tihe Chinese were alwiys more jeclised 1o pegaed & communication. bkess a5 the
comenils of o vewscd Ban m ihe vessel imeld " (Cooper 1973, 57)
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SEMIOTICS, ENANTIODROMIA, CHANGE
AND DETERMINISTIC MODELLING

Intraduction

According to an outside observer, contemporary structuralism is recon-
sidering dischrony: the dominance of synchronic studics gives way to new
approaches and wisions (Gal-Or 1953:467).

To underpin this observation, one of the currently wavelront concems
which, by its complexity, keeps many sober minds perplexed, is change in fis
many forms. Change or transformaotion, by its nature, cannot be described in a
synchronic fashion — being the par excellence manifesttion of semiosis, it is
calling for a diachronic approximation. Thence, the siudy of change by
semiotics implies the study of semiosis a3 well. Indeed, this need had been
identified long ago, although the appropriste methodology — apart from
Peirce’s own existential grphs — wis missing (Ransdall 1986,678),

As 1 will sugeest below, there is a varety of powerful means by which one
can start modelling some of the more delicate issues-of semifosis. Thest tools are
widely ssed, although in scholarly communities other than those of semioticians.
Yet their underlying frame of thought can be well interpreted in terms of
semiotics, o the benelit of the cooperating disciplines.

Semiozis

By semiosis, we mean 8 séquence of moments, to which the trindic sign
rebation “as the most basic form or structural principle of o dynomic process™
applies (Ransdall 1986:675). This process is illustrated with great insight by
Charles Spnders Peirce: “the technical word semiosis refers (o the action of &
sign in generating or producing an interpretant of iself (...) Any given sign i3
Hzell necessarily an interpretant of a pries sign of the same object [} which
implies that the object of the sign is, in any given case, distanced from it by a
logically intermedinting sign™ (Ransdall 1986:673). What remains 1o be studied
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in more detail, however, is the actual behaviour of signs — how exactly
interpretants twm o 1o be objects of a next kevel in the course of signification?
From an average sign population, what will be the percentage of symbols,
indices and icons. not to speak of Peirce’s more detailed classifications? During
semiosis, due fo modifications 16 their relntionnl structure, is there any con-
version of sign types into one another?

To illustrate the latter. imagine the following situntion: somebody hands
out invisible gifts, and | am competing for the prizes with others. The person
will say: *This is for you; for you, even for you.” My menial staie, according to
whether 1 identify momentarily with one of the “you™ or with the “even you®,
will change its type as a sign; from a proud icon, resembling the gencrous
donor, | will diminish info a tiny and arbitrary symbal, or perhaps an index of
this gesture (o least a8 long as | identify with my state, which is ancther stage
of semiosis). I we have no dynamic kden of how these events can be visualioed,
we cannol answer the tantalizing questions above (cf. Morty 1990, 304-305},

Consequently, since change and semiosis are so intertwined that nobody
over has scen one without the other, there is litike doulst that ongoing scholarly
rescarch in many aneas would wilcome new possibilities through simulation and
modelling. Fields such as zoosemiotics, phytosemiotics, or the mapping of intr-
and exiracellular communication, or econmnics and politics, are in constant
need of hypothesis testing.

Enantiodromia and change

The frame of my thought is to distinguish bebween enantiodromis and real
change, much in the sense of Watzlowick e ol who muade o difference between
first- and second-order change (Watzlawick e o 1974}, The ides goes bock (o
Herkleitos (Kirk 1954, Kaln [983, Maly-Emad [985) the contcction belween
the philosopher and the psychologists being Jung (Jung 1976:375).

The word enantiodromia means the progress of opposites toward each
other: “Die Jeweiligen sind loercinander emamiiod in der urspruenglichen
Bedewtung des gricchischen Waortes, d. h. sie sind einander als Feinde
“enigegengescizt” (Held 1980:98 ). The concept refers to altemition betwieen
two polar opposites or between two sets of them (cf. Fragmem B 8: “Moving-
against [is] o bringing logether, and from out of scpartion [comes] the radian
joining”, in Maly-Emad 1986:17). It properly accounis for any series of
modifications which, departing from on initinl state perceived as o set of signs,
résult in some other deviant sets of values, described by sign agglomerations
being oppositely different from the initial set. With time, however, just while the
new values happen to start being acceptible fo the majority of the signilying
population, a continuing but this time opposilte convergence loward old values
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and sets of signs would begin, again testing the tolerance of the majority. This
state of ambiguity, being tom apant by divergent torrems, i what people are
exposed 1o most of the time, and what Herakleitos must have referred 16 —
althowgh, as Beaufret sugpests, this reference was pertinent 1o a state of Al-Oine
rather than to ambigulty, o a principle unifying antagonistic forces mather than
to the opposites themiselves {Beaufret 1987:72-T7), Al the same time, this
concept explains why history, in spite of ever changing, cannot escape old sefs
of valises in new disguise, Since fhis type of aliemation B alweys locatied on i
certain existentinl planc, by s very noture i is two-dimensional, thay is, it leads
nowhere but back to the beginning, It is like o twodimensional universe, with no
way out into & thisd dimension, foeoling human effon and aspirstions,

Real change, on the other hand, depenids on finding a frume of reference
far, but always outside of, a given sitdation (Watzlawick o of 1974:20), To
explain the oddity of this existential constramd, itself the engine of cognition in
the Torm ol contextualization {see below), let me cite o brilliant example.
Talking about the puzzling idemity of information in an lnformation Age, would
we suddenly find vursebves back to the lron Ace and ask a local smith, whal is
iron, e would eventually not even wsderstnnd the question, because he would
lack molecular theory as a frame of reference {Devlin 19%91:1). Since real
chaonge w as rare ps ihe legendary white crow, the quest for it begins always by
making m certain existentinl sitvation guestionable, examining its facts, modes
and reasons, 1w inimision mio 8 new dimension: froan the existential plane, it is
moving oul into existential space. I s rather o peychological than a social
experience, inherent e.g. in religious bliss, enlightenment, or revelation. Without
mastering it, which is outsice of bath individunl and socinl conrol, it penetrates
humarns insicad. Intuitive vision behind (and sometimes beyvond) scientific
reasaning, el preceding it from sengwhere outside of human perception, is also
g matter of fact, Kekule, a reputed French chemist who finally sugested that
benzole miust have o circular strecture of carbon and hydrogene atoms, 5 said o
have been struggling with different lincar arrongements of them in vain until
one night, on his way home (and under & Paris moon, they say), he dreami atop
on alnnibas with atoms dancing in o rikg.

In & guite similar manner, human cognition as a sociehistorien] preoc-
cupation is both devoled 1o the scquisition of new pattems, in order 1o be keamt
ard recognized o o Inter stape, and aspiring for contextualization, e moving
ot from ils present stage, into the context, which exactly cormesponis to
conquesting new dimensions of understanding (cf. P. Maranda, personal
communication). Compared to the dimensionality of enantiodromic processes,
change or confextunliziation is therefore always one dimension higher than the
previous level of understanding was. This, on the other hand, explains it well
why oificial or individonl declarafions of change do nol bear pny other fru than
promises. Change, like scmiosia, is beyond control or cognition,
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Due 1o the must of confextualization and hoge investments in science, part
of this pattern mcquisition, i.e. cognitive activity resulied by now in superstring
theary, o ten-dimensional description of the plivsical universe, mstead of the
four-dimensicnal spacetime we came to gel used to. No claim, however, has
covered the possible number of those psychological dimensions which, to no
less extent, shape our globe and environment, Yel the concept of
contextualizotion scems to be quite pertingnt to all cognitive activities, and
meeds therefore to be distinguished from enontiodomia as such,

The role of mathematical modelling

The role of mathematical modelling is 1o challenge our ideas abour reality,
whitever il {or they) may be. Modelling is meant o formalize, properly arrange,
and mobilize our percepts about a particular domain of the world. In spite of this
ospparently mechanistic philosophy, we seem to know mo better way fo test @
pudding than to tasie it. *In general, by a mathematical theory, is meant a
scientific treatment of cerain real-world phenomena, carmied out within the
framework of mathematics, using (and developing. when requined) mathematical
techniques. Examples of such theories are fuid mechanies, signal processing
theary, many parts of theoretical chemistry, and most branches of what is
generally known as theoretical physics™ (Deviin 1991:3),

As | have indicated in some earlier papers, an enantiodromic clain of
events sometimes underfies history or mythology (Damnyl 1995, of, Figure 2;
Marty 1990:224-226). Phases of such processes can be described by Markoy
chains, in which, in spite of convergence toward some alternative goal state
which opposes the initial state of the systemn, the probabilitics of o next phase
depend only on that of the prior state in the chain. That is, an increasing
frequency of events of a particular type inevitably leads to ceriain
wellpredictable consequences, whereas other phases muke the occurrence of
other types of outcome more probable. Because of enantiodromia, such o
probabilistic system can produce symploms such as “what was forbidden
yesterday will become compulsery tomorrow”™, often embarrassing the victims
of politics and ideology. Alo, P, Marnda suggested that such Markov chains
can be extracted from texis by discourse analysis (Maranda-Nadean 1993).
Measuring the probabilities of events such as expressions, and mapping them
onto o structure which can act as 4 semantic network is a concept which, paired
with phase transition maps of enantiodromic processes, needs only one input
componend, the mapping of event clusses onto phases of the chain. Given the
distribution and frequency of event fvpes over o closed system, their proba-
bilities can then be calculared, | will demonstrate it eliewhere how this mapping
cin be corried out by mubtivariate classification techniques.

T

This already takes me to my next topic, semiotic modelling. Some of the
implied concepts have been investigated recently such us continuity (Dusek
1993}, the evolution of conceptual spaces with regard 1o dimensionality
(Gardenfors 1993), and experimental philosophy in particular (Mayo 1993:161),
Further, there are several tools which allow for scholarly accuracy while
experimenting with process scenarios, Let me enumerate some of those which
are accessible to anybody. In the end, | will give an example how elementury
lingar algebra can help to analyze stote transformations.

Modelling Tools

The methods available include the stochastic modelling of ageing
{Glanzel-Schoepflin 1995), time series analysis, genetic algorithms and
evolutional computation, linear structural equations and causal modelling
{Joreskog-Wold 1982, Blalock 1985) and linear algebrn (Watkins 1991). The
major underlying concern for all of them is to find or estimate the transformation
function which converted o sign population such as a pattern of dots wilh
associated meaning into o mext one. Between the initial and the goal state, sign
exchange by intermediory transactions of any kind among entitics, consisting of
signs themselves, is allowed, The basic kdea for this approach is that entities ane
pattems of their features, a pattern embodying a texture of chamcieristic features
wmald their interwoven relations both on mdividual and on group level. Conse-
quently, medification in siates of a system corresponds 1o a transformation of a
padierm Iio o conseculive one,

Such patterns can be extracted from sign populntions by means of multi-
variare statistical anabysis, eminently by block clustering (Hartigan 1976 As is
the case with matrix representations of populations, columns in the matrix can
represent individuals (called observation cases), to be compared for the values
of their features (called observation variables). These variables are displayed in
the rows of the matrix, or vice versa if we compare a big sample by a few traits.
Thus we have three analytic directions: we can compare cases for their simi-
larities or dissimilarities in terms of their variobles and observe their grouping
into clusters, or we may be interested in the agglomerations of comparisen
criferin (words underlying phrases, symptoms referring to a disease), Since
comparison criteria are abways signs as well, the results for these two analytic
directions are either sign clusters or groups of individuals based on & common
use of certnin signs. The third direction is 1o relate the two above spproaches
and to show how exactly sign (variable) clusters underly case groups, This can
be done by block clustering, for instunce.

In block clustering, the result of analysis s o block matrix, in which the
original prrangement of the row and column input vectors &s permuted to give
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rise fo ¢case groups homogenows i ferms of the varables they share. The bloeck
matrin needs 1o be read like a crossword: we look for o group of e.g individuals
along the vertical axis, then we follow the matching horizontal rows 1o find
ihose variables which expluin the emengence of a particulir case clusier. We can
learn for instance thal individuals [on MoGregor, Willkim Hynes and Stanbey
Monfort were grovped in one cluster because they all are men, more than 160"
tall, have red hair ond blue éves, whereas individuals Monica Galanie, Rosalinda
Benvenuti and Muariangelta Chiara formed a second group, sharing the traits
female, less than 1607 tall, dark-haired and with blue eyves.

Transforming patterns by linear algebra

Matrices are patterns and vice versa, therefore matrix operations are
pattern operations as well, adding up. subracting, multiplying and dividing sign
aglomerations. Once we have created such agglomeritions by chassification,
there is mo reason why we should not consider fransforming one Into the other,
thus imitating change (cf. Marty 1990 163-164), As o malter of fact, Peirce
himsell dealt also with this ficld, having written footnotes and an addendum 1o
his father’s book on the subject (Peirce |980),

Ln Hnear algebra, operator matrices-are the means o bring abois cenain
changes on observation matnces, Given matrix A, the initial siate and mairix B,
the goal state, the course of modification can be imagined as matrix
mauliiplheation, where x, the muliplier mairix, is unknown, A snd B are matrices
deseribing conscquences, % is the matrix of deterministic factors. Since matrix
multiplication i not commutative, we will ot receive the same result if we
multiply A by x from the right or the left side:

Ax =8
xA=H

We can learn the values of x by dividing B by A. This is done by muliiplying B

with the inverse of A, matrix A-" agaip either from the left or the mghi side. IF
A is invertible,

;= (/AR = A-B
of, using Mailab potation, x; = A\B. Similarly, for xA = B,
xy = B{1/A) = BA-!
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again, in Matlab notation, x, = A/B. This is the notmtion we will use below when
computing some irmnsformetion madrices.

Matrix multiplication is pessible il the sizes of matrices march, ie. the
number of columns in matrix A equals the number of rows in matrix B (Harman
1967:34), Further, a matrix can be inverted if and only if its determinant &
nonzero, otherwise the solution will be singular, i.¢. containing infinite valwes.
In this case, a gencralized inverse can be compuied o5 a second-best salution.
Linear algebra computer progmms such as Matlab or Maple, can find x, using a
least squares approach. This means, if the optimal solution canmol be Tound, the
approximation closest to optimum will be chosen.

Given the sbove constraints, we can formulste the following model, in
which chained and multilayered factors act upon connecied consequences
{Figure 1} Let the direction of matrix multiplication represent the direction of
change. Le., let matrix A change info matrix B and €, consceutively, over
period [y g, 20 a5 the transition from A 1o B s determined either by primary
operaions x; or Xq, and frem B io © clther by v, or ¥5. In this case, By = C,
where y, = (I/BYC = BIC, and yB = C, where y, = C{VB} = B/C,

iy .,
Ly Z
Ly Ly

Figure | — Determiniate mode] of & rasdformation procesd
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Since, however, this will also comrespond to transitions of x o ¥ one level Since ot lenst one of the operator matrices x, y and 2 could be computed,

decper, let us express scoomdary operators Xz =Y and X =Y ax our assumpdions about a deterministic change from A 10 C through B hold for
this case. Bul obviously, this model can become complex enough quile soon. As

&= xl'"r' - XY, the number of time shifis increases, so does the number of operalor matrix

Zy= ¥\ X = X0, !a,ym. and the number of possible -apm:m&y anly four stages of a transition

2, = ;,,;ﬂ-h,,s1 = XY, in study, there are three levels of deterministic effects secounting for the

oulcome on surface level, indicating possible dispersions of factors which
interact both upon one another and lastly upon the observable events in a
sequential fashion, As yel, it is not clear, what may create and irigger a
deterministic chain reaction of this 1ype,

To develop these ideas, | hope 1o retum elsewhere to the application of

transformations meaningful 1o semiotics, such as ageing of an imaginary

2= Y0 = XY,
Zo= K'Y, = XY,
Ly =YXy = XY,
Zy =Xy = X,\Y,
Ly ?!xi-ll =X,Y5

. population.
Taking mndom examples, the numerical resulis will be a3 follows:
A= |21 B= 22| C= |33 Discussion
314 512 1713 ) . _ _ -
10 111 311 To identify Tactors affecting evenl scenarios, the general practice is

deducing them from the outcome of events. This process con be made more
rrapsparent, #sing lincor algebra, Provided s modification of two consecutive

s =iland e R s TioM -03D. D30 stabes of a system is brought about by factors inherent in that system, one can

0,7313 L0006 00333 04000 L0000 0.8000

compule & measure of transition, in form of an operator matrix. The model |

Poser 00000 0335 02000  LDGOO -1.4000 Immﬂlmdnud is deterministic and linear: its potential interest lies in the fact

that, once one has identified the operator matrices, she can analyze them and

Yy= 00000 04000 0.9000 Yy= LOKO -10000  1.DDOO lenm about the structure of deterministic factors. Morcover, there i a direci
00000  1.2000 07000 ~0.5000 10000  ©.5000 oI oF rmnickalating, reirix. B iamgh pek iy CpREatiy:fy or- X, d ©

1.0000 -0.2000 -0.2000 -0.7500  2.0000 -0.7300 through v, o va. That &5, by replacing values in the operator matrices, through
mubiplication, the effects will cascade down to B and C, respectively. This can

L= 1.6000 -0.1200 0.1300 Zy= 15833 -05500 -0.1333 lend to induced specific chonges, a kind of semiotic engineering. It lies with
-1.2000 12400  DAS00 -0.5833 L1500  0.7333 future research 1o show, however, il reality tolerates such a high degree of
(2000 0600 08600 =(4167 02500  O6GAT determinism or more mndom mechenisms must be also incleded in the model

(Carus |BO1-92 1892; Peirce 1391-92,1893; Burks 1977.549-606), The general

Zy=  DA4B33 {LOGGT B.a167 Ly= L3000 —0.E000 ) BODO dquestion is, whether sequences of historical events can be described by such an
~LB6GT  |666T —0.3333 i, 2000 12000 00000 over-determined model, in which many combinations of factors lead 10 the same
Q4500 08000 | 2300 LEDO0 -~ 06000 | 2000 congequences. By other methods identified above, other, near- or indeterministic,

linear anad mon-linear models can also be bullt.

Zo= DAGET 01467  0.5800 Zo= 10250 -0.57%0  1.1000
DLG66T 02667 01000 2750 06750 - 04000 Acknowledgements

~ {16000 | 2400 [.CE00 - | A500 L3500 02000
This. papes was wrilien during my vl o5 a Keser Endowed Lechires af the Scbood ol |y
o . N amd Information Science. Indiama University (Aksamington) My graidude gocs 1 Faltan Hagsal
5 0. 7000 27000  -0.7000 Zy 0.0267 (2000 —05R6T (Tochaseal Uni - Badagell o el i e ol ugiemior A, s | 46 »
~0.1000 09000  0.9000 L6533 -0.6000  1.6267 indcbecd 10 Mathan Fasser and Pusl Nagy (Indiass University, Tndianapolis) for discussions on the

0.8500 - 0.6000 08500 (LE66T - | 0060 09333 suhjesl

168 168



KEFERENCES

BEAUFRET, ), — Herachitus aad Parmenides. In Maly, K. — Emad, P, JEdu ! Debdegger an
Hernebiug A Mew Reading (The Edwin Melles Peess) Lowision, MUY, 0953, 198T.
Brainis, Ho M. = Cumal models in the social sciences (Alline Publibing Campany) Mew Yk,

185 '

Humes, AW, = Chisnce, Coe. Bewsosn [ The Usnemity of Chiloaps Press) Chicase, 1555,

Canrus, o= M. Charks 5 Peiree’s Cnskaught oo ke Docinine of Meoossilses, The Monmd 2, 560
382, 189]-5

= The libea of Mecessity, it D and i Scope, Thee Monin 5, G806, 1E32

Dananyi, & = Formal Aspecis of Naiuml Belief Systems, Their Evolutioe and Mappsag:- A
Sermactic Anahvan, Semiolicn (feathooming), 1S,

Duviik, K. — Logio s tafoemation [Cersdeidpe University Pres) Combridge, 1991

Dumex, V. — Peliee o a Philoscphical Topologist. In Moore, E. C, /Ed.f: Charles 5, Pelrec and
ihe Phitaepdn of Seionce. Mapers (bom the Harvasd, 1991

Sesgmicomenmisl Cosgress (The Univerity of Alshams Pres) Tuscaloma, 2059,

as-Ow. B — Crsimofogy, Physice, and Philosoplty (Springer) Mew Tork, 1983,

Crarmmwnas, P, — Isduction amb the Evolution of Conceptunl Spaces. In Mogre, E. O /EdS
Clumies % Peince and the Philodophy of Sciende. Papers [rom the Harvard Scwpuitentiennial
Congrest [The Unbvesiity of Alsbama Prews) Tuscoloosa, 7238, 103

CuAKZEL, W.; Seuwokrin, L — A hibliameiite sady oo apeing wml recepieon prosesscs of
swicndilic liserabare, Jowrnal of Information Scrence 20 (1) 37-53, 1905

Hamsaan, H, H, — Muoderm Facior Avistysis (Univenity of Chicage Press) Chicago, 1967,

Hammoan, | A — Maodal hlocks i definition of Wesl Coast masnmaly, Systesailse Zoology 18,
1A aid, B

Hewn, K. — Heraklil Premenidies und der Anding von Philpsophic sed Wisscimchalt {Waller de
Canyeer) Berlin, 1580

Jomesinag, Ko G Wolp, H, — Systems indes Indivest ohservation: camaliy, sirstsee, prodiction,
Part 1 {Morth-Holland) Amsterdam, (952,

e, C G — Symhals of Trasifermation (Prinesion Lishverily Presa) Panocon, B, 1976,

Konis, £, H — The An and Thooght of Horelitin {Cumbridpe Usiversity Press) Cambridge, 1981

Kink. G 8. — Herachtus: The Cosmie Fragniciily (Candwidge University Press) Canibeidge, 1954,

Kongds-Mananna, E; Mavasna, P {19810 Mysh as o Cognivive Map: & Sketch of the (fpmagan
Myth Aulomaton. In Berghardr W.; Holker, E /Eds.t. TextProcessing / Textversbeitung
iWalter e Cineyter) Derlin, 2R3-275, 1981,

MaLy, K. Emap, P, = Heidegpor on Herachiion: A Mow Reading {The Edwin Mellen Press)
Lewmton, MY, 195

Mazisna, P — Senvogrply and sriificial intelligence, Imemainal Semitic Speciram 4 (1), 3,
1485

Mamasma, P Mangsy, 5 — DISCAN; A packape for miomabic content and disconise snalyiss
npublsbed manmall, 1993

MARTY, B == L alpibie dcy sipnes. Esaal de sémiothgae scherlifigee ' mprts Charles Saniders Peiioe
{#ahn Henpamins Mubdiching Company} Amsterdam, 1990,

Bava, [ 0. — The Test of Experimoent: €. 5. Peirce and E. 5. Pearson In Moore, E. C. /Fdf:
Charles S Peirce and the Philosophy of Sesice. Papors Thom the Harvard Sesquiccnicnmial
Congees (The Lisiversity of Alahswa Press) Tescaloosa, 16174, 1993,

Prmce, B — Linear Avsocmbive Algchim Mow Edtion, wilh Addendas ssd notes by Chorkes Sanders
Petree, Son al the Auther (D, Yen Mosirand) Hew York [BEZ Focamile im Bernasd Cohen,
I Ed # Benjamin Peirce: “Father of Pum Mathomatics™ in America (Ame Pregt) Mew Yok,
0]

PEmce, T 4, = The Dogiyine of Mecesssy Examined, The Momisi 2, 321-.., 189102,

17a

Pamri, ©. 8 — Rephy 10/ the Neceisitaniom. Rejoinder i Dy, Caus, The beomist 3, $36-570, 1891

Rawsisali, J. — Peiree, Charles Senders. | Sebeok, TA. W2 Escyclopedic Dicdtionary of
Semiation [Moulvn de Goeyier) Borlim, 1986

Wartiawick, %, Wraianm, 1 B Fisch, B — Change, Principles o Problem Formatinn snd
Froblem Kesnluless (W, W Moson) Mew Yok, 1974

Warkeas, [ 8§ — Fimdamseninks ol Mainy Compulaisors (lohn Wiley s Som) Wew Yok, 1991,

I



BEATRIZ GARZA CUARON
El Colegio de Mexico, Mexico, D. F. Mexico

EL OLVIDO DEL CONTEXTO EN EL ANALISIS
DEL SIGNIFICADO

El plvide del comtexto en ¢l andlisis del significado s ha dado, préetics-
mente desde el principio de la tradicidn occidentnl. El estudio de los signos
me voy a referir sobre todo a los lingOisticos —, se ha concentrado en fa infor-
macidn mas o menes homogénea que puede ser descrita ficlimente ¥ que
pusde ser sistematizable, practicando ciertos tipos de anilizis relativamenie
mecanizados. Es decir, los anilisis s han concentrado, por cjemplo, en los sig-
nificados univacos de cardcter referencial que no van mas alld de una omcidn,
Muchos de cstos cstudios se basan en el uso exclusivamente cognoscitivo del
lenguaje, o, peor aln, sobo en ¢l estudio del [éxico, ¥ de manera un fanio ajs-
fada, en ¢l funcionamiento de otras formas minimas, coma las clases de pala-
bras. Por o general estos rabajos, 1o méEs que alcanzan ¢s a hacer andlizis
mtmommcionales — y siempre de orociones eisloday — del comportamiento de
€505 Signos.

Todo esto ha significado que muchos de aquellos nspectos del lengunje
que son dificiles de sistematizar, porque reflefan In héterogeneidad propin de
una gran pane de los fendmenos semidticos, se echen al olvido. Por cjempla,
para tomar 5o el caso de nuestro casi terminado sighe XX, on ¢l anilisis lm-
ghistico radicional, normalmente se dejon fuern ks diferencias de significado
lingiistico que s¢ deben, en primer lugar, a ln existencia de los practicamente
infinitos contextos v de las infinitas siuaciones comunicativas, casi se olvida
qize al hablar o al escribir podemos produch constantemente nueves significa-
dos a través de la combinacidn de oraciones; pero mmbidn se olvida mischas
weces que bos mismos lingilistas hon sefalado I imporancia de hechos, como
I existencia de niveles, de clases o de Sstrutos sociales distinlos, kas diferen-
cias relacionadas con la mayor o menor culiure de un hablante, las diferencias
dialectales derivadas de la dispersidn geogrifica de una fengua, las diferencias
originadas por el uso de una lengua para determinadas téenicas especializndas
{lenpuages tdcnicos o jerzas), s usos que mienciopalmente pretenden diferen-
ciar a grupos sociales distintos (argots), los cambios gue el contacto de lenguas
introduce en un sistema (empleo de exiranferismos, fanio Mxicos, como fonéti-
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cos y sinticticos), ¥ desde luego, lns diferencias diacronicas — historicas —,
que caracterizan ¥ van cambiands o todo sistema lingdistico vivo,

Em esne tipo de andlisie radicional, con frecuencia se toman en cuenia
sdlo los valores de uso que pueden ser relativamente estables dentro de un
determinado dinlecto geogrifico. Estos valores, generalinente coinciden con los
significados o con |os sentidos que se perciben como muis comunes, o con los
sentidos que son estadisticaments mads frecuentes, dentro de ese dinlecto.
Pero se ignoran aspectos fundamentales que forman parte de estos mismos
hechos, como todos aquellos valores que los propios téminos van adguiriendo,
segin el wso que se haee de ellos, denfro de esi misma modalidad lingBistica,
Por gjemplo, ram vee se estudinn los tabies linglistices o las laproper forms,
como las llamaba Bloomfield |, Ex decir, no se toma en cuenia cémo unn
forma dada, y su eufemismo, pueden tener la misma denotacidn, ni cémo
la primera forma ftiene, ademds, uaa connotackon “impropia™ o valgar, que
impide utilizar ese término en determinndas siluaciones sociales; ni tampoco se
entiende que el cufemismo tnmbién adquicre un valor, que a su vez es otro
significado, que indica que In persona que lo usa “respeta™ fns convenciones
sociales que prohiben el uso de tbes lingllisticos.

En la misma linea, del elvido de los elementos que no sdlo acompadian,
sino que son inherenies al lenguaje, podemos afirmar que ambidn son muy
escasos bos estudlos lingitisticos del significado que tomon en cuentn lobas as
formas que indican intensificacion. Por cjemplo, las exelaimnciones, laa inter-
Jeceiones, las grosevias, diversas onomatopeyis, las fonnas hipocoristicas, y —
muy importanite — los tonos diferentes de euforia, depresion, imeundia, triun-
falismo, petulancia. prepolencia, elc., que son esencinles pam [ comprenséin
del significado en un contexto o en una situncién dada.

En cambio, lo normal es que, 8l hacer un conte en el fiamps (sincronka),
en una detenminuda lengia, — romemos ¢l espaflol como caso, pero lo mismo
se aplica al inglés, al francés, ete, — pam describir ese idioma, por ejemplo,
para hacer una gmmitica o un gmn diccionario, como el de [a Real Acndemin
Espaflola, solo se toma en cuenta, o dnicamente lo que es comin a esa lengun
(2 ese diasistema). Tambidn sucede algo mibs prave, en esie cazo de la Real
Academin Espabola, sdlo s desciibe o que es propio de un dialeclo delermi-
nadyg, como ¢l castellano, con algunes siadidos minimves de las tablos ameri-
canas ¥ de otras peninsulares como los diakectos andaluces. Con esto no sdlo
me refiero a los palnbeas v las acepetones del Dieclanario, sino tumbidn a la
Ciramitica de 1o Renl Academin Espafola, construida sobee ¢l castellano viejo.
El genial americano’, Andrés Bello, en el siglo X1X, hizo que sc afadicra una
parte importante de la riqueza sintbelico-semanticn del espafiol de América.
Mis alli de esta excepcion, of resultado de ese tipo de concepeitn lingiiistica
casl siempre s pobre:lo que se produce es, desde una fonética v una fonolo-

iy

gin bdsicas muy clementales que no cubren el enorme dmbito de ln lengon
espafiols — caso que estamos tratamdo —, hasta una morfologin muy general,
reglas sintdeticas muy amplias ¥ abarcadorss, un Bxico reducide, pero estadis-
ticamente muy frecuente, ete, que en todos los casos no describen las varion-
tes ¥ propiedades comunes v diferenies de esa misma lengua.

Aun mids grave me parece que se olvide ¢l contexto v por lo mismo, todn
nquelln produccitn de significado que se dn o través de ls combinacion de ora-
clones, cuando el objetive consiste ya no sdlo en deseribir, sino en llegar
muche mids bejos; hasta tenar egdicer el fancionpmiento de 1ode ¢l lenpuaje
hmans o fravés de una lengua, o mas recientemente de varias. Tal es el caso
del generativismoe de origen chomskiano, que a pesar ¢ sus gmndes aponscio-
mes sintacticas a la teoria linglisfica — hay que reconocer que en cuanto @ sin-
faxis infraoracionsl se refiere, ¢l avance que produjo la revolucion chomskiana
es unn de Ias grandes aponaciones de nuestimn sepunda mitad del sigle XX al
esiwdio, no solo de ln sinfaxis. sino en genemal, de bos sipnos —. Sin emiborgo,
¢5 modable que estn teoria s¢ hoya iniciado, o mi modo de ver, reduciends sus
mirag, ol mistrar v gran falin de comprensidn hacia lo gué s ol sigaificado
en una lengun natural o el significado, en general, de todo ¢l lenguaje humnno.

Sin embargo, hay que tener en cuenta que fa intencidn explicia de
Chomsky fue no llegar nunca méds alld de la sracidn, posicion que continda
sosteniendo. En connfo a significado, su miencidn inicial también fue no tocar
est hecho tan complejo, inasible v en apariencin asistemitico, que es ol signifi-
cado. No obstante, ¢5 bien sabido que posteriormente, Chomsky al ir modifi-
cando ¢l papel que desempenaba ¢l componente lxico dentro &¢ su teorin, le
asignd a &ste un papel cadn ver mids importante; fambign es obvio que en caca
reclaborncion de su teoria lnglistica hn mtroducido nids v mis nociongs
seminticas ¥, En lo relativo al estudio de la varinbilided o de [a fijera de las
formas lingiiisticas, los conceptos de gramatichlidad y de acepiabilidad han
desempefindo un papel imponante, a pesar de que la inlencidn de b gramatica
generativia no b sido de ninguna maner estudiar In varfacion granrical o
léxica, especificas de ningun Engon. Sm embargo, los cusshonamisntos gque se
formularon & In validez v a In utilkdnd de estzs pociones de pramasticalichad v de
aceptabilidad, obligaron o los gencrativisias a iener mds presente ¢l problema
ddel stgnificado v o simplificar menos los hechos semanticos,

Parn comprender cstas simplificaciones en ¢l estodio del sipnificndo, que
evidencian un gran femor & enimr on |8 semidiica, debemos remaniames un
momento a la primers milad de nuestro sigho XX.

En bos inicigs del edreciuralisme, iy parcelacion del estudio del signifi-
cado lingidistico surgid, en gran medida, por el heeho de gque on los Estados
Linidos se empezd a conspberar bn Dingliistica como ciencin, grocias sobre 1o
a Bloomficld v o ln Enciclopedia of Uniffed Sclence, ca. 19399, lo cunl exigid
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que se dejarn de Iado 1odo aguello que no fuern sistemptizable, v entre ello, ko
que hizo mis dafio que dejorn de lado fue ef andlisis del significado,

Paradéjicamente, junto a s preocupacion de linglistas como Bloom{Tield,
que erearon ¥ consolidaron ¢l estructuralismo noTieRmericand, cuyo propdsito
explicito fue trabajar dnicamente con objetos estables v homogéncos (aumdque
en el case de Bloomfield, €l aceptara v supsera muy bien que el sigmificado de
la mayoria de los términos de una lengua implican “situations that have not
been necurately classified — and these latter are in the great majority™ [situn-
ciones que no han sido clasificadas con exactingd y que constituyen la mayo-
ria]" %, encontramos que en la misma Encyelopedia of Unified Scioree, Charles
Morris publicd unn de las obras que han tenido una fuente influencia a favor
del estuddio del significado: Foundations of the Theory of Sigrs®. Gracias a
Chartes Morris, editor asociado de ln magnn obea”, ¥ gracios tambidn ® olros
pensadores, en su mayorin filésofos o matemiticos dedicados a la légica
(Rudoll Carmap, Bertrand Russell, Susan Stebbing, Alfred Tarsky), en la
Encyelopediia se rellcia un interds evidente por ¢l estudio del significabo,

Pero, lnmeniablemente, o pesar de estas aportaciones a la semiosis, In lin=
gliistica noreamericana posterior o Bloomfield redujo sus miras en relscion
con el estudio del significado, al dejar de tener presentes cienos objetivos isi-
cos del movimiento anterior, come por eiemplo, considerar el conocimiento
cientifico, no de un modo fragmentario, sine en su 1oelidnd.

En Europa, uno de los linglistas que — involunarinmente — contribuy
miis 4 Ia fragmentacidn que supuse estudiar lo exclusivamenie homogeneo ¥
dejar de lndo bo aparentemente heterogéneo, fue Louis Hjelmslev, quicn intentd
construir, desde una rigurosa perspectiva cientifica, dentro de In lingllistica
suussurinng, ¥ de [ misma manera que Bloomficld, también bajo la influencia
del empirismo bgico®: una teoria linghistica, basada on el amilisis deduciive.
Partid parn ello, como sabemos bien, de la distincion entre planos (contenido v
expresion) v estratos (forma ¥ sustancin), v de la a veces peligrosa nociin de
solidaridad — univoca — entre la forma de la expresidn v la forma del oonfe-
nido, que es bo que produce la refacide semidiioa que constituye la demara-
cidn . La sustancia, tanto de la expresion, como del contenido, no es para
Hielmshev, objeto de estudio de la linghistica, ni tampoco el wso de los signos.,
Para Hjemslev, puesto que todo anflisis linglistico debe ser deductive — hay
que partir de las formas mayores, textos, ¥ descender o las formas minimas,
Y los tnicos objetos susceptibles de ser analizades de esta manera son lo que
Hjelmalew llama |as sewidticas derofativas, que suponen In homogeneidad de
su objeto 10, Sin embarge, e dificil gque una lengua notursl peeda semeterse
estrictumente @ esle mguross sisiema de andlisis que se limilaba a si mismao ol
admitir nicamente objetos homogéneos. El pulero modelo, casi matemdtico,
propuesto en los Pridepdmens pelignd hasin convemirse en wiogdi, puesto que

7

los textos que se producen en cualquicer lengua son normalmente heterogéneas.
El propio Hjelmsley osi 1o reconocia

Al preparar el anilisis lo hemos hecho suponiendo ticitamente que
el doo o5 un fexio compuesto en una sembdtica definido, no en uma mez-
cla de dos semidticas, En otmas palabras, para ofrecer uno situscion que
sirva de modelo hewrar operadt parttendo de fa premisa de gue el fexio
dade muesira wag komogenoidad estructiral [...]. Exte premisa, sin
embargs, ne e wilide en fo prictice || cualqufer fevto gué no sea de
extensidn fan pegeita [,..], suele contener derivados que se basan en
sistemnas diferemies |,

Sin embargo, Hjelmalew, ante esle ngor que be exigin la ciencia ¥ pucsio
que la realidad se le iba de las manos, tuvo que ntroducir en su teoria wma
parte — ey exploiads por ciertns corrienles semidticas, como ln grelmatiang
— sobre las senidiicas eonmotativas, dentro de las que colocd todo ks que con-
sideraba heterogénen: formas literarias (verso, prosa, combinacidn de ambos);
estilo {creativeo, arcaizante, imitativo}, regisires diferentes (culto, vulgar, neu-
iro), tonos diferentes, lenguas nacionales, lenguas regionales (lengun estinsdar,
dialectos locales), ete, 12, Pere e indispensable saber que este aspecto nanca ko
desarmolld, sino gque fue dnicamente unp especic de justificacion para su leorin
Lamentablemeonte [as reinterpretaciones de esas lineas de Hjclmslev perjudica-
ron mucho al analisis del significado, porque cierias corrfentes semidicas
cayeron en ina especie de “cientificismo aciewifies™ que llevd, 3 mi mode de
vier, al desorden v a ln incomunicacion v alefd a muchos estudiosos de lo que
g5 Iy claridad, el rigor v ¢l orden mendal,

Por esn, al analizar el significado de unidades mayores a la oracion,
muchas vieces en bos estudios literarios se confunde el significado que se orga-
niza en unidades mayores a la palaben o a la omcidn con sentides o signi-
ficados que se califican errdneamente de “mroraales ™, “aridemdiicas” o
“heferogdnens . Es frécuente leer en los estudios literarios que protenden ser
cientificos, que ¢l significads de tal o cual palobrm, frase, oncidn o plrmafo en
un contexto dodo ¢ anommal, que es una desviackon del sistema, que os polis-
mico, que estd ideologizado, que ne se puede encontrar en ninguna gramitica
o diccionanio, o simplémente que s distinto porque —— se sucle afimar — ¢s
“literario o metnfirico™, Sin embargo, en escasas ocasiones s intentn explicar
qué seria lo normal, cudl es el sistema del que se desvian los texton, en qué
consiste lo monosémico, o no ieologizado, Io no metafdrico, lo po literario o
o prosaice. La respuesia o esie exagerade encuentro de “anormalidades™,
desde mi punto de vista, estd en que se analizan varias oraciones que — sen-
cillamente — producen significados nuevos, impactantes, interesantes que, por
supuesio, no han consignado los dicclonarios.
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La compacta ¢ incompletn vision histdrica que hemos eshozado, nos lleva
a reconocer cdmo, con algunas excepciones, por ejemplo la adquisiciin del
lenguaje, la geografla lingQistica y la dialectologia, In lingdistica en el siglo
XX ho transferido o otras disciplinas el estudio de la informacién que deno-
mind heterogénea o asisternitica, y al mismo tiempa, ha dejado de lado el con-
texio, como si el lenguaje humano consistiera en oraciones aisladas.

En nuestro sigho XX, pues, ¢l significado lingfistico ha quedado dividido
en virias parcelas pequefias: lo sociolingilistica se atribuyd el estudio de chenas
caracter(sticas de los sujetos hablantes, la psicolinghistica se concentrd en los
sujetas ovenles v lo pragmatica se ocupd de o interaccion entre ambos.
Micntras que la critica liverarin, siguiendo ln tradicién, continud ocupindose de
algo, que podemos [lamar, “lo bien escrito™ o el “estilo literaria™

Los lingfistas, al no querer enfocar al mismo tiempo los problemas del
sistema y los de su realizacién y al expulsar de su objeto de estudio al con-
fesio, se han fopado con obstéculos que no han podide b, como en el caso
del estudio del Mxico, Por un lado, continuan trabajands con listas de palabras,
cada una con las mibliiples acepciones como so consignan en los diccionarios,
con lis cuales no pusden formar ningln sistema, pero, por otro lado, ya perci-
ben que los hechos aislados del habla, aungue no sean ficilmente estructure-
bles, hay que estudinrlos. S8k en los dltimos ufles se ha empezado a libar el
escolle de I separscidn fajanie entre lengun v habla, entre codigo v mensaje.

En resamien ¥ pam terminar, sabemos bien que el significado, o los signi-
ficados que las lenguss pueden comunicar som, por nuluralers v por esencia,
infinites, Por lo tanto, si lns combinaciones gque producen significado son infi-
nitas {me refiero o construcciones de cualquier dimensidn), todas fas variacio-
nes resulinn fundementales. Hoy que tomar en coenks, desde las combinaciones
sintcticas mis pequefias, hasia el estilo, entendido como todos aquelles facto-
res que concurren para dar eriginalidad significativa o uma expresidn, ya sea
una frase, vo s&a un diblogo, unn conversacidn, un texio, o un libro entero.

Pero esto no puede hacernos dejar de lado lo que e3 nuestro propio
ohjeto de estudio: gl lenguaje humano en toda su complejidad. No podemos
seguir analizande sblo de modo microscopice la realidad linghiistica de la
semiosis. Debemos, continuamente, ir y venir del analisis del dexalle a In
vision del conjunio, como acostumbra hacer la ciencia, Sélo a3l podremos no
perdernos, ni eén la complejidad v envrme dimensidn del bosgue — las lenguas
¥ ¢l conocimbento que 58 obtiene & fravés de ellas, ln cognicidn, como la ha
liamado Pele abors —, ni tampoco debemos perdernos en el ambign complejo
anilisis de la hoja de un determinado drbol — va sea un acto de comunica-
cidn, un tpo de omcidn o una clase de expresiones.
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NORMA TASCA
Université de Porto, Portugal

DISCOURS ET AFFECT*

Le sujet de cet easai souléve d'emblée la question concemant le lieu thio-
rigue & partir duguel b relation entre discours el #ect sers envisagée icl. Parler
de dixeours et d'affect présuppose en faht la conversion de chacun des termes en
obje spécifiqee au champ qui be constitae, delimitant keur érendue selon les con-
traimies d'um codre épisiémologipe donné. DS lors, tout oe qu’on peul en dire
e comcerne pas la réalité phénomiénale devenoe comélnt de Mactivité de con-
naissance, mais dpend en conséquence sirictement de Mengagement miéthodo-
logique qui les construit.

La sémiotique, mais pussi ln psychamalyse, formulent des hypothises of
élaborent des simulncres explicatifs suceptibles de rendre compte & ce phino-
meéne — I"affect — qui se donne aussi bien pour 1'une que pour autre & travers
le discours, sans se confondre avee i, Hétérogine, dans cet ailleurs au-deld de
la forme, I"affect ne s'appréhends pas toutefois en dehors de ses effets, Le
sémiticien e repére dons “ses pulsations discordantes™ b la sorface du discours
qu'il vient par “son intrusion insolite” moduler, instaurant b fracture, I"pecident.
Ce qui oblige la théorie, dtant donné Jes difficultés méthodologiques que sa
présence souléve pour I"analyse du discours, & revenir sur le parcowrs gemé-
raif ! congu pour rendre compte de la production du sens et prévoir cettie éape
de sensibilisation des formes qui défient la catégorisation cognitive.

Mais peut-on dire qu’il ¥ o des discours sans affects, c'est-&-dire qui ne
mettent pas en scéne le “soubassement phorique et tensif™ ? que In sémiotique
essave aujourd’hui de penser comme une condrainte infranchissable & consti-
budive qui confére & Munié-discours an destin? MNéant pas celol de lo stabiling
postulde an départ par In théorie qui plagait e sujet aux ontipodes de son modéle
standond ¥, ce destin dépend plutdt des tensions: lides & la manifestation discur-
sive de In subjectivité qui affecie les paliers de profondeurs successives de la
genération du sens, des instances ab gve aux sinsciures oo g, pouvant aller
Jusipua suspendre 'unité discursive. Ayanl mis en couse sés instruments métho-

* Commemscmiion présentde i "otcekon du Y Congeis de ' Associnlion Iniomationale de
Sémintigue, § | Usiversilé de Berkeley (LISA), il 1554
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dologiques élaborés pour amdénager une place dans son modele global au sujet
manifesté dans ¢t par 200 discours, la sémiotkque s¢ voil alors contrainte, dans
un deuwxitme termps, & rencre compie de o tension qui v régne enire le logique
et le pathigue, car le sujet producteur de discours est un &re de passion 4,
Cependant, comme on le verra par [a suite, o sémiotique des passions qui en
résulte, quand elle ne maitrise pas le pathigue, le récuperant dans la logique
de In grammaire di sens, poul metire en pénl son édifice théorique stable et
objectl,

Cette dynamique observée par le sémioticien concernint les effels de |a
passion n'est pus sans mppeler celle de 1*écoute et de Vinterprétation anolytiques
de ["affect, En fait, le psychanalyste localise "affect dans bes dgmrements du dis-
cours suscie par le cadre analvtigee, discours qui abréagit & la présence de son
investissement selon différents deprés J'intensité, pouvant dans son procés ne
pas préserver la ploce des représentations qu'il emporte. Cest qu'il transcende
alors les limites défensives du sujet. metiont en cause be travail d"¢laboration
psychique, de liaison ef de maiinse de 'énergic pulsionnelie. Line diversité de
structures cliniques illustre ces eifets viokemis de "affect qui & macrin dans le
discours comme Is irace d'une expérience corporelle et psychique, suscitan un
redressement de la pensée peyvchanalytiue comemporine. En fait, quel statut
conférer b |'nffect?

La clinigue psychanalytique, comme on déjad pu le constater ®, ressent
aujourd’hui un manque qui remonterait 4 b neissance de |a psychanalyse. 5i
dans ses analyses, dans sa technique et dans sa théorie Freud o assigné un réle
& I"affect, il ne I'a pourtant pas élevé s rang d'un concept, duns ce sens qucil
ne lui a jamais copsaced une thdorisation spéeifique. C'est ce qui o determing e
distin de la notion dont "usage est solidaire du processus de théorisation de la
psychanalyse pouvant étre reconstituée depuis “Etde sur ["hysiérie™ (1893-
1895} jusqu’i “Inhibition, symptime, angeise™ (1927}, en passant par “Linter-
préation des réves™ () et par [a “Métmpsychologie™ (1915). Maks "absence
d'un siatul stable conféréd 4 Vaffect dans 1o théerie freudienne, qui est b Porigine
des conceptions différentes domn il fait Pobjer dans la litténture analytigue en
géneéral, soustend une construction métapsychologique de ln psychanalyse qui a
fail diés e départ I'économie de "égarement du sujet soumis au surgissement et
i "envahissement des pulsions b,

Ei pouriant, dans la relation propee au cadre amalytigee, "affect peut @
tout moment manifester toute sa portée. Son investissement est susceptible de
déplover une inguidianie étrmngete qui dévotle un fontionnemen psvchique
hétérogine dont "aculté e manifeste dans d'autres structures que celles
muxguelles le psychanalyste a habituellément affaire. 11 s"agit de structores
psychiques considerdes comme des entités nouvelles de la clinique psychanaly-
tique (la pathologic somatique, In psychose, les cas-limites) qui invitent le
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paychanalyste & explorer d*swires directions, visant lear compeehension, C'est-d-
dire que be retour aux bases conceptuelles de la théorie &l [a reprise de certaing
points ¢t moments de sa conceptualisation sont nécessaires & la réflexion
actnelle qui s'étend & ces entités.

Finalement, ke retour de P'affect parait exiger unc révision des consiruc-
tions intelectuelles, en incitant messi bien la sémiotique que la psychanalyse &
imaginer et & élaborer soit une sémiotique des passions, soit une théoric psycha-
malytique de Paffect.

Avant esquissé la problématique générale soulevée par ['affect o Vinbérieur
de ees deux champs du savoir, au-deld de leur radicale différence, on peut
AppONer une precision supplémentaine,

Parler d'affect en sémiotique présuppose ln conversion du phénoméne
subjectif en objet de signification, ¢'est-4-dire que la sémiotique ne s"intdresse
pas & Mévénement affectif, duguel elle prend ses distances tout en I"¢voquant,
le détour par la réflexion phénoménologique "aidant dans cetle entreprise .
Celle-ci en fait ne lui sert que d*inspiration & sa conceptisalisation, plus précise-
ment & In maitrise rationnelle de ce phénoméne qui s'empare du discours dévoi-
lant son hétérogénéité, Ne dépassant pas In forme discursive, le sémiaticien ne
s'intérésse en conséquence quaux effets de sens, plus précisément & Minstabilité
des positions modales et des riles pathémiques du sujet en m:lathon avec ses
obijets, visant 4 partic de I'analyse des objets empiriques une syntaxe canonique
des passions, dont le support est une subjectivité idéale. .

Le psychanalyste, quant & lui, s"iniéressunt au phénomene sensible, consi-
dire I'affect comme une expérience corporelie e psychique que le discours de
I anabysant permet d'entendre dans son hétérogénding. Dis lors. la salsie psycha-
nalytique de I'affect ne parait pas étre possible en dehors du discours od il 87ins-
erit et qu'il transcende, éant pour le psychanalyste celui d'un sujet affectd.
Comment en fait repérer intensité des ses investissements ou reconnalire ses
effels en dehors d'une sensibilisation de la ferme discursive qu'il produit et
transforme? Pouvant étre considéng comme la condition de possibilieé du dis-
cours, ou, si 'on veut, son fondement méme, 'affect, méme s'il ne §"y réduit
pas &, ne se confond pas non plus avee s&s stases ob avec les passions-leximes
recensées par la sémiolique. Au-deld du figuratif, su sens sémiptigue ou phéno-
ménologique du terme, ou du représentant-idéique s sens analytique, I'af!'ttl
trouve son expression plutdt dans les effictions de la syntagmalique passion-
nelle qui rend perceptible des processus de pensée hitérogénes. D'odl pour le
peychanalyste I'inséparabilité entre discours et affect, e sens ne pouvant adve-

mir que d'une tension entre 'un el Poutre.
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Ii s"agira dans o¢ (e suil, toul en sauvegardant leur spécificité épistémo-
logique, qui interdit I"assimilation d"une problémntique 4 I"avtre, d'une incur-
sion rapide dans be discours sémiotique sur les passions ef dans be discours
psychanalytique sur "affect, pour faire ressortic certains points susceptibles de
permetre @ chaque champ de trouver un espace de dialogoe el d*éventuellement
tirer profit des conceptualisations respectives concernant ce sujet problématique.

Drans Simiotique dex Passions, de A, ). Greimas ot ). Fontanille, on peut
lire que “ga vocation est de décrire, voire d'expliquer les effets discursifs de la
sensibilisation, mais certainement pas de prendre & son compte et sans autre
forme de procés oo que dautres disciplines en disent, Mais il n'est pas interdit
e les interroger pour en tirer profit, éventuellement™®,

Il reste que, parmi les disciplines évoquides en marge ou circonstancielle-
ment, 4 la recherche des hypothéses formulées duns Sémiotiger des Passioas,
par exemple, il 0y a pas de place pour la psychanalyse. En fait on peut consta-
ter que quelque chose n'est pas clair dans fes conflits de la sémiotique par rg-
pont il peychannlyvse qui $¢ vol de temps en temips, ici et 1, anribuer des alfir-
mations infondées, comime si cente région du savoir constitunit un objet
menagant i étre conjuré. Travaillant & 'infersection des deux domaines, je vou-
drais apporter ma contribution au dépassement de cette situation e1 indiquer la
possibilité d'un échange enrichissant, au-delh d'une inerdisciplinarité impossi-
ble, comme "ai déja pu le démontrer aillewrs 19,

Pour Pinstant reprenons brigvement la question de la passion I oo elle a
€t conduite par la sémiotique. Comment cette discipline peut-elle imaginer et
reconstruire cet au-deth de la forme, auquel elle fait aujourd hui explicitement
référence?

Ayant formulé les conditions de Pavénement de la signification, Tn sémiop-
tique se donne sctuellement pour thehe ln construction d'un niveau susceptible
de rendre compte d'un étal d*dme camctérisé par un fonctionmement hvpathé-
tigee, vu comme hétérogéne, muis constituant un préalable i ces conditions
mémes, 1l s"agit, plus précisément, des pré-conditions & Iavénement de la signi-
fecation, qu'elle essaye de modéliser & travers deux simulacres explicatifs —
tensif et phorique — qui siuent |8 passion antérieurement 4 foute articulation ou
catégorisation, ¢'est-&-dine, au nivean o le discontinu n'est pas encore advenu
avee la discrétismtion qu'il implique. Le sémioticicn parle alors pour décrire ce
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nivesu, sppeéhendd comme continu, d"indifférentiation, de fsion originelle, ete,
La cliserétisntion, plus mrdive, dant donné le devenir qui li est inhérent, pré-
suppose par ailleurs séparation; clivage, scisskon, négation, sommatien, dfbou-
chant & partir de ses modulations et de ses séparations réflerdes sur des positions
actancielles ¢t des articulations de contenu, Clest-d-dire, cc qui n'est pas encore
arr, pour ére, n advient que de cetle tension originelie.

Dans ces conditions, i ce nivean d'avant ["articulation des formes, carsc.
térisé par "agitation primitive de la masse phorique non encore palarisée en
cuphorigidysphorie, on pe peyt pas parler de position, oo de polarisation, mais
ef'un état fustonnel, qui devient par ka suite un fonctionremment proto actanciel,
présupposant on presque-sujet ef un presque-objet. Coux-ci dmergent d'une
pscillation entre attroction-répalsion, qui préfigure déjd e moment de In discré-
tisathon. A ce stade ils se trouvent done encore dans une relation d'implication
originelle, fuite o instabilité, de tensions de "un vers le double et du doubly vers
I"un. L'un et |"nutre, pas encore constituds comme tels, sont pris dans ce deve-
nir défini comme le principe d un changemend continu, considéné comme “le
désiquilibre positif™, celui qui est favorable & lo-scission de lo mosse phorigue
el, ¢n cohséquence, & "avénement de la relation sujet/obiet, soit 4 Mavénement
de o signification, Les modulptions du devenir, pouvant done donner liew &
I"inventaire de formes visées par ke sémioticien, sont comueriies dans le parcours
géntmlif en modéfisations o comogrdes an nivean discursifl comme aspocts.

En fait, les recherches sur les univers passionmels les montrent co-extensifs
des structures modales sous-jacentes aux moder o exitlence des objets semioti-
gques, L'analyse des passions consisters alors § dégager les dizpositils modaux et
aspectucls du sujet passionnel dans son aventure synlexique, marguede par la
Muctuation de son statul modal, sussi trnsitoire que celui de ses objels au long
du déploiement discursif.

Voilk en traites irés géndraux le moment nouveau que traverse lu théorie
sémiotique visant & rendre compie des passions, Je voudrais marréter sur ce
mament problématique de sa conceptualisation, 1| 8'rgit de “cet eapace Imagi-
naire- ot mythigque™, *ee minimum épistémalogique” évoqué par la sémiolique
dans son incursion dans cel avant de la saisie cognitive. En fait, co discours
épistémologique quon peut lire dans le premier chapitre de |3 Swiotigue des
Paxsfons souléve cerlmings quéstions,

Tout d"sbord, ces questions sont fonction di niveaw ol I"on s"installe. Si
'on pam de la manifesintion discursive, qui rend sensibies les simulacres proqo-
sés par le sémioticien, on peut sans aucun doute justifier la pertinence de ses
constructions, Face aix exemples prélevés par les autewrs de Semintigue dex
Paxslonz, dans une démarche empirique, & In surfoce discursive, parfer d'état
fusionnel, d indiférenciation, d'antérionté o une “tension orginclle”, me cnée
pas un sentiment d'érangetd, 5i "on pense s modéle de base de ln discipline.
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Ces expressions conceptuelles, tout en &tant insuffizantes pour rendre compte de
tels eflets de sens, qui atiendent une modélisation, sont sécondalres par rapport
au principe simcturel qui est le fondement du raisonmement sémictique, reprd-
senté por le simulacre formel. 5i donc on se situe au niveau be plus profond,
celui de la structure élémentaire de In signification V1, on constate qu'sussi bien
le terme complexe que le neutre présupposent I"ébranlement de leur plénitude
foujours préte & libérer ses différences.

Toutefols, quand la sémiotique veul rendre compie de ce qu'elle nomme
Phorfe 2, au-dell des expressions ef des concepls utilisés, ce qui fait probléme
c'est e type de raisonnement qu'y est sous-focent. “Complexilfier™ ' le simula-
cre formel, base du parcours générateur du wens el socle de I"édifice de la sémio-
tiguie, ou e “faire éclater™ vers ses exirémes, pour rendre comple de cet ailleurs
de la forme, souléve un probléme épistémalogique, En sémiotique, on le sait
depuis toujours, il s'agit de rendre compie des “passions de papier”, ¢ est-l-dire
qu'on doit necdssairement constituer In passion en effet de discours. Or, voilk
que be sémioticien va chercher hors du discours, dans cet ailleurs hors de son
domaine propee, dans un lieu prodlématique, la réponse i des questions qui, me
semble-t-il, ne relévent pas du champ sémiotique & proprement parler. En lisan
cerlaines pages de Sfonfonigue der Passdons, il nous vient o fail immddistenent
& IMesprit des références telles que la Chorg platonicienne ¢t son espace mobile
préalable aux formes, ke museoent peircien antéricur & la discrétisation et & la
saisie logique, et pourquol pas Iindicermabilind du sujet et de "objet posée par
Merleau-Ponty dans une radicalization de la perspective husserlienne.

Mluis un parcours inverse est entrepris aussi dans Sémtofigue des Passion:
essayand de réparer son égarement hors de la mtionadité qui régil son savoir, ke
séminticien remonte de femps en lemps vers [a surfice du discours pour dénier
cette incursion, en prélevant des exemples de Pinformel dans le formel, de
Iindifférencié dans le discret. Clest-&-dire qu'il ne va pas jusgu’nu bout de son
imagination, Aller jusquau bout ce serail Faire I"hypothése de ces préalables &
I"avénement de In signification sans faire I"économie du sujet phénoménal, sans
quei "ensemble du raisonnement mangue de cohérence. La sémiotkyee scrait-
elle nlors prite & réviser 25 relalions avec la psychanalyse?

Reconnnissant In spécificiid de la démarche sémiotique, au-dela de ces
remarques passagbres, of pourmail dire que lexamen sémiotique de "afTect doit
consldérer que toul discours esd tributaire de cofte articulition incertaing enire
une dimension pathique et une dimension cognitive, le démarche de connais-
sance consistant & modéliser e1 4 prévoir les modalivés de cette articulation,
Toutefois “imaginer” une extériorité et méme une antériorité & I forme,
moment conting d*avant 'idée, et que ne soil pas déja pris dans la forme dis-
cursive, ne peut que relever de I régression vers inefTable, éant par ailleurs
difficilement explicable, compie tenu de la démarche de connaissance sclentifi-
que et de I'ensemble du métalangage de la sémiotique.
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Arrétons ici notre réflexion sur les apories sémiotiques eu égard & cet
cipace d'avant fa saisic cognitive, qui nous a permis par ailleurs 3" anticiper ce
Gl Vil SivIe.

Pour comprendre d'un point de voe anabytique Mirdductibilitd et 1" insépa-
rahilité entre discours et affect, il faut revenir & Faube de ln vie psychique 1elle
qu'elle est congue par la psychanalyse, loquelle, ayant reconny ay fondement du
psychism e séparabion primaire entic B0 RoR-encore-sujet & un non=enoom-
objet, qui préfigure Pidentité de ['un ef de Mautre, permet de penser aux impli-
cations et agx limites de leur relation, C'est dire que, comme o phénoménola-
gie, pour la psychanalyse seul "entre-deux de leur relation les fonde, sujet cf
objet pouvant toutefois perdre & tout moment et selon des degrés variables ce
qui garantit leur place distinctive pour refaire I'expérience de leur indicernabi-
Iig, Ex quand ce refour n'est pas une rechute rigrédiante il renvobe au proces de
I'un el de autre, & leurs interrelations constilugives. L aMect est responsable de
ce procés qui met oo cause bes limites du moi f e statut de I'objet.

Cependant, qu'est-ce qui pousse le sujet hors de lub-méme, vers Mautre
duguel il se sépare, pour &tre? Si P'on accepte be concepl métapsychologique de
pulsion élaboré par Freud, son lien inséparmble au concept d'objet doit étre
reconn, C'esl vers Tl que porte |a pulsion, le sujel lui-méme étant impliqué
dans cet investissement & la recherche de son umied, ¢’est-i-dire de ln complé-
mentarité suscoptible de taire momentanément les tensions évelllées par le
besoin de Maulre et les exigences de plaisir qu'il induit, Au ceur de 1"affect
s'inscrit done le besoin de Foutre, plos précisément les dtats affectifs sont lés
aux attentes e mux tensions crédes dans cet espace enire e sijet et son aulre,
espace soumis pux aléas de ke pulsion. On peut dés lors comprendre la mutatéon
qui peut s'opérer dans le stahut du super, mu-deld des ddiours of des aménage-
menis des tensions auxguelles il est confronté dans sa recherche dune satisfac-
fion absolse. L'affect éant une sensibilité de la présence ou de ["absence, il peut
newtraliser les défenses qui peotégent be psychisme et conditionner In relation du
sujet & la rdalitd, inscrivant son étmngdtd dans une perception du monde singu-
ligre et hétérogine. Dans cette emprise de la pulsion que le moi subif, ¢ est
"affect seul qui domine, jettant la conscience hors d'elle-méme. Le sujet affecté
devient un sujet agi ef non agent, licu d'un drame, corporel et psychique, od se
Joue be sorte de son humanitd méme. Towt dépend de Mintensitd de ses investis-
SCMEnls,

Le fondement di psychisme, sa survie, soni done tributaires de cette reli-
tion i I"autre, inséparables d"une demande de plaisic et des vicissitudes de celle-
€1, qui par ailleurs n'est pas sans présupposer la coexistence de son autre virtuel:
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un déplaisic éventuel. En fait, le dunlisme pulsionnel postulé par Freud — Ers
¢f Thanatos — s"dend mux éats affectifs. Cenx-ci étant "expression de la pul-
sion, ils se dichotomisent & partir du couple qualitatif primaire plaisin'déplaisir,
la psychanalyse pouvant & partic de [ prévoir théoriguement des tansformations
telles que la coexisience de contmires (amouraine, p. ex.), I'inversion d’un
terme dans "autre, ainsi que leur déplacement ef méme be pavadoxe qui le con-
fronte dans uné méme position, ele., dévoilant I"msiabilité ¢ 1o variabilité des
limites identitaires et des positions du sujot qui en découlent.

Dans son processus dynamique vers un ablleurs, quand 1"affect ne
s¢ décharge pas dans PPacte, il peut trouver dans le discours un “équivakent
de "acte”, selon Freud ¥, On peut dés lors revenir ici sux observations fiites
ci-dessous concamund Martsculatin discours’affect,

Chig "ordre de I"affect n'est pas celui du discours, ¢'est ce qu'on a essave,
schémafiquerhent il gst vral, de rappeler, L'affect est un évinement psychique.
Cependand, bersquion évadqué ln dichodomic alfectlongnge dans le milieu analy-
tique, fes hésintions ne manquent pas de se fuirg sentir. La difficuld d*élobora-
tion de cette relation est condiionniée mussi par unc cerming conception du lan-
gage héritée des sciences du langage, en particulier de la linguistique, qui, pour
des raisons épistémologiques, purific son objet de wul ce qui reste iméductible &
la conmaissance scientifique. Toutefois, mu-deld de Mordre propre aux représen-
istions de mols, que dons leur évolution récente les sciences du langage érendent
au Dizcowrs, la reconnaissance d'une dimension pathique de celui-ici permet de
dépasser I'horizon délimitd initialement par la recherche. La sémiotique du dis-
cours, par exemple, postulont que le sens s"inscril o los signes, essaye  iné-
wrer dans cef cspace conceptsel des oifféremcer qu'elle dlabore, ft=ce au prix
d'une récupdration fogique, ce pathique démngeant sutant que [ascinant, Phis
précisément, elle Te localise dans cet cipace entre le sujet ef "objet, le sens
n'advenant que de leurs intersections.

Par ailleurs, sans soulever [a question concernant 'absence d'une théoric
paychanabytique du lengage 1%, ln difficulid signalée ci-dessus o5t conditionnide
en outre par les relations entre représenfation ¢f affecs, chaque terme ayant en
psychanilyse un destin différent, In représentation étant fide au fantasme of au
langage, I"affect étand, guant & lui, cette part orchafque de homime qui prend
nakssance dans le Ca, done nécessairement rebelle i ln symbolisation, De ce fait,
I"hétérogénéité de 1"aflect posée, sa relation avec le langage est plutdt vue
comme un surplus accidentel, venant opérer des délinisons qui affectent son
ordre propre. Comime si le “langage™ ne peut &ire pris qu'su sens d'un objet
idéal® En fait, be concept de fangoge o3t d'une portde trop générale, n"étant pas
definissabbe en sol. Celui de discowrs, par contre, lié & I'instance d"énonciation,
permet de conclure que “I'homme dans son discours™ ne s"y inscrit pas seule-
menl comme un e rationnel. Par son énonciation, il vise & conjurer fa sépars-
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loq, programmant 1a réponse de 'autre pour qu'il aille dans le méme sens.
L'acte producteur du discours est alors nécessairement induit par la passion.
Celle=ci ne 8"ajoute done pas au discours et n'est pas oon plus par lui médiati-
sée; elle est plurdt son anpplédment fondatesr méme %, tout en &ant iméductible
& zon ordre,

Ces observations sur le statut de "affect en pavchanalyse nous permettent
de proposer en conclusion les réflexions suivantes,

Liexamen des passions que la sémiotique réalise actuellement présuppose
une modélisation de ses effets discursifs, ainsi que son inscription dans le
modéle géndratif. Ce n'est que tout récemment qu'elle essaye de dépasser le
niveau des lexémes-passions, €13 gue la colére, In jalousie, I'avarice, elc., pour
envisager une unité plus vaste, discursive, visant I"élaboration de ce quelle
appelle la praxis-&noncintive, comme une orgoniantion spdeilguee & I"énoncia-
tion passionnelle.

Les modéles suffisamment généralisables que, Mibéle & son espril consinic-
tiviste, la sémiotique pourrail éventuellement élaborer, concemnant les miodes de
mise en discours des passions, seralent un apport cerfain pour le psychanalyste.
La modélisation sémiotique lui permettrait de rendre compte des effects opénés
par ses deélinidons, ses dislocations, ses fragpmentations, cic, Evidemment que
I"cxamen psychanalytique de "affect a sa spécificité ¢ que la méthodologie
sémiotique ne peairmait éne prise dans ce cas que comme un complément, i con-
dition d°y intégrer par 6 suite e qui n'est pas de son ressor,

Par ailleurs, un détour par la théorie psychanabytique de I"affect permeitrait
b la sémiolique une révision de ses positions par rapport & In paychanalyse, mais
aussi, étant donné les béndfices certains qu'elle pourrait en tirer pour la suite du
processus de conceplualization dans lequel elle s'engage & podsent, une né-dva-
lustion ¢1 un enrichissement de ses formulations concemnant I'univers pas-
sionnel.

C'eat & celn que veul coniribuer ool essal
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Université de Genéve, Suisse

SEMIOTIQUE DE L'ESPACE; ESSAI EN L'HONNEUR
DE THOMAS A. SEBEOK

1. L'organe, I'environnement et 'échange

Le Professeur Thomas A, Sebeok a consacrd ses travanx au développe-
ment e la sémibotigue, il o produit une auvee considérable dons |sgieclie non
scuberment il dablit les fondements d'une phytosémintigise ef d une Foostmioti-
que, mais dans [squelle surtout il irace une oniogendse of une phylogenése de la
langue, dins la perspective d'une dvolution de Ia sémiose, depuia fes modes de
comtimemcation dis organismes les plus primitifs avee leur environmnement, jis-
quiux modes de production du sens de T réalitd vinuclle des socidiés les plus
dvolstes,

Themas Sebeok montre comment les organismes les plus émentaires
eux-mémes entretiennent aver leur environnenient des échanges d' information |
Ceux=ci conseslent & annoncer comme i percevolr une présence. Lo informmtion
nest cependant pis regue sans sction en retour, Towe présence @t conjonctive
oi disjonctive, familidre o ftrangére. L' wolre &1 une prode ol i donger et ses-
cite attirance ou indifférence, allinnce ou rejet. Toul organisme explore son
enviroanement ¢t cherche & rdpondre de fagon adédguate aux dvdiements qui s’y
JHissEnE,

Tout organisme se fail un modéle de son environnement, modéle avee
lequel il swicrpréte les événcments qul emtourent sutant qu®il donne & voir une
réaction, une parsbe ou une csquive. Répondre & oo qui arrive, contrecirer e
danger o saisir la proie, ¢'est alors organiser des posithons ¢f des distanges ¢f
mettre en avand des apparences. Un organisme quelque pey évolud inompe =
profe ou s¢ préserve du donger en se fondant en apparence dans le contexte. Les
mgspats am sembloble peuvent dtre trompeurs.

La capacité de traitement de I'information dépend de la capacité de filtrer
ka rmtstre informationnelle. e simeciure d'un organisme se délinil por ses fron-
fikres, celles-ci forment une interface qui organise les dchanmges evre un espce
imléricur individualisé et un extéricur environnant, source & [nformation et lew
de matérisux énergdiques assimilnbles. Tout organisme vit d'activiés d'explo-
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ration et de collecte active, systémes récepteurs d'énergie, systéme d”informn-
tion ef sysiéme d'action sur envirennemenl sont imerdépendants,

Transpor, positionnement et orientation sont des comportements d appro-
che g1 d'évirement d'une source d'dnergie ou J'information. Pour assurer la
cohérence de ses actions, ["organisme dodl extraire des invariants de son univers
sensoriel et transformer Pénergie sensorielle en information. Powr limiter les
virfations inconirdlées de son milieu et aingi éire & méme de mesurer I"éncrgie
qu'il depense, 'organisme humain s'est doté d'un espace construil, Les dotant
du sens d'une mesure, cel espace constrult permel de réguler les échanges de
I*&tre humain avee son envirennement,

Dans cette contribution en PMhonneur de Thomas Sebeok, ["évoquerai les
fondements de la sémiotique de 'espace, une sémiotique non verbale qui righe
duns sa forme méme |z sems des mppons de '8tre vivan Avec son environne-
ment. Je me demonderal ainsi en quol In sémistique de Pespace est une sémio-
tique qui se démarque des autres, en quoi elle en dérive, ou nu contraire en quoi
elle en est ln prémice, en quoi elle les englobe ou les subsume. Je me demande-
raf en quoi ["espace el une condition méme de notre relation su monde nanere]
et en quoi il en produit ou en reproduit be sens,

Je partirai pour cela de s proposition de Kant selon lagquelle 'espace et
la fopme & prioni de nos séns extemnes, Je rappelleral d oo propos que, dans fa
Hanée duguel Thomas A. Sebeok se situe !, Charles 5. Peirce a lui-méme repris
la démarche kantienne dans sa recherche d'une méthode expérimentale, en en
corrigeant les détails qui découlent du présupposé erroné de la conception pos-
sible d'une choke en soi. L'espace comme forme est ainsi refation awtant
quiintervalle, mise en comespondance autant gue séparstion, ¢f cela non seule-
ment entre deux objels de nos sens externes, mais aussi el d'abond enire nous-
méme, nolre corps propre, e nedre environmemend, nos obygets,

Le lecteur s¢ rappeliera ici que les molions peirciennes de fondement (qua-
five o une substance), de corrélat (relntion & une substance comparable) ou
dinterprétant (représentation d'un renvol comme & une représentation sembla-
ble} ' sont des nodions qui entendent interroger les réfdrences selon lesquelles
s concevons (nous réduisons ef unissons dans une connmissance) les impres-
sions de nos sens externes. Sans s'otincher & telle ou telle Impression, ces
polas cherchent & indiguer comment nos impressions extemes s¢ metient on
forme dans une conception mteme phis ou moms médiate ou immédiate,

Le lecteur notern dans le texte qui suit que, pour élaborer une sémiotique
de 'espace qul thenne compie des noquis-de ln pecherche contemporaine, j'ai
moi=méme quelque peu modifié b terminologie peirclenne, J'ai d'une pant
réservé be tenme de référence & 1interprétation (si aucune chose ne peut &tre sai-
sie on soi ln référence et In représentation dune mise en relation de deux repre-
senfations) e j"al d"autre part repris le terme de centration des travaus de

o

psychologie génétique de Jean Piaget (i 'opposé d'une représentition, une
structure de transformation avec la réversibilité des opérations demande Ia
déceniration et ln néciprocité des points de vue)* et le terme d'objet de 1"épisié-
molegie de Gaston Bacheland {1'objet est objet d'une action, rien et donné, tout
st comstruit) ®,

Dans ce texte je propose done une théorie de In sémiotique de Pespace
humain, Crganisme évolud I"ére humain élabore & partir de scs modéles de
I"envirennement des régles de comportement qui ul permettent non seulement
d interpréter des événements en cours, de prévenir des dangers du monde pré-
senf, mins aussi de fuire des hypothéses sur des événcments & venir et de pro-
poser une vision de mondes possibles ob ces dangers seralent dearés, une vision
ol les variations de forme pourraient éire mpporntdes & "aune des formes inva-
ranes.

Ces mondes possibles sond projelds & partir & une interpoéiation des évdne-
ments traversant bes socifids existantes; ik sont esquissés dans une préfiguration
pis ["Etre ensemble ouvie le sens d'un pu-deld. Le danger e3t sublimé dans des
rapports projebés entre identité @1 1a différence, il et contrdlé dans des mppodts
institeés entre I"ici ¢t ailleurs. Lo sémictique de Mespace humain, 1elle que je
In congols, s"inscrit done bien, commie le voulnit de Sausssure, dans une psycho-
logtie socinle. Elle monire comment cetie psychologie st territoriale.

2. L'espace et le sens des lleux

J'ud, dans mes travaux sur Pidentité temitoriale ef 'unité sociale, cherché @
mamirer en quoi Fespace peut constifuer une forme duniversalization ou de par-
theularisation des acteurs socioux f des instintions qu'ils bitissent powr organi-
ser beurs relations ®, Dans la formation des socidiés, pour organiser les mppors
i Fadre comme oo mdmg, Fespace o &€ mis & contribution de pluskeurs manié-
res, sebon bes strectures sociales qui s'édifiaient et selon les épogques de leur
emprise. Aprés avoir distingeé de =5 matérialité I'espace comme forme du teri-
toire, 1a premiére difficulté 4 surmonter dans. mon entrepeise fur de saisir en quoi
ks Forme spatinle n'est pas réductible & dautres formes dordonnancement de la
réalité sociale; nofamment én quoel elle n'est pas rdductible & un ordre hidrarchi-
que, O une forme de classemend.

La logique des classes s construil sur tn manipulation de Fopposition
entre identitd et différence, Le sens commun croil voir dans la réalitd des choses
le fondement de lewr identité; alors que celle-ci est précisément be produit dune
compréhension du monde et du ¢lassement des réalitds qui le composent. Scules
tes différences somt dans |a réalitd matériclles des choses 7, identifier une chose
consistant & ne retenit que certaines parmi bes camctéristiques quielle posaéde,
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les carnctéristiques periinentes powr le but de Nactivon que Fon entend mener sur
clle, comme la valosiser ou Péchanger dans un certain contexte. La logique des
classes procéde du genre commun of de la différence specifique, le genre com-
mun regroupant dans une classe englobante des individus disiribugs dans plu-
sicurs sous-classes, la différence spécifique marquant la distinction entre un
individy e d'autres individus appartenant & une méme classe,

C'est |n logique de In higrarchie en arbre, efficace dans son mode de
diécomposition du réel, mais limitée dans son mode de composition, pui-xqr’ul‘.l:l
ne peut que difficilement saisir les rapports qui 'établissent enire des classes qui
ne femboitent pas directement dons une classe englobante de niveau hiltmr-lhl-
que immédiaement supéricar. 11y a bien une syntagmatique de ln composition
des classes®, mads celle-ci nlest autre qu'une Sconomie des classes, une écono-
mie de lear combinatoire articulant extension et compréhension. Visant @ saisir
Ia construction d'une langue, elle en saisit ln structure et comment sa diachronic
dérive de 1a parele, comment bes imasformations de structure procedent dun tra-
vail sur les mots ef comment leurs compesants se proportionnenl les uns sux
autres ef sagghtinent dans de novelles formulations, Cette cconnmie est inés
précisément celle de ln structuration d'unc langue, mais elle ne rendd comple que
de fagon limitée de Péconomic de fa parole cf du texte.

Pour pallier i cet inconwénicnt, certains auteurs ont cherche, dune pan, i
définir des niveaux dorganisation de la saisie du réel er, d'outre part. un mode
de passage de Fun & lautre de ces niveaux”. Au nivean profond ils m-:mﬂdc_i
catégorisations génémles, telles que 'bire ef e paraiire, ou cncore fevir modale-
sution, comme ln modalisation de M'étre par be pouvoir ou le savoir. Au nivean
intermédiaire, ils situent une forme discursive qui enchaine une succession de
catégorics pénériles dans un parcours structurg, un parcours visant & liguider wn
mangue initial; notamment le parcours qui vise & delnireir une siluation ou
résoudre un probléme. :

Et puis, comme terme du parcours discursif, ils mettent en exergue un ok
sidme niveaw, celui de la manifestation des catégorics dans une substance,
notamment dans une substance testeelle; c'est le niveau de la forme dexpres-
sion, drune forme qui peut & 1ol moment faire émenger 4 la conscience dun des-
tinataire Tétat des tramsformations en cowrs dans le parcours génémtif dun dis-
cours. Mals il y a quelque probléme 4 réduire 'expression & la munifestation de
transformations par nilleurs joudes.

Certains v'en rendent compte et cherchent alors & comprendre comment les
formes d'exiériorisation que sont les formes d'expression ont des implications
sur fes formes du contenu 1%, s ravaillent alors pour oo faire & une sémiotique
de 'espace qui veut confronter la théaric de 'énonciation & celle de Fénoncé; ils
postulent I préséance logique de Métendue et comprennent T'espace comme
découpage de cetie éendue amorphe et premidre, séparation initinle entre un
intérieur e un extéricur,

k)

Reprenant les problémes que ces auteurs ont waités &1 les perspectivis
quils ont esquissées, jail cherché moi-méme & montrer comment cétle sépamtion
st b la foss ef en mdme femps ung découpe profonde du réel, de son contenu le
plus essentiel, 'étre Toce & Toutre, maks aussi foce an néant;, ¢t comment elle est
SO CXPTCELHON, SO0 erisiedce BU Sens premicr, toul comme sa manifestation
dans wne substance ', L'extériorisation de Fétre et Nintériorisation de ses actions,
de Fimpression qu'sl produll sur son emosrage sonl les deux processus fomda-
mentaux qui font qu'il devient ce quiil est.

Si be principe dindividuation est In matiéne 2, Cest une matidre désignée,
saisie dans certaines de ses dimensions. L'ére, composé de matbere ¢ de fomme,
est alors universel dans In mesure od il nlest pas présentement dessing dans une
malidre particulsre, mais pris dans absolu d'une matérialitd indépendamment
de ce quielle peut &re préseniement. La matérinlisntion d'un espace universel
nest pas e territoire particulier, muis le territodre en ce qu'll peut recevoir les
déterminntions de Pespace humain; non pas cetle prerre o ce beis, mais ce que
I'on pexid Taire de fa peerre ou du bols dans Farchilcoiure des &difices en généml.
Ce qu'est ce lemitoine ou cet édifice, n'eést ni une matire, ni une forme seule;
mixis lome e autng, Pene mprgude par 'outre dons une manifestation singulidne,
I'une rapportée i Fautre comme Mune de ses conditions de possibilite, dans Funi-
versulite des formes de spatialisation,

Hjelmslev avait proposé fadmettre que b sémiose se produit dans un rap-
port de rappons 7 elle ddcompose Pexpression ef le contenal en forme ot subs-
tance, puis Jes rapporte Fun & 'sotre. La substance de 'expression est alors, duns
les lamgues parlées, ka substance sonore; b substance du contenu, Fensemble des
habitudes marérielles dune soci@é, Hjelmaley ndmgt ainsi phisicurs nivems de
substance, dépuis ln malérnlié physiologique juzqu'h la nommalitt sociologique,
en passant par intentionnalité psychologique 4. Les mapports entre formes. et
substances sont donc complexes, D'une part, ln manifestation d'une forme dins
une substance ne peut #tre significative sans étre rapportée 4 ln manifesiation
d'upe autre forme dans une autre substance; dautre pan, plusicwers substances
peavent manifesier une méme forme ¢f plusicurs formes articuler une méme
substance.

A cela sajoute le fait que, duns une sémiotique spatinle, Fexpression sarti-
cule & la substance du contenant cf Mimpression qu'elle produit 4 celle du con-
teny. EX la formie du contenu ne suil pas nécessairemend poind A point la forme
du contenant. Le contenant ne dévoile pas toujours le conteny, Des figures s'in-
terposent entre In forme du contenant et celle du conteno ®, Lo figure déplace

5e% trans pour renforcer o eslomper foute cormespondance enire contenant ¢
conter. L impression regue de fa projection d'un objer dans Pespace vécu
dépend de Faspect de cet ohjet, de son emballage, de son habillage. 11 v a done
dissogintion possible entre la forme comme apparence & 3 forme comme ood-
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tenance. L'apparence donnde par la forme @ la substance du contenand peut révé-
ler In consistance de la forme du contenu ou n'y pas comrespondre du tout.

La persistnnce dune forme diexpression ne signifie pas toupours [a perma-
nence dune forme du contenu; on o va des palais habités par des brigands. Pour
faire une autre image jo dirais quu:' In forme du contenant manifesie une subs-
mnce souvent plus solide que ne l'est [a substance du contenn; a substance du
contenu est en quelgue sorte plus liquide. La cousalité physique qui détermine la
pormanence ou ln déchéance de la substance du contenant n'y est cependant
pour rien, pas plus que In causalité historigue qui Impese la constance ou
efitraing les transformuations de ka substance du contenw; il sagit de forme et |a
farme ext arbitraire dans bn signification guielle porte. La dévermination es1 un
fuit de substance, ln signification une relation de formes. La détermination
implique les substances dans une relation de couse b effet. La signification, elle,
rappone bes formes les unes aux autres dans un effet qui n'a pas de cause, sinon
it intenthon ou une habitude de faire sens.

En draulres fermes, le contennnt pewt &re on instrument dont utilivd varie
selon Musage que l'on en a; be contenu est abors Facte gui, tout en étonl supporte
par bk contenpnd, le met en couvre, lui donne un sens. Mais le confenu w'est pas
seulement un espace servi par un instrument quelcongue, il peut étre également
un espace servant; par exemple antichambre qui sert de sevil & In chambre et
gui est comienue dans un certain type dhabitst. De méme, il n'ext pas seulement
in espace porté, il peut aussi &tre un espace portant; par exemple les caves qui
forment e socle de Iimmeuble ef dont les murs portent les murs des étages
supdricurs. Le contesiu a une forme qui n'est pas réductible au décalque de la
forme du contenant; {1 arrive que ka forme du contenu s'écarte de In forme du
contenant, Finverse, Fignone oo 1a Iransgresse,

Il ¥ & cependant des continuités qui permettent de passer de contenant 4
contenuy, par emboltement ou par intersection, ¢t de portant & porté, par empile-
ment ou par chevauchement. L'emboitement, lintersection, Mempilement ou le
chevaschement sont des formes, des manitres de retenir des qualités de subs-
tance. Les contimuités sont des qualités de substance retenues dans la forme. La
substance est une offre de continuités multiples que [a forme retient ou rejette.
L/enchalnement des formes dans une composition spatiabe s'appuie sur uné éten-
due continee jusqu'h Finfini. L'espace présuppose "étendue. Lo compesition spi-
tiale enchaine des exclusions successives. La forme opére des discontinuités
dans 'dendie, elle retient des trits de substance pour en faire les limiles dun
espace. L'exelusion de ce qu'elle ne retient pas est le mode opératoire de ls
forme,

Clest pourguol Fespace peut 8tre pénérique. L'espace géndrique es un dean
fondateur. Ce qu'il fonde, c'est Fextériorité de Pebjet; cest la condition méme de
Fautre en tant que non mol. Contrairement & ce qui constitue ln logigue formelle,

)

ol lespéce est partie inégrante des formes qui composent le genre et se distin-
gue des aulres par différence, Fespace pénérique ne comprend pas Fespace spé-
cifiant, miais est iraversé par lul L'espace spéeifiant qualific e méme comme
autre; opérant parmi les semblables, il en spécifie un des termes en be rapportant
i un terme exténiour au genre. Parexemple, un village qui, pormi dautres villa-
ges d'une région se reconnaissant semblables, est spécifié par ses relations par-
ticuliéres & une ville qui lui est plus proche quiaus suires,

Drans une Engiqm: aristotélicienne, le genre est une iotalitd sans forme défi-
nig, un toul qui se congeit cemme pris de la matiére; ef Fespdee un towt comme
pris de la forme, une forme qui se dégage dans un genre. Dans le domaine de
l'espace humnin, par contre, le genre est doté d'une forme, puisquil exclut la
référence spdeifiante & Fextérieur de Nespoce géndrique. Bl Fespéce est une nutre
Forme, qui entredient un rapport d'intersection of non @inclusion avec le genge.
Dans l'espace, le genre ef Pesploe ont chacun une forme; €1 Fespace générique
donne forme & une substance autre que celle & laquelle lespace spécifiont s'arti-
cule. Dans Fexemple précilé Fespace générique manifeste In sobstance d'une
deonomie rurle, alors que l'espace spéeifiant celle dune dconpmic whaine,

Ceci étant 'espace générigue est d'une autre portée que 'espace spéei-
fiant ', L'espace générique, comme générateur de ressemblance, ex universel, il
comprend sa propre in et son propre débul, Dans une architecture de l'espace
générique, le mppon des parties entre elles est proportionng selon la midme wnité
de principe qué be rapport des partics aw tout V. L'espace spécifiant, lui, comme
réviébatenr de différence, se dispose selon le quelgue chose dopt il est la forme,
il en subit les aliérations de la matidre particulitre, Dans une srchiteciure de Tes-
pace spécifiant, le lieu spéeifié porte la particulnrité de Fédifice qui le relie & une
reférence extéricure et e transforme en suivant les altérations de son contexte &,

L'espace géndrigue es1 une force formelle ¥ opposde & une force maténi-
elle; il est In struciure de la cohésion dune socidtd et le garant de Munité territo-
rigle de ses composants. L'espace spécifiant est une force formelle gui s'orfente
solen les flux de substances qui parcourent une société et lalimentent, au risque
de |a faine delater. Liespace spdeifié présente un aspect propre & une sociéré don-
née; il monire en quol celle-ci comme tolalité est une réduction des pasties qui
la composent. Leur sockdé est la qualité de cohésion des parties d'un espace
géndrique. Mais les espaces spécifiques qui actualisent une sociélé ne peuven!
qu'échapper & son pouvoir de totalisstion, puisquils ne sont spécifiques qu'en
etant spécifiés par leur macription dans un espace qui dépasse bes limites dune
endogenise, un espace qui est spécifiant par son inclination exogéne. Ainsi,
dans une sociétd comme totnlitd, le toul est toujours moins que la somme des
partes 0,

Les partitions de Nétendue qu'opére Nespace social ne sont pas outes ins-
crites sur In méme isotople. Les isotoples s'entrelacent suivant des lignes de
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force tendues par des dchanges entre lieux. L'énergdtigue sociale trouve sa régu-
lation dans wee dconomie spatiale qui distingue e amicule & dés espaces do cen=
we des espaces de périphérie, 4 des espaces collectifs des espaces individuels, 4
des espaces publics des espaces privés, Que ce soil par Ia centralitd de certainegs
de ses composantes, par ln densité de lour peuplement et Ia privacité de lewr pro-
priceg, bes partitions de P'éendue sont rares; 'Hendue a1 o visée d'un accapane-
ment ¢f dun dchange entre acteurs, elle est objet de feurs désirs et pas seulement
maoyen de leurs actions. La répartition des panitions de 'étendue est gérde dans
dbes processus de créanon ef des procédures de hguidmion du manque despace.

3. L'espace, coupure, composition et aficulation

La matidre élendue est telle que deux corps distinets ne peuvent occuper
en méme temps e méme Dew, sinon 4 se confondre dons une Tusion infime,
L¢eonmmie spatinle des partitions de I'dendue onbonne leor juxtaposition ',
Elle Jes erganise de telle sone qu'elles se répondent; elle offre aux corps 1 pos-
sibilité de se sucedder dons nne temporalité ol Mnoaciation joue avee Ménoncé,
I ¥ a une organication narmative propre & Péconomie spatinle des partifions de
I'étendwe. Cetle organisation oppose ef mpporte les uns aux autres des espaces
modalisés selon la position du sujet, actewr économique Fun échange symboli-
gque. Ces edpaces modnlisés sont des espaces objets de Péchnnge, des espaces
ermies de référence de Péchange o1 des espaces de cemention & Néchange sur e
point de vue de celui qui émet les valeurs symboliques (ou qui les regoity ™

L'egprace obfed est celul qui permet au sufet dagir sur lo péalité objective ot
de connaitre le rappon qu'il entretient avec une réalid empinique, Llespoce de
cemiration est l'espace de ks projection des intdréts du sujet sur Fobjecrivitd de la
rénlité empirique. L'espaoer o rdfifrence est um espace qui condense b valeur de
In réalité du sujet pour les aulres ef qui, pour ce lire, s¢ débarmasse de hidrar-
chies incompatibles. Ainsi non seulement Vespace est constilatif de la coupure
entre sujel of objet of du commerce que le sujper entretient aver ses objets, mais
il est aassi le mode selon lequel le méme se distingue de Fauire ¢l Figi de Fail-
leurs, Le méme peot &tre espéré dans Pailleurs et Pautre rejetd dans-1"icl,
Articuler e méme & Tici of Fautre & Tailleurs dépend du mode de centration du
sujet, de <o mobilité oo de sa fixation.

Dans une sociétd rurale espace de centration est Nespace collectif du vil-
lage, Fespace objet de Faction est Vespoce privé de lsgriculteor, Fespace de rélé-
rence ¢sl Pespace du rapport & Failleurs spécifinnt la singularité du poimt de vue
de In communmité villagenise ™, Dans une socidtd urbaing, Nespace de cenir-
tion est Pespace individuel le plus restreint du sujet. L'espace objet de I'nction
est d'abord ke liew de travail, Quant & Mespace de référence, c'est l'espace public
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extériear affirmant Puniversalité du point de vue de I'acteur wrbain: ¢'est un
espace génériqgue. Socidété rumle of sockété urbaine s'opposent ainsi terme &
terme dans les modalisations contraires qu'elles imposent & la collectivité et &
Findividunaling, 4 la privacité ef & ln publicité, & Funiversalité ¢t & ln singulariié,

Modalisés selon la position du sujet. mais asussi modalisant fes positions
possibles quiil peat prendre, ces espaces offrent des modes de spatialisation aux
actions du sujet comme aux vabeurs suxquelles il se réfere ™, Ces modes de spa-
tixhisation sont de quatre formwes: ln formie topiges (inchisive o exclusive), ico-
nigue (de similinade et dissimilitude), quantique (mmérique ef métrique), orga-
nigue (formelle e fonctionnelle). L'espace topique enpendre des epsembles
selon des formes de composition et de décomposition ou de fusion el de fssion.
L'espace iconique articule un ensemble émergent aux ensembles existants sehon
les formes de la ressemblance of de In dissemblance, La forme iconique leur
donnant une valeur comparative, lés objets de I spatialisation, peusvent ou non
&re mis ensemble ou & Pécart par ressemblance ou dissemblance,

Lu dissemblance comime ln ressemblance sont d'une exlension souvent
plus grande qoe les espnees qui constituent les ensembles de licux qu'elles com-
parent, puisgu'elles vond de b surface s fond & de In présence & Mabsence. Les
farmes topiques leur somt appliquées pour les confliner dans des découpages
actualizables. Les formes iconiques présupposent ainsi les formes topiques et
celles-ci rendent possibles les formes quantiques, numénques e mérigues. Les
quontités me sont applicobles que pour autant que les éléments et les ensemiblcs
oqu'elles quantifient sokent repembles dang des positionnements (formels oo fone-
tionnels), sur un réseau de places et de relations organiques, La localisation des
places e ln dispasition des relsiions suppoerient Finscrigdion dans un conlexie, In
référence & un licu, Fanophore of lindex, ln deixis spatiale,

Elles organisent fe référent selon des ancrages déictiques et des relations
synagmatiqiecs sfmant les processis pénératils (constmuction de Mespace) g1 nar-
ralifs {exposé d'un fait dans Pespace). Le geste of In porole metient en mouyve-
ment un parcoars el des positions scquises ™. Les positionnements ne son pas
toujours siatiques; ils peuvent éire aussh dynamiques, ¢ s'enchainer dans des
déplacements: les déplacements qu'ils effectuent s¢ déroulent selon des modes
de mise en relation, Ce sont des relntions fonctionnelles qui peuvent déstabiliser
wn ensemble de départ ou damivée, oo o contring le saahiliser; dans ce cas, sc
dégagent des procddores de distribution visant & une répanition du contenu des
efsembles concernés,

Iy aldune sémiotique diachronigee de lespace humain qui ne se limile
pas s processus dagglutination of & kb ereation analogigque que I'on poul obser-
ver dans les lapgues parldes ™, mais kes subsume. Centes, dans Fespace, Fagglo-
miération de parties inclues par la forme d'un composant, ou Fanmaphore de rap-
ports existants cnire des parties composées ool des processus dinchroniques quai
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solidarisent de pouvennx composanis de Pespace humain, Mais d'nutres proges-
sus sont & P'eewvre pour transformer espace; tous les modes de spatinlisation
peuvent produire de nouvelles configurations & pantir des configurations existan-
tes, Que ce solent lexclusion dune partie d'un ensemble, le proportionnement, la
migsire d'une parthe rapportée & celle d'une mitre, ou éncore la Focalisation d'une
partic sur une autre,

Bien phus, ces masdes de spatialisation sont sources de parole et d'éoriture;
dans la grammaire qui compose In phrase, dans "économie du texte, dans le par-
cours du discours, dans les tropes dans lesquels se forment renforcements ¢t
transgressions, comme dans le travail poétique de la langue. A 12l point qu'il
nous paralt sensé d'affirmer que lo sémiotique de "espace, "aniculant avee In
sémiotique du femps, est au fondement méme de toute sémistique. La sépara-
tion, base de toutl espace, précéde I"ordre, base de tout argument; la composi-
tion, unification du divers, préexiste & inference, caloul sor le multipbe. 51 "un
n'est pas, rien n'est 77, 1 'agit wujours de produire du nouveau & partir de
Fexistant; et rien i'eéxisle sans eapace,
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JORGEN DINES JOHANSEN
Odense University, Denmark

INDECENT EXPOSURE. THE ACTOR'S BODY
AS A SIGN

The principal subject of this article is the sctor as a sipn. However, it
seems 1o me that the specific nature of 1he aclor, and especially the acter's
body is inextricably bound up with the time-space structure of the theatrical
event,

In erder o point out the imporance of the body's inscription i the time-
space coordinaies, let us begin with o state in which we as bedics occupy and
share the sime space and are freely moving around not hindered by any
borders or bounderics. Such a state is partly, but enly panly, realized in our
life world, OF course, certain parts will be ofT limils to us, beciise hierarchics
of power and relevance exisd. We will, however, have 3ccess 1o 8 common
public space within which evervbody i free 1o move,

We ourselves may, however, divide this space into tweo {or more)
soctions of which cach serves a differemt function implyving thal transgressing
the borderdine between them means risking to being ascribed a specific func-
tion, a specific time- and/or space-bound mole,

The division of public space may happen spontomcously. In o schoolyvard
two boys may stnrt fighting, and the oiher boys may form a circle around
thiem, thus creating an ephemeral arena within which some eamest action i3
gaing on, while the boys forming the circle enjoy something spectaculer which
b worth while watching. Let us call this phenomennon o spectacke.
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This partition of space is clearly functional, There is the space for doing
something, the actional space, and the space for waiching. Such a division
becomes institutionalized in such spectacles as the circus, the bullfight, and
sports event, the soccer match and other games.

Becoming an institution means, among other things, fencing in pablic
space, i<, & framing in the mosi concrete sense, and thus we gel the circos
tent with its arenp, the bull-ring, the Hield and the wack. Forthermore, instead
of the schoolboys fighting con amore, as it were, we get the proofs, for
instance the professional boxers; and get the paying sudience.

From i cerain perspective what has been institutbonalized is the et of
waiching. Mow, since during hours of leisure watching Bn't compulsory for
anybody, stimuli must exist that make ws do it on our own accord. Generally
speaking the promotings are casy 1o point out: We are willing to pay for
watching what we find admirable, impressive, and exciting. In other words, we
watch sctions that appeal to our emotions, whether they touch the sublime or
the ludicrous, the frightening act which we do not dare 10 do curselves because
of the real danger mvolved or the vile or lustfil thing that we refreign from
doing because of dignity or decency. Most often watching involves our
admiration for total mastery of the body exercised by other people or animals
or the pleasure of loosing contral and transgressing behavioral conventions,
whether it means lefting loose the body or breaking rules of interaction with
others.

An importent part of what is going on in the spectacle is the display of
bath the bodses mentioned by Bakhtin in his study of Rabelais: the new bodily
canon nccording o which “presents an entirely finished, completed, sirictly
limited body, which is shown from the outside as somcthing individual. That
which proftrudes, bulges, sprouts, or branches off [...] is eliminated, hidden, o
moderated. All orifices of the body are closed. The basis of the image & the
individual, strictly limited mass, the impenetrable facade™ {Bakhtin 196G%
(Russ. |965); 320). This body image is contrasted by that of the grofesque
body which "ignores the closed, smooth, and impenctrable surface of the body
and retains only 18 excrescences (sprouts, buds) and orifices, only that which
leads beyond the body’s limited space or lesd info the body's depih [...]. The
grotesque mage displies not only the outward bt also the inner features of
the bady: biood, bowels, hean and other organs. The owtward and inward
festures ure often merzed into one™ (il 317-18)

The circus act and the variety twrn, the sequences of the bull-fight, the
boxing maich all appeal 1o one or more of the forms of excitement just
mentioned. And, | would like to claim, a very substantial part of this appeal is
due to mechanisms of identification with or 10 a desire for the perfosmer.
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Watching the tamer of wild animals, the clown, the besutiful female
anist in total control of her body, and in a tight fiting costeme, or the aston-
ishing magicinn, means, among other things, sharing a sense of mmnipotence
through identification. gloating over and‘or envying a ludicrous, but maybe
self-assertive and subversive action, or lust for bodily grace and perfeciton,

Furthermaore, in very many spectacles the danger involved points to the
potential transformation of the the new (néo-classical and bourgeois) image of
the performer” body into thal of an grotesque body (the bull fighter gores by
the horns, the circus artist being smashed by fulling from the flying tapeze.

In this context | don’t insist on the spectiche’s power to fascinate us for
its own sake, but because the theatre actor, it seems to me, possesses most if
ned all the Featwres and all the charfuna chamcterizing the artist of a spectacle.

Clearly, the spectacle fences in its own space, namely the spoce neces-
sary to performing its turn. The division between arena, scene, ring. field,
track, or whitever, then, is exclusively funciional, and there is no difference in
kind between performance space and audience space. A great spectacle like
Tour de France stresses this point, since it is the public roads that are momen-
tarily expropriated in order to serve the spectacle, and it is precisely on these
public rosds that the match is won.

As 1o the time of the spectacle, it 1akes place right here and now, One of
its major points is its contemporaneity with the spectators. indeed, you might
say that what a spectacle gives us is o heightened sense of being present, of
the meaning of presence. The bull fighter may be tom to death by the bull, the
trapezist may fall down, and the boxer become brain damaged, but these are
extreme cases of a gencral Teature of the turn or the match, namely that
suceess andior failure are decided right in front of us, in the instance of time,
the now, shared by performers and audience,

In daily life, whether professional or personal, successes and failures
transpire ns slow, indefinite, and confused processes dependent on an
incalculable number of factors. Although luck certainly plays a considerable
part in the excellent performance of a tum or a maich, the rules and demands
are simpler, the hasis of valuation is recognized, and first and foremost o
decision is reached on the basis of a process, n series of actions and events.
that &= shown, exhibited in full 1o the sudience in an astonomous and delimited
time span which is not only the time of decision and fulfilment, but simply the
whabe and entire time containing the process in its totality,

Depite the fact that everybody knows that the scquisition of excellence
takes time, i it has a history, nevertheless, doing an sdmirable tum or fight
50 &8 o win o match represent a kind of pure presence cut off from a befare
and an nfter, the nbstrect and monomous ime of schievement
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Till now what has been discussed is spectacle as a game ond enfer-
tninment. In this case a spectacke consists of different kinds of activities that,
in a specific but strict sense, have no past and future. They realize an
autonemous process based on rales and conventions that are only valid for
these activities, and have no bearing on socinl reality, and thus they are com-
plete in themselves,

Other kinds of spectacles exist, however, events in which an audicnce, al
least in principle, is necessary for their very legitimacy, Trials and lnw-suits,
on the one hand, and parliamentary debates and decisions, on the other, are
examples of actions that — in & democracy — demand publicity to be lawful,
Ini these cases o division of space also exisis, o division hetween a scene
devoted 1o the search for truth or for delibertions concerning the happiness of
the people, or for warding off disaster. The pablic sems, where listeners can
follow deliberations and negotiations concerning vital matters, are themselves
vitally important, because they gnarantee that no unlawlul constrainis are put
to the search for truth and happiness.

These matters belong 1o the actunl workd of the community. Consequently,
the division between the space of deliberation and decision and that of the
pudience s functional, Furthermone, just as i1 is the case copcerming the Turc-
tional space of enterainment, the demarcation line between scene and audite-
rium can be crossed, You may become a judge or a senator, just a5 well as
you may become a bull fighter or tight-rope walker - not that | would
recommend peither.

The time of the circus act or variety turn is the presént; indeed, it i 8
specific kind of time slice, compacted and autonomoeus. The trigl s concemed
with the past; its objective is to establish what really hoppened, the facts, to
get 1o the truth of the matter by judging the evidence and by balancing the
force of the anguments to attempt & restruction and understanding of this ruth.

Political debate ws primarily concerned with the probable future, and it
aims af taking measures that may ensure the desired outcome of a given
sliuation with a view to the shared values of the community. In both chses
time i divided into past, present, and future, and all three constinne a contin-
uum, in the sense that both what has happencd and what is likely to happen
infTienee the present which is conceived as the point of decision

A corain Aristotelean flavor 1o the above may bhave been noticed. In fact
Aristotle's distinction between three kinds of ortory: deliberntive, forensic,
and epideictic, has been implied, and aiso the three Kinds of spectator thul he
links 1o the three genres, numely the judges of the fulure, the politicians, the
judges of the past, the judge proper and the jury, and the critic, the mere
spectitor who judpes the skill of the perfoomance itseli.
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Personally, | think that it might be fruitful 1o leok at lilcrature as o
specific and highly developed kind of epideictic oratory, but in this context |
would like to point oul that although the circus number and the vasiety tum
have very little 1o do with epideictic omtory, at least on the fuce of it, they
have one important feature m common, they are exhibitions and celcheations of
skills for their own sake, The courage, agility, litheness, and body control of
the tight-rope dancer is exercised for no other reason than to impress and give
pleasure to the sudience as o number of critics. Any ulterior objective is
foreign 1o the performance (but obviously not fo the performer),

The court is the institutionalized space for establishing the tith and pass
sentence on past actons, Through dinlogue aétions are reconstructed in speech,
and through speech they are made intelligible. A trial may be viewed o5 a
dicgetic repetition of versions of what is supposed fo have hoppened.

The aim of political debate 5 10 create guidelines for and deckzions about
futisre actions that evenlually are (o be executed by others. It is an attemipt 1o
make the Future infelligible and monageable,

In both institutions absent cvents and actions are made the object of
interpretation: Their mode of being, signification, and significance are
scrutinized. Consequently, the space of préesence 4 in both cases inscribed in o
non=present, bt eminently importinnl diagetic space contiguous to the space of
presence and dialogue. This miy be disgrmmmtized as Tollows:

Teseguaal A

Fig. ¥

The tight-rope dancer or the boxer are not scrutinizing either past or
Twinre, they are acting or fghting right i front of us. In stend of monifesting
themselves through abstract deliberntions they are displaying concrete bodily
actions.



Until pow | have tried to isolate two functional spaces that divide phys-
ical space into o scene and an suditorivm. They agree in being continuous with
our life world, because they have the same mode of being, but otherwise they
are, of seem 1o be, opposed 1o each other. Court and parlinment are physical
frames for ncts of imagination, reflection, and argumentation imporiant (o
society. The arena, ring, or scene are the physical frames of physical sctions
thot are designed to be a feast for the senses and drives of the andience.

We may ry o pinpoint this difference by means of a set of oppositions:

absence vs. presence
intelligibility vs. perceptibility

mareative v, demonsiration

diegesis vs. performance (mimesis)
interpretation vs. realization

and with a certain hesitation | would like to add two more oppositions,
namely:

mind vs. body
and

reference ws, self-reflexivity

Obviously these two kinds of spectacles are cultivations and institution-
alizptions of modes of behavior between which we are constantly and instantly
shifting in daily life,

The theatre and theairical performances, in my opinion, are characterized
by pwo things:

a) the theatrical performance combines both kinds of speciacles
described above, but

b} it breaks the continuity with our life world, because its mode of being
differs from ours.

As 10 the second point, the difference in mode of being, this is not only
due 1o the fact that a fictional world s represented, although this is most often
the case. However, also if a true story is represented, ils very staging in the
theatre will make the theatrical event a reenactment of something past, and the
very illusion of contemporaneity, i.e, the mixing of past and present and
phsence and presence, will in isell change it into a fictional representation,

In principle, fictional time isn’t different from life world fime, since both
are bound up with narrative, and narrative structures are indifferent with
respect 1o the mode of being of the narrated. Consequently, we must look for
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the differentia specifica of the theatre performance on the other axis of the
time=spce system of coordinates, namely space,

The physical space of the theatre doesn’t distinguish itself from for
instance the space of the music hall: the phenomenclogical space, however, is
quite different, because the same physical space containg iwo spaces which are
ontologically and phenomenally different.

The audience and the aciors are both bodily present in the same room at
the same time, and outside this room both parties share the same system of
time-space coordimmes, take the same busses and 2o (o the same restaurants,
The wonder is, however, that inside the room and during the performance they
don't share this basic system of coordinates.

As physical space the stage 5 copresent and contiguous with the house.
As the mimetic space of the play, however, it is placed in quite another con-
text and not contiguous to the audicnce-space, The reason §s that any space of
physical presence, the performance space, is 0 part of 8 much wider diegetic
space in refation 1w which the space of bodily presence is defined, Le., the non-
present space from which we 12l that we come and to which we annouce that
we depart, And the characters of the play do not share the time-space coor-
dinates of audience and actors. This double status of the theatre event moy be

represented in the following diagram:;
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The point is that the stage from a diegetic point of view belongs to a
world not contizuous to that of the pudience, ban af the same time our sefses,
not only our imagination, persunde us that it is present right there in front of us.

24!






their most important features, Obviously, a novel is just as well o representation
of a mindscape as that of a landscape.

Reading literature, however, means creating mental icons, whereas
walching a play means experiencing the merging of object and interpretant as
perceptible events. The magic of theatrical performance is that it gives, in
Shakespeare’s parlance, to airy nothing a local habiation, since it projects plot
interpretation inte physical space,

Al long last | come to the actor. In certain important respects he
functions semiotically as sets and progs do; |1 would cenainly be akward fo
define him or her as the sign of the character, because within the Tictional
world of the performance he or she does not refer 1o an otherwise existing
character, he is this characier, he does nor represent him,

Looking at the total performance from the outside as a representation of
g text, the aciress isn't & sign of an object, just as the props she is an
interpretant of @ sign,

According, to Peircean semiotics the performing actress would count ns 5
dynamical interpretant of the character, ie. an netual interpretation realizing a
part — but only a pirt — of the potential significations and significance of the
character as she is represented by the text of the play, A dynamical inferpretant,
however, is never totally identical to the sign it interprets, it is, scconding to
Peirce, a realization of pans of the sign’s potential signification in something
foreign to il, such as & consciousness. On the one hand, o certain aciress’s
intérpretation realizes by necessity, a8 il were, less than the lofal number of
posstble text meanings. The ferpretation will always be o selection among the
possibilities offered by the text. On the olher, a dynamical interpretant will
olways represent something which is neither clearly foreseen nor necessarily
implied in the sign, although it is within its potential range, maybe cven hinted
at by the sign itself.

This lack of total identity between sign and dynamical interpretam cannol
be neglected, when we compare the character’s lines and the performance of
the aciress, The simple reason i that while she is speaking sirings of wonds,
she is herself, obviously, Mesh and blopd, She is, then, an embodiment of ihe
words, she not only lends them her voice, her entire body interprets their
possible meanings.

A dynamical interpretant may itself be o sign, pointing to the sign it
inberprets and im s Wrn receiving an inlerpretation which in this case will be
that of the spectator. The question is what kind of sign the actress 57 She
cannol be a symbol {in Peirce's understanding of this concept), since she
hasn't an arbitrary and conventional relation 1o the linguistic signs of the play.
She cannot be an indexical sign either, because she is. not really determined by
the emotions she expresses, she imilnfes them, i.e. expresses their likeness, she
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simulates or pretends fo be in @ ceriain mood or in & certain state of mind,
although really she isn't, or only to a certain extent because of her play acting.

To be like its object in centabn respects charmclerizes the keonke sign, and
so the actress playing a character may be defined as an iconic sign. Bearing in
mind that the actress was defined as a dynamical interpretant of the text, the
next question is what kind of sign function does she fulfill? | would say that
ghe refers back to and is determined by the text of the play by exemplifying it

At one point Roman Jakobson mentions the fine art of ostension.
Oistension, for instance, is the result of what a decorator does in a shop
window by displaying the goods that can be purchased in the store in a
tempting way. The actress is an example of ostension in ancther sense, namely
of how to impersonnte the character in question.

Thit such a semiotic definition of the actor or actress is reasonable seems
1o be supported by the fact that we compare different actors” representation of
the same character, Which representation of Hamlet is the better, Olivier's or
Jacoby's?

The valuation of different representations i not the issue here. Their very
differcnce, however, paints to the fact that the text of the play constitutes a
collection of potentinl meanings (immediate interpretants) that allows different
realizations which are theatrical exemplifications of the same meaning
potentinl.

According to Peirce, interpretation s a kind of transiation, and acting, |
would add. Is translation as embodiment. Furthermore, because no dramatic
text is ever able to prescribe in details how such embodiments are to be re-
alized, every actor's impersonation is an example of the innumerable ways in
which this translation may be done.

The reason why 1 prefer 1o call this kind of interpreiation/iranslation
icomic exemplification has been sketched in the preceding, & few points should
be added: Interpretation by exemplification is a general principle of
explanation, the teacher explains the rules of grammar by examples, and the
linguist attempts to sobstantiste his ¢laim conceming cerinin mechanisms of
language by lining up an impressive number of examples. In both cases
exemplification forms a part of argumentation, i.e. of discursive reasoning,

Another kind of exemplification is demonstration in the sense of showing
by doing, Le. by using one’s body as a mediom for accomplishing a certain ac-
tian, This is, for instance, what n music teacher doex, when he ploys a piece
and asks the pupil to imitate his way of playing. In doing this the teacher’s
own action establishes a norm for the the playing of the piece in question
{showing by doing has been treated by, among others, Whigensicin and Nelson
Goodman, for this see the enlightening article by Dinda L. Gorlée 1989).
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facts that the story itself transgresses this line, and that the actor's body always
carries with it an air of intimacy, because theatrical representation is dependent
on its individual physical reality.

The spectator is watching three interconnected things going on: A
dynamical interpretation of the text {in Peiree’s sense), a displaying of an an,
and a fellow being whose body is on display. The spectator may identilly
himself with or lust for, or fear the character, he may admire or despise the
scting as a good or bad performance, and he may identify himsell with, lusi
far, or be disgusted with the appearance of the actor or actress as persons.

Furthermore, the spectator will often specifically envy the actor his
treshold existence, his liminal being. The very fact that the actor while acting
simultaneously belongs 1o two different worlds is enviable, because in a sense
we all do, except that the private world of our fancy cannot really compare to
the actor's bodily invelvement in the realization in public of a collective
fanmsy. A fantasy which only commits him while it lasts.

Semintically speaking, as a dynamical interpretont, the actor becomes an
external sign of a life which isn’t his own, while we ourselves aren’t even able
10 act out our inner life, because, we are both the prisoners of our social
identity, and because we cannot find a place for our bedics in the realm of
fartasy. You could say that, for many reasons, we aren't able to become our
own dynamical interpretants, It may be, then, that what we sometimes
stigmatize as indecent exposure Is on actualization as emotional and energetic
interpretants of significations that normally are denied a body.
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TEXTE FILMIQUE, SCENARIO THEATRAL:
UN PARADOXE FECOND

Deéfinitions

Une tradition empirique lic le scénario & I'ant cinématographique; e
terme désigne alors A abord une forme litémire, rassemble ensuitc un spparcil
minnifeste de techniques norratives &1 dramatiques réalisables, voire renvoie &
une espice d'ancre sémantique {veérbale), contenant par avance les déter-
minations viruelles de 'muvre, Les théses de Pasolini som en Mespdee sin-
gulitrement exemplaires: “strociure fendant & éire une auire structure™, ie
soénnrio e catactérise par sa nature verbale, technique, virselle el dymamigue;
il impligue déjd le signifié du film et pppelle chez celul qui en prend connais-
sance un tavall de lecture supplétive, "d'achévement visuel™ que seul le film
concrétisem uliéricumenient.

Dans cette hypothése, deux modes d approche semblent s"imposer priori-
tairement et déterminer des attitudes pédngogiques (décrites par les manucls
d'éeriture): 3ol e seénario est réduit 4 la structure narrative, soit il ost assimilé
4 une carte d'orfentation, 4 des prédéterminations muliples qu'actualisera le
texte verbal.

Thédtre et cinédma

Un rapprochement rapide fait songer aux théses des sémiologues jmliens
des années 70 (par exemple Serpieri en 1978} évoquint importance de la
deixis extuelle, censée contenir en germe les virtunlités de In représentation
scenique. Carfson parle, 4 son four, de supplément de sens apportd par la scéne
i projet qui ka sods-tend,

D emblée, pareil appariement mérite examen, Peut-on admeiire wne
porenté de nature entre scénario filmique of texte th&iral? 51 on sceepte la
définition énoncée, les deox types de support se struciurent de maniére
analogue: le scénario filmique associe une convention narmato-descriptive & des
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dintogues: le wexie thédrral comprend les didascalies (annotations de régie
destindes au metteur en scéne ou & Pacteur), un texte dramatique et un texie
présupposé darticulation (In tradition de la dramaturgie, le “common ground”
de la socio-culiure). 1l mmive que dans cenains cas de figure (par ex. chez
lonesco dans le cas des premidres pages de Lo fepow) les didasenlies sokent
“dorites” au point de passer dans le texte drumatique, transfert analoguoe & celul
d"un “script™ dont I'énoncintion descriptive serait inscrite dans |*énoncé
dinlogué {cl. par exemple Thirdse Raguin de Marcel Camé en 1953),

Ce qui margue cependant la frontidre entre le cindmn et le thédire, du
moins dans cette optique “proseriptive”, ¢'est la convention selon lagquelle
Pécriture scénarique de film renvoie — hormis les exceplions citdes — au
cadre iconbque; nu champ b constituer. & la visualisation censée faire suite! elle
porte ln trace d'un passage of s'cfface devant ["image; alors que tout texte de
thédtre est congu pour &ne @ In fois lu et véouwfoud; au thédime, malgré I'alléga-
tion de Barthes ou de Kowzan, nulle implication simple, muille équivalence,
antérionité ou posténtd dfinitive ne régit exclusivement les mpports entre texte
derit et Image seénique; [a représentation thédtmle ne raduitiransmue pas un
support écrif, elle consfruit une fiction; clle élabore le modéle réel et vivant
d"une pratique imaginaine. La scéne donne & vivre moins une lecture/iransposi-
tion qu'une expérience événementiclle ouverte, Anne Ubersfeld formule & cet
fgard une métaphore éclairnnte, celle du texte troué, que Jacqueline Viswo-
nathon interprite & loot conume un relour & °#erit: & aucun moment, le texie de
rigie e prémédite un sens que le spectacle sernit appelé & figer; In didascalie
el le texte dramatique ne constituent que les composants d'un ensemble
permiéable: la texture thélirale emendue comme combinatoire de structures; &
ce titre, les énoncés apparentés au scénario seront raversés voire détruits par
d'autres discours: celui du speciateur et'ou du comédien, celui de In radition,
des mises on scéne anténieures et contemporaings, de la scénographie, des
idéologies, du fantasme; mise en scéne/mise en pigces: “D'od pour la
représentation, la nécessié d'ung pratique, d'un ravail sur fa matiére rexoeelle,
qui est en méme lemps tmvail sur O mnres matérianx signifiants™.

Lorsque Rostand imagine dans 'acte I de Cyramo de Bergerar de réunir,
par convention, 'ensemble des personnages chez le ritisseur podte, il pose un
prabléme scénographigque; prenant en compie le poids de la radition de |a
mise en scéne, un comédien dont I socialité est reconnue (Coquelin 4
I"époque de la création) ou le metteur en scéne pourront choisir de focaliser
(par |a lomigre, Poccupation de "espace, la postuelle, les dmotions, I dicthon,
le rythme, etc.) Iattention du spectateur sur un seul personnage (Cyrano le
fanfaron, ou le ritisseur faiseur de vers); le spectateur, quant a lui, pourra
refuser une becture ainsi orientée el reconstniire du sens & partir d"autres foca-
lisations imprévues. A chacun son imaginaire,
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Au cinéma, méme dans le cas du remake (du Cyrano-Belmondo au
Cyrang-Depardieu). 1n réalisation a fix¢ un moment interprétatif nuquel Ie
speciateur 3¢ soustrail difficilement: Rappencau fait éclater le lico de "acte
2 par souci de vinisemblance réaliste: il intégre des scénes de rue, visunlise
une rencontre avec Roxang, i peine suggérde dans le texte, alterne sysié-
matiquement scénes individuelles et scénes de groupe: || oriente ainsi I lecture
vers. une naprativied psychologisante indube par be conflit d'un personnage de
stducteur que fail seuffrir sa lideur physigue,

Entre le seul texte didoscalique ef le scénario filmique, suppon d un
mangiee & voir, les convergences ne sont gudre plus absolues.

Le punctum dolens, nows le disions, s¢ situe dans In cormélafion entre
seénario et antériorité; selon la définition évoquée supr, ke film suppose la
fixation de la prise de voe, In médintion écranique, la préméditation d"un
produit acheve; au cinéma, le scénario 8" inscrit dans une construction fondée
sur I'oppasition enire le speciacle projeré sur éorun ef ke blue pnnt de Mavani-
spectacle; en revanche, la représentation théfiirale ne dérive pas une fois pour
toutes de la didascalie produife: elle offre un événement (4 In fols performance
et fiction) éphémire, vivant, et propose des significations que le spectateur
peul détruire, refocaliser, défocaliser. Line premiére différence fondamentale
gntre le siabul du scénario el celul de o didnscalic réside dons Uapportenance
de cette dernigre & un collectifl d'énoncintion. Spectateurs et instances
scéniques construisent dans I'instant une rencontre vivanie dont chisgque signe o
vabeur d¢ régie. La représentmtion véhicule clle-meme un supplément de sens.

Il €n résulie que le scénmrie filmique a pour finalitg de confirmer [a
contradiction dischronique texte écrit (déterminant narratif) vs image/son
{dérerminé); bn didascalie thédrale o inscril dans un outre réseau d'oppositions:
elle renvoie & la dualité synchroniqué entre performance {1'image/l¢ son
sednigques dans leur dénotation plastique, dans leur présence physigue) et
fiction {le complexe verbo-iconigue, les mots dansfderciérefsous |Mimage
exhibée],

Le scénario lu dans le film

La premigre approche du concept de scénario, que nous venons de
mppeler, o sans doate le mérite dnider & poser quelgues distinctions mitho-
dologigiees; il ne foodrait pas conclure, cependant, que lé scénario se délinisse
uniguement par intérét qu'il présente avant la réalisation du film; les
développements récents de la recherche incitent & nuancer I'appréhension des
problémes.
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Francis Vanoye souligne ampleur des mutations conceptuelles récentes
qui ont affecté le vocable de scénario; & tel point qu'unc mise en cause
radicale semble frapper ln relation entre scénario e forme esthétique! “Est-ce
son étymologie (le mot scénario vient de scenarium, espace scénique thébral),
son histoire (il a désigné le décor et son organisation, puis le canevas des
pitces de la commedia dell’arte, puis la mise en scéne, enfin le plan dun
roman, avant de nommer la forme éerite du réch cinémntographique), sa for-
upe miédiatigue lide & ln popularité du cinéma? Toujours est=il que le mot
scénarlo connail aciuellement une extension singaligre.” [l désigne eén pay-
chothérapie (scénario fantasmatique de Thoret), comme en sociologie (“frame™
de Goffman), en imelligence artificielle ou en psychologie cognitive (Maranda)
ou en théatrologie (“cluster™ de Balea) un modéle, un enchainement
de séquences, une suite d'opérations réduites pour les besoins de la com-
préhensson,

Le scénario se mue en désignation d'un processus plutdl qu'en symbole
d'un passage intéresthétique.

Au-deld de "édlargissement du champ sémantique, une transformation
fondamentale ost ainsi opérée, relative non seulement au principe de la
traduction du verbal en mon verbal mais concernant surtout le mppon entre
production et réception. Tant la forme dite préalable que la lecture se trouvent
englobds ¢n un MEme processus constnicteur d'essais &l emeurs,

Metz réfléchissant & propes du film, fait émerger le premier I'imderrogation
sur les clivages: au-dell de ['acception stricto sensu (“les feuillets écrits
d'aprés lesquels le film @ été tound™}, 1'instance scénarique o5t définic comme
une instance lextuelle pormd o awires dons le systéme global; “elle n'est plus
référée aux codes d'expression qui la communiquent mais aux inerprétations
sur lesquelbes elle ouvre™, *11 ammive que "on confonds deux choses différentes:
sa place dans le texte, dans le film (instance manifeste de part en panl), ob il
est le signifié apparent de signifiants, et sa place dans le systéme textuel, ins-
tance non manifeste dont il est e signifiant apparent”,

Eco établit & propos du scénario une définition pragmatique e géndrale
qui ouvre toute grands In porte entrebdillée par Metz : le scénario représente le
cadre construit dans une stratégie de coopération textuelle; il ne contemne pas
sewlenrend le fexte verbal] au contraire, il concrélise un dialogue, par com-
préhension textuelie et éliminstion d'hypothéses textuelles non pertinentes,
entre la culiure du kecteur (son “encyclopédic™) et les suggestions o inter=
pritation,

En d autres termes, processsus interminable, inachevé, le scénario s
construil aussi & la rédception. Les modéles de lecture seront puisds dans un
patrimoine constitué par les films finis et par bewur transcription évenfuelle,
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La compétence de lecture acquiert en |'occurmence valeur créatrice ai
paint qu’elle permet de poser un distinguo: “les scénarios dits “commins™
proviennent de la compétence encyclopédique normale du lecteur, quil panage
avee la majeore partic des membres de la culture & laguelle il appartient; les
scénarios “intertextuels™, eux, sont au contraire des sehémas rhétoriques o
parratifs faisant partie d'un bagage sélectionnd et restreint de connalssances
que bes membres d'une culture donnée ne possédent pas tous”. D autres types
de blocs encyclopédigques peuvent éire identifiés: les fabulae (régles de genre,
propres par exemple au style policier), les motifs (schémas déterminant
certains acteurs, actions ou décors, tels le séducteur, la séduction), situations
(le duel par exemple), et topol rhétorigues,

Lorsque Rappencau propose son adaptation & I"écran de Cyrano de
Bergerac, il opére un travail soénarique réparti sur plusieurs niveaux encyclo-
pédiques; In compétence du lecteur sera déterminde par un certain nombre de
contrainbes:

— infermations souvent redondantes débouchant sur une compéience
opérationnelle, régles pour 'action pratique; référence historique et thédirale
générale du film;

— gcénanos plus specifiques an sein de B collecrivitg:

— fabulae: mémaoire relative & I maniére de narrer les histoires de cape
et d'épde,

— motifs relatifs aux propositions thématiques (orientant le récit: ta
souffrance physique et la séduction)

— situntions: duels, rixes, etc.

= lopoi: couleurs (sombre) des costumes, vérilables signoux de la psy-
chologie humanisante de Cyrano, références aux tableaux de Velasquez.
ruplure des conventions thédirales d'unités au profit de scénes en extéricurs,
alternance rythmée de scénes solitaires &1 de groupe, etc.

L instance scénarique, définie en termes dénoncimtion, fédérng lecture f
écriture, semble ne justifier guére une réflexion sur la distinction des genres
esthétiques auxquels elle serait applicable, Pourtany, [a relation entre scénario
filmique et seénario relntil aux autres arts du spectacle mérite examen.

Dans le cas particulier du cindmn cf du thédre, certaing secteurs encyelo-
pédiques constituent un facteur commun de spécificité: les habitudes de
fréquentation d'un répertoire constitué par les @uvres joudes influenceront les
scénarios de construction, de représentation inscrits dans In mémoire du
spectateur,

Ces mimes facteurs peuvent exercer une influence discriminatrice: le fais
que les comédiens de Vitez ' inscrivent dans un cycle, jouent simultanément
plusscurs pitces de Molikre, ou des pitces de Tehékov, peut susciter tant chez
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le comédien que chez le spectateur une association, un collage intraculurel,
aue le canevas filmigue, réalisé une fois powr Wules, ne permel pas. .

¥ sutres paramétres difftrencient nettement les deux urts cetle fois, L.-Ellr
ta contrainte du scénario textuel verhal; il cst possible que be discours filmique
5"y réfire, court-circuitant le plaisir créatif du spectateur, l_mpur,mll Ia le:dluru
du processus de sélection relatif ax scénarios (non) pertinents; au thealre,
aucun montage n'est défmitif, les suggestions de lecture proposées par la mise
en scbne constituent, prormei o imtrex, des pistes pour le spectaieur.

En dépit de son suceds, le concept de seénario mérite examen. Le deébat
et heureusenent pas clos.
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THE SAME DRESS - ANOTHER CHARACTER.
COSTUME AS A SELF-REFERENTIAL DEVICE
IN MOVIES

Smoe the early days of cinema there are self-referential movies, movies
that refer to (certain aspects of) cinema — either on the level of the story o on
the level of the discourse. Refering to cinemin on the siory level can be easily
recognized; the movies tell us stories about their own world — about flm-
making {(we watch the preparation or the shoeting of a movie, someltimes one
that really exists), about {(fictitions or real) siars, about the events af a film
Testival, or about going to the movie thester, in pther words, the referent can
include all sems listed under prodwetion and conswmprion in Fignre | and some
of those connected to distribution and product, Dhscursive self-referentiality, on
the oiher hand, is slightly more complicmed since bath the referent and the oot
of refering eun coincide in one element of flmic expression — the elements of
the flmic coder (in 8 wider sense, including profilmic signs), such as compo-
sition of a shot; camera perspective or camera angle; montage (a particular
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astyle”™, or fade-in/face-out, dissolve or iris); color; speed. titles or sub titles:
decoration; props, dislog, music. and — eoshime and smakeup. For instance
using an iris-in a1 o time when this very clement of filmic expression in no
longer used (as done in Godard's 4 bow! de s in 1959), is o reference to
certain period of film history with its particular aesthetic techniques, and a
reference to cinematographic codes as such.

True, slluding 1o other films through the costume of a character is bl one
small domain within Tilmic self-referentiality, nevertheless, costume ¢an be an
effeciive device since looking at people’s clothes is a decoding capacity we
practice everyday. Compared to rescarch on intertextuality within literary
studies, the number of publications on similar phenomena in film is still
relatively small. And 1 have not found o single article dealing explicitly with
allusion to, or citation of, another film by costume or make-up. Thus, my
contribution has 1o be considersd a first attempt to look more closely a1 the
particular use of costume = & means of reference. | will present a commented
colleetion of examples and some observations concering the functions and
contexts of the cosnme gueration. The collection of examples is by fur not
exhaustive. A few examples are based on seattered clues as to costume in filati
literature or on published stills, but most of them | found when watching
movies, The resulis of both approaches are purely accidentally, since they
depend eithier an the chanee 1o find remurks on costumes, or on recognizing the
costume as one already seen in another context, in other words, on the
subjective memory of movies

Further difficulties arise with the definition of costume juotation and the
typology of functions. As to film cosluine, & quotation in the strict sense will be
the exceplion, singe Mot of the times the costume is mot (the very same (or nae
even a precise copy of the original), but enly a suffickently similar one, and hars
we have to talk rather of alfusion to other films, movie charnciers, genne-
specific codes of costume, ¢tc. Conceming the various functions of costume
quetation we can sometimes issign one and the same costume to different use
ciegories.

In order to analyse the examples found, we can start from some questions
fas already indicated in Figure 1) with regard 1o the persons involved, the evoked
characters, and possible meanings of & costume quotation:

1. Is there any relation between the alluding costume and the original
costume with regard 1o the actors/actresses (for instance his or her own
dress from an earlicr movie), o 1o other people involved in the pro-
duction?

2. s the source costume connected 1o only one particular character of 1o
a type of chamcters? Is the cosiume specific to a cerain genre”
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3. What are the functions of a particular costume within the movie:
— The actorfactress has to wear the same or a similar costume in order
to match thise shown in clips from other fims, no matier whether the
excerpls are cut=-in for economical reasons {stock foolage) or as
unmarked Nilmic cilations;
— ihe costume allusion can be part of & disguise scene (sometimes
with explicit reference fo another movie chamcier),
—fhe costume cin serve as o parody both of mevie characters and of
whole genres; and
— the costume can be used a5 an hommage {or ot keas alhsion) @ a
particulor divector and his work, a cerain film or o genre,

Before discussing the various examples scconding o patierns of allosion |
have to exploin several 1opical restrictions. For ebvious repsons | have excluded
all bio-pics and movies restaging the shooting of on actunlly existng fibm since
none of them can do without duplicsting the original costumes; | have also
excluded short cameo appearances where an actor or an actress might refer (o
ene of his or her charpcters; and 1 have sol examined whether the costume
designs of rentakes n the stricl sense are (o some oxtend copying the original
MoV,

One costume — one aclor/ackress — two movies

What is true for the whole topic of costume quotation, s, necessarily,
alio true for this paricular cose: albeding costumes are not limited e certain
genres and they are used fior very different reasons. The play of reminiscence off
movie characiers con either concern o genre or & group of films with specific
charscters, or it can be oriented toward an actorfaciness and the parts be or she
has previgusly playved, Or it can include both aspecis, os it is the case with Yul
Brynner in Westworedd (USA 1973, Michael Crichten), a sci-fi movie about 2
high-tech vacation resort in the middle of nowhere which offers foar different
“worlds™ (ancient Rome, the Middle Ages. the Orient, and the Wikd West), cach
ofie ammlgamating more the Hollywood images of thése periods and places than
pesenting actusl historical features. Yul Brynner as one of the robot punslingers
is dressed wp just like his Chris charmcter in The Magnificenr Seven (USA 1960,
Joha Siurges), from the black shin to the silver-lungquoise beli-buckle. Tn the
specific contest of the movie the costume is ool merely a reference to one of
Brynners previous roles, the Western in general, or the movie-based design of
the resor, but, of least partially, oo oftemipt o deal with the claracter fvpe as
such: the robot is one of the first whe gets out of control, and, insend of being
constantly “killed™ in the show-down, staris 1o kill the guess.
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The second example comes from a completely different genre. When on
their Boad fo Urgeia (USA 1945, Hal Walker} Bing Crosby and Bob Hope are
crossing the frozen waste of Alaska they meet a colleagne from previous movies
of the Rood series: Dorothy Lamour. Looking at her and her garment, they can
ohly state guite astonished that she doesn’t belong up here 10 Alaska, becouse
she is dressed In o sarong. Sarting from the 1936 movie The Jingle Princess
(Willinm Thiele), this sort of costume became almost her trdemark, since she
had 10 wear this garment in several films: The Hurricawe (1937, John Ford)y
Typhooe (1940, Louis King), Aloma of the South Seay (19417 and Beyond the
Biue Norizon {1942, both Alfred Santell); Rainbow Tsland (1944, Ralph
Murphy) (for many of these movies, including Reod do Litepia, the costumes
were designed by Edith Head). A similar purodistic allusion to character and
cnsting sterectypes can be found in a movie which is full of quotations and
allusions: Casing Revale (USA/GE 1967, John Huston, Ken Fupghes, Val Guest,
Robert Parrish, Jog MeGrathh. When Deborah Berr las to deliver nosecrel
message to David Niven who plays the James Bond character, she appears
dressed as a nun, and this was definfiely not her first habit. Although it
ressembles the one she was wenring in Hoovers Knows, Mr. Alfivon (USA 1937,
John Huston), it also refers 1o ber role in Black NMorcisns (GB 1946, Michael
Powell, Enserie Pressbarger)

Costume quotation & film quotation

When re-using material from another film, the old and 1the new costumes
have to be sufficiently similar. The reasons why a ditector quotes another film
in the material sense might be different: either for financial reasons o lower
production costs, or for sesthetic-dmmaturgic reasons.

The first group of using old Mim material is typical for B-movies (cf.
Cross 19812 20). Instead of spending o lot of money on the shooting of new
pction scenes with many extras, the directors used stock footage from other
movies which bad higher budgeis. Bul the secondary exploitation was nof
limited to prestigious films, it also happened within the same category. So Spen-
cer Gordon Bennett had the leading actor of the Columbia serial Riding with
Buffale Bl (USA 1954) dressed in the same costume as the main character of
the 1940 serial from the same studio, Deadwood Dick [James W. Home), in
order 1o insert clips almost unnoticed. Sometimes all actors of a B movie were
dressed with stock costumes, even withoul the necessity of matching thase from
imserted clips, as 0t was the case with The Block Arrow (aka The Black Arrow
Sirikes, USA 1948, Gordon Douglas) which was shot on sets left over from the
A movie The Swordsman (USA 1948, Joseph 1. Lewis), reusing the costumas
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from Banelir of Shorwood Foresf (USA 1946, George Sherman & Henry Levin;
ef. Cross 19815 164)

Both examples for the gesthetic use of costume quotation and film
quotation are disguise scenes and both are faken from a movie full of film
quotations: Carl Reiner's hommage 1o the film noir, Dead Men Don't Wear
Plaios (USA 1982; the film 5, by the way, the last one of the famous Holly-
wodd costume designer Edith Head and dedicated 1o her), In these two cross-
dressing sequences Steve Martin, the prival eve, has to play woman roles
“together with™ characters from other movies in perfectly matching shot-
renction shot scenes. In the first one, he has to contact o jailed captain, who is
nobody else than James Cagney. In order 10 get in, Martin puts on the dress and
the hat origindlly worn by Margarel Wychery as Cody Jarrett's mother i Fhine
Heor (USA 1949, Baoul Walsh), In the second scene e acls as o luring blonde,
o par plaved by Barbara Stanwyck in the first place, who tries o seduce Fred
MacMurray in & soene taken from Dowble fedemeine (USA 1944, Billy Wilder).

And once again: disguise

There are several other examples of evoking film scenes or ehamclers in
the mind of the audience via disguise. In Sumvey Bordevard (USA 1950, Billy
Wilder) Gloria Swanmon makis hersell up as Charlie Chaplin and impersonites
the sad Tramp for William Holden. The already mentioned movie Coxing
Royale features yet another disguise scene. Peter Sellers, as the new James
Bond-to-be, trics several costumes, among others he appears as Toulouse
Lautrec walking on his knees, ths refering both to José Ferrer In Mowlin Rowge
(GE 1952) and to the director John Huston. Finally, when in £7, The Exira-
fervesteiad (ILUSA 1982, Steven Spiclberg) the linde crepture i3 taken out by the
kids on Halloween, he is very happy 1o see ot least one other exiratesresirial
among all the human beings: Yoda, the wise old Jedi from the Stur Wars sequel
(The Empire Siribes Back, USA 1980). Unfonunately, this is, of course, not the
“original”™ Yoda, but onby o child wearing a mask. In this case, the cosiume
functions as a reference to another blockbuster film of the same genre, and, in
addition, as Spielberg’s reference to the work of hiz Hollywoosd friend and
colleague George Lucas,

Well-known characters — well-known genres
Apart from the garments of individually recognizable movie characiers
used for allusion, there are certain costumes that are closely connected 1o

specific genres, such as the colorful bathing suils of Esther Williams and her
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Let us recall what this improvisation, staged by Wagner, is oll aboul.
First of all, it involves o situation in which the improviser, Walther, has a
listener constantly by his side, who interprets and judges the resalt of his
improvisation. What we see and hear is therefore a situation of commimication,
in which Walther serves s the sender and Sachs as the receiver. In terms of
Greimas’s mythical actantinl model, however, Walther is siuated as o subject-
hers, who with his susiliary object, the song, aims (o win Eva, Sachs’s
daughter, Sender and receiver are themselves mastersingers, who have deter-
mined the roles of the contest-and who also judege the competition. Sachs s
taken on the sk of being Walther's helper, in which role he encourages and
instigntes the wnsure improviser, His opponent, of course, is Beckmesser, On
the other hand, Sachs's rele is contradictory i that, by helping Waliher, e o
the same time gives up his danghter, Nevertheless, he does so in onder to avoid
the fate of King Mark i Trivae,

Improvisation occurs here a8 a porticndar form of cosratinfeation. Jusl ks
in communication the sender mnd receiver must have some codes in common,
similarly Walther must follow the rules established by the mastersingers.
Walither believes that be cannot formulate his “dream image™" a3 dry mules,
secing the poetic inspirntion and the rules generating the song as ireconcilable,
Mevertheless, Sachs convinces him: "Sind Freunde beid, stehn gem sich bei”'
Wihen Walther asks how he should start according 1o the rules, Sachs answers;
“Ihr stellt sie selbst und folgt ihr donn.™ Make the rules yoursell and fet Hamns
Sachs take care of the rest!

Before the improvisation begins, they have a profound discussion sbout
the essence of the generative rules of the songs. Walther asks Sachs how an
ordinary, beautiful song differs from o mastersong. Sachs's sccount of this
difference becomes almost prophetic, if one thinks of low computers cun pro=
duce “original” Bach chomales, children’s songs, fiddle music, and other kinds
of music based on relatively clearcut rules, so that not even specialists can
distinguish between a “fake™ and an “original®*: He returns to youth, o
“springtime"*, when, as il on its own, a fine song emerges from the glow of a
strong feeling. But if one can still write o beautiful song when autumn comes,
followed by winter, when one grows old and experiences fights and struggles,
then that song is a mastersong. In other words, a mastersong is made
according to rules but at the same time it is enriched by o certain life history,

The same could be said about music in general: tones and sounds which
in their acoustic form carry the history of centurics-old technolegics, are
experienced as richer and more human than sounds produced synthetically, The
latter always seom less actorial, 1o use o semiotic term. Sachs siates that the
“codes™ or rules of 8 mastersong are learmed only with time. 541, the mles do
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nof appear er nifife. Walther asks, Whao then created these rules? Sachs
answers that the crestors were spirits worn out by the worries of their lives,
who through song made themselves an image of the spring 1o delight their
minds. A mastersong was thus o model, a product, which was detached from
lifie, bt with which one could recall & by-gone, golden time, Walther asks how
this image might be kept fresh, after “spring™ had pesscd: that is, how one
could prevent the original spirit of rules from disappenring, how one could
stop the fading of the fmage which the song was o convey. Even o this Sachs
has i ready answer: “Er frischt es an, so oft er kann!"* In other words, the
rules have to be rencwed as often as possible. In semiolic terns, the codes
have tiv be checked always sccerding fo the context (on activity which Roman
Jakobson called n metalinguistic fnction).

When the improvisstion proper starts, Walther comes under the spell of
his emotion; he lels his drenm image transmin directly and take shape as a
melody. Hans Sachs, in turn, articulates the melody in the raditional
mastersong form: Stollen, Srollen, wnd Abgezang, Sachs interrupts the impro-
visation fior awhile and gives onders about the continaation. When the melody
is completed he judzes it “Nor mit der Melodei, seid fhr ein wenig fret..”" Baa
he docs nol regard this as a mistake properly speaking, thaugh it miaghi
“irritnte’” the old masters. Therenfier Walther presents the second phrese in i
enfirety, which satisfics Sachs, though he =till misses the sense of whn
Walther's dream image really was. At this point the improvisation is iterupi-
ed. Everyone familiar with Wagner knows the important role an “intermspled””
function plays in his narmation: the final resolution is saved until the end of the
opera s s culmination. All told, this scene from the Mustersimgers, with its
oppositions berween rules and free creation, makes an excellent stortimg-podnt
for the semiotic study of improvisation.

In stubying improvisation, semboticians and femictically-oriented scholars
have usually atempted 1o scarch out rules hiding beneath the surface. It is the
deep level which can be applied in order 1o realize an improvised mebody. Ac-
cordingly, the research has become fairly reductionist, in amtempis to prove that
imprgvisation s mere illusion, and that what is involved is 3 rgerows applica-
tien of uncenscious rules almast in the manner of deductive inference. Far
exnmple, in Bach's time any onganist could improvise a chorale e this foct
led Irtalinn musicelogists Baroni and Jacoboni 1o find the rules that “gencrate™
such chorales (1978), Heinrich Schenker argued that, from a fumiamental con-
trapuntal structure calied the Ursarz, the great composers improvised their
compositions through three phases, which he called Minrorgramd, Mitelgramd,
and Fordergrumd (1956). Inuit songs have also been reduced to their rules
(Pelinski 1981). Johan Sundberg has written the deep level grammar for the
children's songs of the Swede Alice Tegner (1976), Likewise, the roles for
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emphasizes the emotional state of the sender. Morcover, Sachs's story of the
golden youth of the mastersingers bs emotive in character. The metalinguistic
function is employed in Walther's questions about the rules. Together with
Sachs he ponders the codes of mastersongs. The referential function is saved
for the triumphant Midsummerfest of the finale of the last act.

Can Jakobson's theory serve as o basis for a “gencral theory™" of
improvisation? In semiotics one sirives 1o create general models. Can improvi-
sation, linked with whalsoever mament of communication, ocour in any pan of
the above model?

{13 “A sender improvises’, This expression sounds almest tautological,
but essentinl to thiz aspect is that the main emphasis lies precisely on the
improviser him/herself. It does not matter whether the resul sounds a% i it
were improvised, The improviser may realize his improvisation using cenain
generative rules 1o such an extent that the resuli appears like a completed
composition, For example, an organist improvises o fugie.

(2) A message i an improvisation®'. In this case again, decisive is that
the result sounds like an improvisation, In the history of Western art music
there are numerous illustrations of such “traces’” of improvisation in writlen
compositions, one example being the notated cadenzas of concertos.

Ax said above, the contrast between sender and message is the same ns
between enunciation and enunciate. Oftentimes a musical enunciate, for
example a passage that sounds improvised, a fopos in ant music, has been
created through transference of a sender’s activity to the mesaage itself, by
notation of the same. In such cases one might also speak of improvisation as a
pesture. The English-hom solo “Hidenweise" from Wagner's Frosfan can
servie as an (llustration. The same holds for the claringl solo that opens
Sibeliw's First Symphony and of which the Finnish musicologisi Thman Krohn
says (1947 37

“Einleitung vertrill den epischen Erzihler, der ausserdem durch die
Bogenform des Strophenbaus und durch die elnsam onende Klarinetle
charackterisiert ist — die tiefe Frauenstimme cines Klageweibs, wic ¢
noch jetzt in Fernkarelien begegnet.. Das Klagemotil des Hauptstollens
ist eine kinstlerische Nachbildung der karleischen Klagelieder, die bei
Todesllen oder anderen traurigen Ercignissen von bejahrten frauen
anestimmt wenden. Auch die zu fhnlichem Zweck im alten Griechenland
{und Orien) gebrauchien Klagegesinge (Threnoi) sollen sich in gheicher
Weise wie hier von hobem Anfongston allmilich sbwirts bewept haben.™
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Bussc example 20 Sibelivn: 1w symphony. cininet motil from the opening of the 1
ERVEMETL,

OF course this does nol represent a literal imitation of an iokeviesd
{lnmentation), but rather a symbolic reinterpretation of a folkmuosical “ges-
fire”". In Heitor Villa-Lobos's Choroy, we encounter an equivilent transition
fram folk music to art music, from o sender 1o a message, from an emancialion
to an enuncinte, In these pieces, the improvisatery formal oatline, which the
composer himscll called e momeelle forme ol o compasition, was based on
the noctumal serenpdes given by street musicians of Rio de Janciro known as
choros groups, which were popular in this town of the tom of the century. IF
one compares original choros music, with s viruosic solos, te, say, Villa-
Lobos’s Charas Mo, 2 for Flute and Climinet — in the sccond part of which he
imitates the technique of the famous choros improviser Calsdo, with melodic
leaps of élevenths — this connection becomes quite obvious.

(3} "A receiver improvises''. This is endoubtedly o somewhst mystical-
sounding case, byt can be understood as those situations of avami-garde
performances in which the ant work consists of the reaction of the pudience to
it. Such is the case in Satie’s piece Fexations and in cortain other performances.
he aim of all modernists was to incite the listener, either by excessively
scanty messages or by an overabundance of signs, 1o a kind of spontaneous,
improvised reaciion.

(4} “A context becomes the object of improvistion™. This would mean
socinl situntions that directly insigate cerfain improvizstory behavioors, Here
wi meel performances of an extemporized nature, 0% in o truin, on o bp, ™ a
festival, or other unusual conditions that precipitate the improvisation. In a
broader sense we may have entire styvle penods and cultural contexts that are
somchow oriented towards improvisation, as in French aesthetic culture of the
I910s and 19205, where the conceplt af jew or play and playfulness was
central,

(5) “A channel is under improvisatien®. This can happen, for example,
in o theater performance of spectacle, in which any kind of tool can serve as a
requisite of the event, as in a Sambar camival any object can be used as o per-
cussion instrument.

(6] “A code is improvised™. In such a situation the whole communication
B questioned, since withoul a certain common minimal code, vre cannot even
talk about communication. In some cases of avant-garde music, the composer
uses yraphic notation, whose codes the player must improvise differently cach
time. In a sense, ambiguous musical situstions, which opernle with several
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superimposed levels of meaning, require active code changes from the listener,
almost discoveries of new codes, and thus improvisation in this respect.

Altogether it is possible w0 approach improvisation as 4 communication,
In addition to the above-mentioned aspects one muy speak about “noises™ of
communication. All musical interpretation which takes place spontancously ol
the mercy of the situation is a kind of disturbance, IT music is taken as a Kind
of unilinear communication of an idea, from composer 1o listencr, Nevertheless,
it is also somewhat positive noise, which has, however, Aot been much favored
in music history. The viruoso vocal cadences of laalian nineteenth century
opera, during which the “normal™ course of the music is intermupted, illestrate
stech a “noise’’. One may also look at a cadence improvised by the famous
Finnish-Swedish soprano Jenny Lind in the last century, transcribed by her
hiashand:

Music example 30 Jenny Lindy mmprovinaton. Trmoripton by her hasband Oeio Gald-
schmide (tadenza for fch civating, Bellini: Beurice o Tends) (guoted from Holland &
Roockino 1801, Bilaga p. 3}
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What about improvisation &5 significarion? The basic unit of signification
is paturally a sign. However, there are many theories about how this sign
exists, what is its structure, how it functions. European semiolics — if one
dare generalize — believes in the dichotomic nature of a sign, dividing it into
significr and signified, expression and content. On the other hand, the Amer-
ican philosopher Charles S, Peirce believed that at least three units are needed
to defing a sign: the sign iscif or “representamen ™, object, and micrpretant.
Correspondimgly, one obrains three species of signs sccording 1o whether one
pays attention o signs in themselves, in relation to their objects, or 1o their
imerpretants, The best-known of all these distinctions is certainly the category
signg-i-relation-to-theie-objocts, which further leads to three classes: feonz, in
which the sign is similar to its objeci; Jndeses, in which ihe signs sre in a
relation of contiguity to their objects; and sywiboly, in which the relationship is
conventional. Peircean semiotics has many other categories as well, but as an
illostration of how to use his theory im the study of improvisation, | shall
utitize only the aforementionéd classes of sign. | believe that using Peirce’s
idens we may be able to classify and analyre almost all signs fnvolved
improvisation whether they are encountered in the famous comic-plano
improvisations by Victor Borge, improvisations of TV-actors in front of a jury,
and many other types of performance situations,

Whai do we mean when we speak about feonic, (nderical, or symbalic
improvisation? In these cases improvisation is interpreted as a certain sign
complex, a series of several signs, 8 whole text, which becomes meaningful
and assumes us improvisatory character through s particular relationship 1o its
“olrject™”, let us say, io some earlier composition, musical genre, or the like.
Improvisation in this case is improvisation from “something™, that s foom o
given object. The melationship o this object is that between o sign (representn-
men) and is object, and thes jconic, indexical, or symbolic in nature.

A pood illustration of what an iconic improvisstion would mean can be
found in the musical practice of the concertos of 1he eighieenth and nineteenth
centurics. Carl Cremy's Secremalivehe Anleitung zvm Fortasicren anfl deo
Pianoforfe On, 200 (1836) contains many examples of such improvisation. In
fact almost all cases listed by Crerny deal with improvisation from a given
theme or constitite iconic improvisations. Therefore, iF ane stans from some
theme-object, then Ceemy also provides ready models, “legisigns™ (Peirce’s
term) in which categories a theme enn be treated. Among others, Cremy lisis
allegro, adagio (in seriows siyle), allegretio grazioso (in galant style), scherzo
presto (in capriccio style), rondo vivace, polaces, theme and variations, fugue
and valse écossiise, march and other style genres, His cadenza to the first
movement of Beethoven's C major Piano Concerto is o model of how the
theme-objects of the exposition are used a3 iconic signs, along with the per-
former's vinuosity, and as oniflying elements of the whole, IT it 5 juxtaposed
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with Beethoven's own cadenzs, which is totally different, one notices thu the
same “ohjects’® can, within certain limits, have various iconic signs in the
"improvisidion".

O the other hand, when one gocs from a theme to a thematic developroent
in the proper sense, the relationship of similarity between theme-object (the
original motive) and its iconic elaboration becomes so vague that iconicity as
an immedinie First disappears. In some musical works such a gradual
traenaTormution and dissolution of iconicity forms the very “iden’ of the whaole
piece. This is the case of Henri Pousseur's Foyage fantastigee, in which one
little by fittle and slmost unnoticedly “improvises’” from Wagnerian stvle 1o
that of Richard Siravss, and from him on 1o early Schoenberg, atonality,
serinlism, ond 5o on, These examples often operate sccording to the principle
of ars combinmtoria — the combining of ready-made clements in o prescribed
order, The view of some scholars about felkmusical improvisation resembles
this situation, There is in the mind of a singer/plaver & certain reperiaire of
“elements™ from which hefshe then, following certain simple syntactic rules,
produces new and “improvised™ but still style-obedient products (as Pekkild's
stisdies [ 1988], among others, have shown)

Indexical improvization means o situstion in which the relationship
between the improvised sign and the "object”™ wherelrom it emerges is only
that of contiguity. Thus sign ond object need not be similar. One could lardly
imagine a better example than Waliher's fmprovised contest song, mentioned
whove, which emerges as an outburst of a dream Image or cmofbonal siale, Yet
even in folk music ene finds many examples of improvisation that stem from a
siromg Teeling, as s spontaneous, indexical sign (here | follow Karbusicky's
[1986] definition of indexical signs).

I mentioned above Krohn's interpretation of the clarinet solo from the
beginning of Sibelius’s First Symphony xs an imitation of 8 Fennougrie funerl
Inment. | should now mention three related exmmples of indexical improvisation:
(1} the funcral lamentation of an old Finnish woman, Donnn Huovinen from
Ingermanland {recording from 1956); (2) the funéral song by a Bororo Indian
from Mato Grosso (recording from the Museu Indio in Rio de Janeiro); and (3)
the lament of s Japanese Buddhist priest, in which the text is a fixed unit
where the more or bess musical recitation evokes an improvised performance.
What is astonishing in these cases are the similarities of the acoustic form of
the indexical signs or “signifiers"” in spite of great differences in cultural con-
texts, One might be tempted to think that cenain riteal situntions would launch
similar reactions in the lameniers in their mythic-existential context. In lier-
slure we have an excellent example of such 8 rtunl mprovisation (o the final
scene of Hermann Hesse's novel Glasperfenspiel (The Glass Bead Game). The
scene fakes place at sunrise, when young Tite dances across the alpine
landscape a spontancously improvised dance, without knowing that Joseph
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kncchi is observing him, This precisely represents an archetypal behaviour
which is enly apparently improvised. Basically it is a phenomenon perhaps
sirongly determined by some deep psychic code. On the other hand, we know
that improvisation in the Indian ragas, according (o a cerinin moment of the
day wnd its atmosphere, also belongs 1o o kind of indexical musical prcrice.

Symbolic improvisation would in turn be a case in which the starting
point is some rule, idea, or thought which the improvisation symbolizes, To
the degree that Walther's contest song obeys mastersingers” rules, it could be
taken as o symbolic improvisation, However, sign classes can also infermingle;
hence nothing would prévent us from speaking about a symbolic-indexical
improvisation. A pinist who improvises, say, sccording 1o Caorny’s style
entegorics, bt who ahers ench time the musicnl subitance (theme-object 10 be
dbealt with), would doubtless be exercising symbolic improvisation,

All the aferementionsd sign classes become mixed 1 vorious deferferim
situmions, in which there are severnl gign categories functioning side by side
and of which only one may be improvised, with the others pre-established.

Let i illusirate this with & case in which misic joins with certain forms
of expressive movensent. In Finland in the 19505 and 1960 o panticular system
of femnle gymnastics, developed by Hilma Jalkanen, was ot the peak of s
popularity. A group from the University of Helsinki travelled around the world
giving performances which were said to be reincarnations of the ideals of
Antiguity. The movements in such female pymnastics, according to Jalkanon's
system, were completely preordered, yet relying upon certain “natural®
principles as m contrast to the condinuous tension in the motion-langunge of
ballet (cf. also sadorn Duncon’s idess). The music, however, was always
improvised pasticularly for cach performance. In a sense, music was then a
syinbalic impravisation, but was leonieally and indexically connected with
certain key moments of the purallel gestural language: iconically insofar as
music could imitate the rhythm of a march, the bow of swinging arms or
Jumping: and mdexically in such a way that music exactly determined the
moments for-a leap or fold of the body. A counter-example s provided by the
system of motion elaborated by two Amencans, Alexandra and Roger Pierce
(1981} in which the music 5 determingd — Chopin, Handel, or written by the
authors — but the movements are facultative. Here the movement imitates
miuske through an iconic-indexical improvisation. Moreover, a good illstration
of an “improvised”’ expressive movement lo ready-made music (Beethoven’s
Pastoral Symphony} occurs in Walt Disney’s animated movie Famlaria,

What kind of inferedee applies when improvisation stems from some
given basis, be it o theme-object, emotional siate, or abstract set of rules?
Peirce (1940) speaks of three categories of logical reasoning: dedinction,
inchuction, and ebdiction. Following Caemy's sdvice one comes fairly close to
# dedhuctive reasoning, which always ends with correct resulis,.and whose only
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foule is that they are tadtologics or rivialitics. Meither does the “improvization™
exercised by computers, from a generative grammar which is fed into a
machine, leave any place for freedom, but brings about infallibly “comect™
copies, tokens from given types. Inductive ressoning, in turm, is basically jus
a5 foreign to o geavine improvisation. In the Maostersingers Walther comes into
conflict with the unsuccessful improviser, Beckmesser, who proceeds strictly
by induction. He tries 1o compile a mastersong from fragments which he
recalls from others’ songs, but withom success. This would wypify an
“inductive’" improvisation, Walther represents the third eategory of reasoning,
sbduction, in his own Improvisation. After each Srollen he asks with uncer-
tainty whether it was corregt regarding the rules of inference or tries to
confirm the correcmess of his unsure reasoning, and thus finally comes to the
right résalufion, o mastersong, 10 may be that @ successful, genuing improvisne-
tion can be determined precizely in a Peircean way as an abduction {1 am
indebied for thizs remark o the Brazilian music semiotician José Luiz Mar-
tinez).

When we examine improvisation os a signification we do not need to
resort only o Peircean semiotics. Other theoretical alternatives are available,
such as those of A, ). Greimas's “Paris School' (sece, fir example, Greimas
and Courtés 1979 and his view on the gencration of signification. Starting
from Greimas's theory | have myself elaborated a model of music analysis,
which starts with izofopies (fundamental levels of meaning) then progresses to
the mext phase, in which the process of meaning s articulated according to
time, ploce, and actor. This is followed by the level of modadities {*being/doing”,
‘ean”, ‘know”, *will’, *must’, and *believe')

How might improvisstion be shoped as an ulterance, enunciate, texl, of
sign in the light of this theory? Improvisation constitutes its own isotopy, in
which its own laws prevail; that is quite clear, In musical practices, impro-
visateon is ofien clearly marked and disfinguished from other snuatbons. Just as
often, improvisation represents a kind of sphere of chaos or disorganisation, a
“carnivalized"” domain in the Bakhtinian sense {1 968), Every receiver
understands that the setopy of improvisation is moest frequently o sphere of
partscular fiberties thut would not be permitted elsewhere, Many adherents of
creativity doctrines agree that a creative acl s a Kind of mprovisation, swhich
cannot be suboardinated 1o any rulés or boundaries. Improvisation is like o
territory of reserve, where othérwise bBanished forms of conduct are folerated
and even favoured, Bat it is.an entirely different matter when, for examgple ina
modern avant-garde performance everything really is permitted and free. In
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that case the end resull is stereotyped and onimaginative, such that all con-
temporary performances remind one hopelessly of each other,

Om the next level, the “semiosis"” of improvisation stars 1o take s clearer
shape. One might even argue that improvisation is basically a femporal cate-
gory, which operates with Jankélévitch's concepts “unpredictable’” and “irre-
versible’, Improvisation is namely characierized by the fact that it arises s if
from spontaneous caprice, without any amticipation, and tat its resull cannot
be repeated as such, Should it recur it would no longer be an improvisation,
This = whal happens with Walther's contest song at the end of the opera, once
we have heard it ot the beginning of the third act ai the moment of a
“genuine’" improvisation. Therefore there is nothing more pardoxical than a
nptated or recorded improvisation, where we hear or see only the other half of
the improvisation: we receive it as an wiierance or enunciate, no longer in the
act of utterance or enuncistion,

I the spential sense improvisation appears, as siabed above, inoa certain
place, such as the cadensa of & concerto and the embellishments of an aria. 1n
the setoriad respect improvisation may be joined either to a certain thenme-
object (or perhaps rather to a theme-actor, in Greimasian terminology) on the
level of the ulterance or enunciate, and also perhaps to the subject of the
enuncistion, 1F we listen 1o, for instance, lsane Albéniz's improvisstion on a
historic recording in F903, to which aspects do we pay altendion, whit interests
56 in this performance? Probably precisely the fact that improvisation sounds
expressly as “Albéniz", his style and manner of playing, insofar as we can
know anything about it and expect anything from it In any case, the object of
our interest is actorial, that i, reloted with 3 certain person.

What about srodalittes? All the usual modalities appear in improvisstion
in various forms. Ope may senitinize in the following an improvisatory
cadence for a solo concerto in the light of cur theory, or improvisation in a
certain limited ares (the viruoso sole concertos have been thoroughly dealt
with by Tomi Makeld in his brilliant treatise Firtrosaar sod Werkeforakier
[19859]). Then:

() the modality of "know” increases o relation to other fextures, since
the improvised part usually offers something new in information value, even
when i functions kconbcally; it §s something non-redundand;

(b} ‘must’ decreases, since one is free from rules dominating the other
bextures;

) ‘can” nolurally imcreases, since offen mpaovisation emerges precisely
from the instrumentality or vocality, that s, from technical aspects of the
performance;

{d) “will" decreases: the improvised arca is less goal-directed, less
teleotogical than other pans of the musical work; improvisation detaches the
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listener and performer from their “normal’* Kinetico-energetic background, and
in the 1onal respect the fension, the “will' owards a tenic is as # were inter-
rupted on the six-four chord, from which one then continues 1o the right
resolution to the dominant only when the improvisation has finished;

(e} ‘believe’ or the persuasiveness of the improvisation, #s “truth® value,
is af its smanllest in this section,

Most Trequently improvisalbon aflempis 1o appear o8 something other than
what it really is. Following the Grepmasian calegories, one may lalk about
improvisation as “lie” (it scems what it is not) and as “secret’” (it does not
seem o be what it basically is). Composers may sometimes, with an improv-
isatory style, mask the fundamental code of their music-numative program o
i shape thai conceals the importance of this code in such a way that the
listener does il take the improvisatory device so “seriously™”. The prelisdizing
imtroduction to Chopin’s G minor Ballide can well illustrate this, The listener
considers this beginning as an introduction to the “event™ proper, withouwt
knowing that the whole nuclear eode of the picce is hidden therein, 10 be
reveaked only in the tragic retumn lo G minor af the end of the piece. A similar
case is thal of the listener who hears Sibelius’s Fourth Symphony for the first
time, and thus connod anticipate that its iritone motive will be the kemel of the
whaole work,

From these ohservadions, it seems that even the Greimnasean conocpés ane
apt when we investigate improvisation s s signification,

Al the beginning | spoke about n pariicular existential semiofics, 1o which
the study of improvisation quite natarally seems to lead us. By existential
semiotics | understand simply such semiotics in which all the “classical™”
inmovations remain valid, However, they are joined with oue factor morg: the
ispect of the situation, the 1ime, history, and fulure of the object undeér éxami-
niation. Tn a word, we shall lake into account its exisstentinl being.

Generally speaking, semioticions are aceused of being able o reveal only
the timeless, nhistoric, 18 it were tasteless and odourless, strangely pale-
looking functions of signs. Mevertheless, the esscntinl is that any scholar™s
viewpoint constantly varies in the temporal process. The human situation in
communication and existence differs from the models that “objectify’” .
Existential scmiotics rejects a violent analysis that damages the phenomena
(an ethico-moral principlel; the universality of phenomena consists of seeing
them as something, in some light; what is said or expressed, may be Jess
important than in which sense or mode it is sald; accounting for temporality:

SN

the mesning grows denser, completed in the moment we know we have 1o give
it up. These are the new theses of what | call exisiential semiotics™, In
improvisation these aspects are automatically included since according 1o jis
name, & player, actor, reciter, dancer abandons him/hersell there, ar the mercy
of the siuation, in the hope that “genius™ will not desent such a daredevil.
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COLOR Y SEMIOTICA: UN CAMINO
EN DOS DIRECCIONES

Generalidades sobre color v semidtica

LOud poede ofrecer a la ciencin del color In perspectiva semidtich en
relacién o las perspectivas fsica, fisiologica v psicoldgica? La resis 5 que la
semidlica, como discipling que estd en In base de todos Jos sistemis cognitivos
bioldgicos, humanos v no humanes, engloba v provee el marco epistemaldgico
adecuado para fodes las otras perspectivas. 5§ consideramos el color como
signo, estamod incluvendo todos los aspecios, va que un Signo no & uni cosa
definida previamente, sino una consecuencia de vanos factores v del contexto
en gque ¢s tomade comoe tal. El color pudde funcionar como signe parn un
fendmeno fisico, pars un mecanismo fsioldgico o pom unn asociacidn psi-
coldgica.

El signo, siguicndo la concepcidn de Charles 5. Peiree (ef. CPF; 1.54],
2228, 2230, 2274, 2303, 4.536; 5W: 389, 404) |, es algo que estd por alfina
oira cosa v que es entendido o tiene algin significado para alpuien. Ln signo
se utiliza como sustituyente de ot cosa parn fransmitic algin conceplo acerca
de In misma. Un signo sirve piam representar o sustituir a ofge que po estd pre-
senfe pars algdn sisiema que sca capaz de inferpreior tal sustitucion, Peirce
denoming represernamen (o signo proplamente dicho), ebjemn ¢ Inferprefonie @
ciada una de las tres categorias intervinicenies, El representamen es el skino sus-
timuyente, ¢l objcto |la cosa sustitulda v el interpretante In idea que trmnsmite
acerca de esa cosa

El signo po sustituve o objeto en su toialidad significativa sing que soli-
menie recubre algin aspecto del mismo ¥ por lo tanto ¢l iderpretanie gue pro-
duce nunca agoth [ posibilidod de conocimiento del objeln. Este interpreiants
o debe ser confundido con el intérprete, que es ¢l ser viviente u organismo
que recibe ¢l mensaje. El interpretante ¢s también un signo, es la idea pro-
ducida por el representamen acerca del objeto, pero podria decirse que es un
signo mids claborado que el que le dio origen.

Charles Maorris (1938), utilizando esta concepcitn trisidica del signo, pero
introduciends ¢l factor del intérprete (o veces considerado como un cuanto Tac-
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tor, pero en general colapsado en la nocidn de interpretante, como €l agente o
ser viviente donde se produce el signo interpretante) ha plantcado tres niveles
o dimensiones de ln-somiosias (1) B dimension sfwraericn, donde se considernn
las relaciones de los signos enire si; (2) 18 dimension semdntices, donde ¢ con-
sidernn las relaciones de los signos con los objetos denotados; v (3) ln dimen-
sidn pragmdtica, donde se consideran las relaciones de los signos con los
intérpreies,

Sintactica del color

En los estudios en el nivel sintictice — donde se requicre In ientificn-
cidn de las unidades elementales, sus reglas de transformacion v organizacion
¥ sus beyves de combinaciin parn formar unidodes moyores con sentids “grama-
tical™— ¢s donde la wworia del color alcanza sus mayores logros, Agui pode-
mos considerar los numervaos sistemns de orden de color desamolbados (gue
son algo mis que “diccienarios™ de colores), Ins variables para In identificacisn
v definiclén de fodos bos colores posibles, las leyves de combinaciones & infe-
racciones de los colores, las armonfas en las pgrupaciones cromificas, v cada
aspecto que hace posible hablar de una gramdtica del color.

Los sistemas de orden del color somo como diccionarios, pero poseen
una organizacion que opera no solo en ¢l plano de o expresion sino tambidn
en ¢l plino del contenido. Bl ordenamients de un diccionnrio conlléva unn
similaridad en el plano de la expresion enlre los vocablos consecutivos, es
decir, lns palabras consecutivas son lexicogrificamente v fondlicamente simila-
res, pere sus significados pueden ser completamente diferentes. En [os sistemps
de orden del color, los colores se disponen segin sus similitsdes de tinte, clari-
dad vy saturacion, pero ¢stn organiznciin prodece sdicionalmente que 1os signi-
fMicados asociados con los colores también se relacionen. Entonces, migniras
gue los diccionarios lexicogrificos estin solamente organizados en el nivel sin-
thctico, los “diccionirios” de coloe, ademds de lo simtdctico, también conllevan
uno ordenamiente en lo sembntico.

Uino podria pensar que esto se debe al hecho de que, micntras que las
palabras actian principalmente como simbolos, en los que In conexion entre ln
expresion escrita o hoblada v el objeto represenindo es usunlmente arbitraria y
convencional, lof colores actian coms loonos, cxistiends una conexidn entre
ellos y los objctos que representan basada en alguna similitud. Por cierta, esto
es a5l en algunos casos: por glemplo, en cualquier sistema de orden de color,
el amarillo, naranja ¥ rojo estin proximos entre 5§ 4 causa de un parecido en
finte, mientras que el azul, turquesa vy verde estan corcanos por |y misma
mEen, encoiirindose completamente separados del amarilbo, narnja ¥ rajo. El
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primer grupo de colores es asociado iconicamente con o cilido, mientras que
el segundio con lo frio. Pero existen muchos otros casos en los cuales los colo-
res operan como simbolos, siendo tan arbitrarios ¥ convencionnles como la son
Ins palabras, € lwcluso en estos casos sus posiciones en el sistems de onden de
polor ¥ sus significados se relacionan.

Para el lenguaje verbal existen reglas gramaticales bien establecidas v,
dado un enuncindo verbal, uno puede decir si ¢l mismo es gramaticalmente
gomrecto o no. Normalmenie se asome que una gramitica de los lengunjes
visunles en el mismo sentido es algo imposible. (Como podria alguien diferen-
clar entre “oraciones™ visuales grampticalmente vilidas o invilidas? pregunts
Saint-Mortin (1987 [ 1990 2]} No o5 muy dificil demostrar que esa cluse de
pregunta puede ser contestada afirmativamente una vez que se tienen los ins-
rrumentos tedricos apropiados para describir enunciados visuales, De hecho,
cunlquier persona acostumbrada o ver obras artisticas perdibe intuitivamente,
por ejemplo, que una ciena configuracion o combinacion de colores: no perte-
nece al estilo de un cierto mulor. Poseyendo las herramientas para explicar en
qué clase de operaciones espaciales y cromiticas consiste un estilo, resulla
fkeil determinar si vna conligurncion espacial o combinacion de colores dada
encaja deniro de las reglas de ese extilo o no, Para uno de los elementos de las
representacioncs visuales, e color, ya existen reglas gramaticales bastante
desmmolladas, Las mismos suelen conocerse como armonks del color y poslrian
ser comparadas con las reglas que gobicman la composicion musical,

Para Wilhelm Ostwald, un notable tedrico del color v Premio Nobel de
guimica, solo pueden ser armoniosas aquellas combinaciones de colores gque
mantienen una relacién simple, directn, entre sus atributos, sicndo éstos —
para €1 — ¢l contenido de tinte, contenide de negro ¥ contenido de blanco,
Esta idea es clarnmente andlogn al concepdo tradichonnl de armonin musical,
segin el cual los acordes consonantes son aquellos donde In divisidn enire los
freceencias de los sonidos da mzones simples. En el Cofor Harmany Marual,
Jacobson, Granville ¥ Foss (1948) explican los doce principios de armonia
segin Ostwald, los cunles pueden dividirse en cuntro grupos: armoniss de gri-
se5 en intervalos equidistantes, armonias del mismo tinte, armoniss de tintes
diferentes con igual contenido de blanco y de negro, ¥ combinaciones de los
dos Gltimds princigdos.

¥aen 1921 hobia sido publicado The Grammar of Color de Munsell. Sus
nueve principios de equilibrio del color pueden ser considerados coma reglas
gromaticales genuinas. La gramitica es principalmente el producto de una serie
de convenciones, v msi resulia ser con respecio al color, dependiendo de crite-
rios estiéticos o [os cuabes puede adherirse o no. Pero las reglas de combinacio-
nes de color de Munsell, basadas en el principio de equilibrio alrededor del
gris medio, tienen también una justificacidn fisiologien: ya a fines del siglo
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NIX, Ewald Hering (1878 [1964; 106-122]) habia explicado que frente o un
estimubo gris, el consumo ¥ In restitacion de la sustancia dptica conocida como
plrpurs visual o rodopsing se produce en cantidades iguales, de manera wl que
bi masa ttal de este agente permanece invarable v ¢l ojo 52 encuenirs en un
perfecto estado de equilibrio fisioldgico, lo cual no ocurre al mirar otros
colores.

Johannes Itten (1961 [1970; 32-63]), a partir de su maestro Adolf Holzel,
describe siete principios de contraste del color como recurso fundamental de
disenio, Elfos son: contraste de tinte, contraste ¢laro-oacurg, contrasie frio-
chlido, contraste de complementarios, contraste simultdneo — yo estudiado por
Chevreul mis de un siglo antes {1839) —, contreste de saturacion ¥ contrasie
de extension.

El objetivo de cunlguier gramifica es establecer los limites enire expre-
siones commectas e tncorrectss de un lenguaje, de manern tal que la comuni-
cacidn sea posible evitindose enunciados carenies de sentido. Pero fodla esta
descansa en convenciones, [Sobre qué bases pusde decirse que una composi-
citm de color e comectn o incomrecta? Permimsenos contestar con un cjemplo.
En la mayoeria de los pinturas de Rafael Sanzio uno encuentra un equilibrio
enlre las dreas ocopadas por los tres tintes principales: pojo, azul v amanlbe, ¥
5 posible apuntar este hecho como un msgo general de su estile. Entonces, si
pAG encueiirg una composicion de color que no concuerda con csa regla una
puede decir que en términos de ln “gramatica™ de Rafael csa composicidn es
incorrecis, Pero la gramdfica del color no es solo unp cuestidn de estéticn, o
también imporanie en la vida diaria. Las combinaciones de color que ne
siguen las convenciones aceptadas fallan en la comunicacion del mersaje. 51 se
aplicaran gin previo aviso ofros colores que verde, amarillo ¥ rojo en las loces
dé trinsito, ocumrian infinkdad de sccldentes, va que In gente no sabria como
responder a las mismas. En unn imagen con un propdsite referencial, un cam-
bio en las relaciopes cromiticas debido a una iluminacién diferente de |a luz
blancy podria tormar objetos familisres en cosas imeconccibles,

Semantica del color

En In dimensidn de la semdntica, donde los signes son considerades en
s capacikdad para representor o significar otras cosas, para fransmite informa-
cin o conceptos que estin mis alld de los signos en 5l mismos, ambidn se
han hecho varios trabajos en el campo del color, Una palabra clove pari este
aspecto o5 sustitueide, o decir, ¢l color es considerade como un signo que
puede sustituir o otras cosas, Aqul se exploran las relaciones entre los colores
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¥ hos objetos que ellos pueden representar, bos oodigos v nsocimciones estable-
cidos mediante colores, v Ins maneras en que 195 significados del color eam-
bian segin el contexto de aparicion ¥ en relacién a factores humanos 1ales
como culter, edad, sexo, efc.

Anders Hird, Lars Sivik y Charles Taft, del Instituto del Color sueco v Ia
Universidad de Golenburgo, han investigade sobre los significados de las com-
binaciones de color, Su modelo descriptivo uliliza el Sistemp Matural del Color
como base, Estos estudios han [eralmente hecho un mapes del munde del
color con réspecto m ohmo las asociackones con varias palobras varian sistema-
ticamente 8 o largo del dominio cromdtice. Estos investigadores seleccionaron
130 palabms mediane un método de escalamiento diferencial semintico ¥ los
stjetos juzgaban las imagenes de color con respecto a cutn bien encajaba fa
palabr con la composicion cromiatica en cuestion. El proposito fue obtener
un# ciitidad pequenn de variables que Migsen rizonablemente representativas
de todos Ins variables descriptivas del color {Sivik 1989; 131}, Medmante cstos
métodos 3¢ estudid In estnbilidad ¥ varinbilidad de las asociaciones del color a
lo largo de distintas dposcas ¥ culturas.

Kobayashi y otros (1993}, han desarrollade un métodoe para clasificar
colores individurles o combinaciones de trés colores medisnie imdgenes asoci-
ados o ellos. A través de este andlisis, utilizando los gjes chlido/frio, ssave!
fispero v limpidodgrisicen como coordenmdas, pueden mostrarse diferencias
climfticas v culiurales en [a semantics del color,

En una seccidn posterion, ol tratar de la funcidn simbdlica del color, fen-
dremos oportunidad de mencionar algunos otros trabajos en el campo de la
semibnticn del cobor.

Pragmatica del color

También han sido investigndos algunos aspectos de bn dimensién pragma-
tica del color. En este caso se foman en cuenta |as relaciones que existen endre
los signos y sus intérpretes o wsuarios. Entre los temas que pucden entrar en
este nivel de investigncion podemos considerar; las reglas por las cuales los
colores son utilizados como signos, el funcionamients del color en ¢l ambiente
natural ¥ cultural, fas mancras en que los organismos s¢ valen del celer para
s supervivencia ¥ la imponancia que el mismo tiene en la obiencion de ali-
mento, lox efectos fisioldgicos y psicobigicos del color y su contribucidn al
bienestar humano, vl influencia del color én la conducta. A modo de ilustra-
cedn, mencionaremos solamente tres ejemplos de investigaciones realizadas en
cste campo especifico,
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Maurice Dérbéré (1938 ba eserito un libre anadizando ¢l color en rela-
cidn o las actividades humands, En @l describe, por éjemplo, de qué manem se
lilizan los colores para incrementar b productividad de los tmbajadores en las
fabricas.

El libro de Jack Hwilman (1977: 270-300) ofrece abundantes gjemplos de
como actin ¢l color ¢n In conducta animal, Podemos ver que en actividades
tnles como intimidacidn, apaciguamientio, atrmccion del sexo opacsio, éleocion
de pareja, prepamtivos sexuiies. copulacitn v cuidndo de s progenie, hos sig-
nos cromiticos son o menudo ulilizados por los nnimales con ¢l objeto de
obtener los beneficios descados.

Pretoris v Molnar {1993) han estudiado ¢l efecto del color en la com-
premsién lexicograficn. Un hallazgo curioso es que blanco sobre pegro favorece
la memorizacion de la informacion, micntras que verde sobre negro — los
colores estindar en los monitores de computaciin tradicionales — favorcce I

COmenski,

El color como signo

Hemos asumido hasta aqui, sin ponerlo en duda, gue Tos colores pueden
fupcionar como signes. Retomandoe In nocidn de skgno, la pregunta serind jes
capnz un color de representar algo gue estd por fuera de si mismo?; por asi
decir, Jel mojo implica solo mojez o peede ser asociado con oimos concepios? No
s necesitn mponar demissiado pars ver que los colores sl funcionnn como sig-
ni v que mediante colores se pueden representar muchas cosas ajenas a ellos.
Sin Ir mis lejos, a menudo recordemos algo ¥ bo identificamos o través de un
color. Cuando querenios refenimos a una prenda de vestir en particular, de li
multiplicided de signos que podrinmos utilienr como sustilmyentes (su material,
su tipe de tejido, alpung coracterlsticn de su forma, sy fexiura, ¢ic.) general-
mente lomamos el color como signo mis saliente, Asl, por ejemplo, en ver de
hablar de *el pullover de lama”, o “el tefido al crochet™, o “el de cuello
redonde™, o "¢l de wama cundriculads™, solemos preferit decir "el pullover
werde™, Aungue o veces se ulilizan varios tipos de signos ¢n conjunte, cada
ung haciendo referencia o plguns particularidad, los signes cromdticos casi
nunea estin susentes, Parecerfa gue el color generalmente impresiona en o
memoria de manera mis vivida que otros tipos de signos,

Por otre lado, son muy conocidas las asociaciones que despiertan los
colores, tal como In d¢ relaclonar el verde con la esperanzn, €l rojo con la
pasidn, el négro con la muere, el amarillo con ¢l odio, ete. Por supussio que

Fie] ]

esie Upo de asociaciones depende totalmente del contexto social v cultural,
pera ¢llo no invalida que los colores estén funcionando efectivamente como
sipnam., Magaritios de Morentin destica la fimcion semittica del color

“El estudio del color, en coanto porsdor de b Nimebon semidlica, we
diferencia del estudio psicofisico o neurofisioldgico, en que mientras
edod altimos idemifican ¥ annlizan el color por sus camcieristicas mecd-
nicamente medibles ¥ dependientes de circunstancins Msicas del sujeto
wio del smbiente, el enfoque semidtico considera al color coma clemento
objetivamente apfa para susiifeir a entidades de otro universo ¥ para
DrganizEse on conjunios significatives.” (1981: 61)

La sustitucidn mas simple es la que hace que medionte el color podamos
diferenciur los ebjetas; un frute maduro se distingue del que no lo esth por su
color, Bl color es lo que configurn nuestro mundo visual; los objetos que dis-
tinguimos por medio de la visidn son diferenciados porque percibimos Timites,
y catos limies estin constituidos dnicamente por diferencips tonples: Cuando
queremos represcntor una escena del mundo por medio del simple dibujo deli-
neamos los perfiles de las cosas, pero esto es una construccidn bastante artifi-
cial; en nuestra percepeion directn del mundo no existen tales lineas, solo lany
wonas de distintos colores, v e alll donde termina un color y comienza otro
que percibimos un limite. £l color cample entonces una funcidn altamente
informativa, sin €l seriamos practicamente incapaces de movernos por el
munda con cierta seguridad, como les sucede o las personns ciepns.

[l color es un signo capaz de indicar ciertas propiedades fisicas, asi
coma In composicion quimica de los materiales. Los astrdnomos pueden cono-
cer de qué tipo de materia estd constituido principalmente uit planeta o una
estrella distante — o In mmdsfera que lo rodea — o través del andlisis espec-
tral de |a lux que nos llega de ese astro. A veces, para un organismo, ¢f color
puede establecer la diferencia entre la vida y In muerte: ¢ animal que es capae
de eamuflarse, mimetizindose con i entomo por medio de adopear el mismo
color que nquello que lo rodea, po &5 vislo por su predador, Esto no significa
gue el predador Hieralinente “no ven™ a su posible presa — pucde suceder que
realmente pose su vista sobwe ella —, pero no ¢s capaz de diferenciarla del
entermno sing que [ ve como parte v prolongacidn del mismo. Magarifios
(19B1: 93-84) relaciona esto con la idea de que en un printer momento del
desarrollo evolutive, ¢l vbjeto ¥ su color eran uma sola cosa desde el punio de
wista cognitivo; fue el hombre quien, paralelamente n su descubrimbento del
lengunje, mmbidn “cexcubeid of color separdmcdo de le eosa.”
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“Uhuizd ln sangre v las arcillas hayan sido los primeros colores; esio
quiere decir que, cuando importaban como color, dejaban de importar
como sangre © como areilla. El hombre habia conseguide tener, por una
parte, las cosas y, por otra, los colores de lad cosas; hobia lograde dupli-
car ¢l universo (como también lo duplicd con lis palobras .0 (Maga-
rifios 198 1: 94)

Es, entonces, al seporarse de In cosa que ¢l color se constiluye como
Sipgn,

Ademis de la importante funcidn informative que cumple ef color en la
nuturaleza en general, también estd fa funcion estética que ticne en la sociedad
huimana, donde es ulilizado como un elemento para b composicidn formal y ln
creaciin de armonfa visanl en el entormo habiiabbe.

El color es también un instrumento del marketing, pudiendo ser utilizado
como i signo pare representar valores deseables de los productos para un
determinado grupo de consumo {(valores que pusden ser prestigio, dumbilidad,
utilidad u otros). Las modas con respecto al color en In vestimenta, los biepes
y los productos de consumo, responden a trnsfarmaciones colectivas, sean
niturabes o inducidas, de los valores que representin los colores .

En sumn, todo lo que &5 capaz de representar ofra cosa, dijimos, €5 un
signo. Ahora bign, jqué clases de signos pucden ser lod colores? | Funcionan
siempre de la misma maners o paeden involucrarse en modalidades diferentes
de semiosis? Para analizar estn pregunty deberinmos ver en primier lugar queé
tipos de signos pueden considerarse en general, es decir, chmo soelen chisfi-
carse los signos,

Existen varios tipos de clasificociones de los signos segin los criterios
que sc adopien parn hacerlas. Un criterio puede consistir en clasificarfos. segdn
el canal Misico por el cual el signo ¢s transmitido desde la fuente yo el canal
sensorial por ¢l cual llegn al desting, En el primer caso podemos tener signos
acisticos, térmicos, luminicos, elc.; en el sepundo caso, signos auditives ticti-
les, olfativos, gustativos y visuales. Yemos clormmente que, dentro de esta cla-
sificacion, ¢l colar s¢ encuemm dentro de fos signos luminioss ¥ visunlcs.

Oero tipo de clasificacidn puede atender a las relaciones entre los signos
¥ los objotos a que ellos s& refieren. Aqui eslamos, como vimos, dentro de [a
dimensidn semantica de la semiosis, ¥y podemos tener los clases de signos
conocidas como fcona, indice ¥ simbolo. Un feows s un signo que se refiere o
su objeto en funcidn de alguin similitud con el mismo] un indice ¢4 un signo
que se refiere o su objete en funcidn de estar necesariamente ligado a €1, de
unn contighidad o una relacién fisica con el mismo; un simbolo es un signo
que se refiere a su objeto en virted de alguna convencion establecida, Enton-
ces, ¢l icono implica la nocidn de similitud o semejanza, ¢ ndice la de conti-
ghidad y el simbolo la de convencionalidad. ;Pucden los colores funcionar
icomn lconos, indices v simbolos? Analicemos cada uno de csios casos,

238

Iconicidad en ¢ color

Cuando la asignacién de significados o los cobores se hace por medio de
msociaciones paicologicas, las relaciones suelen basarse en similitudes, tal
como ln asociacion de los colores naranjas, mojos v amarillos con el fuego,
sol ¥ el calor. Es por este tipn de asociuciones, ¥ no debido o que los colores
wrgjen diferencios de femperatura T, que tales ronos son tipificados como colo-
res cilidos, mientras que los aznles v verdes nrulados como colores frios, En
eanos casos fenemos que el color funciona como signa fednico.

Déribérd (19358 [1964; 134-136]) nos informa de situaciones v experi-
mentos que demuoestran que lis sengaciones de o o calor derivadas de encon-
trarse en cnlornos aznlados o rojizos respectivamente (sensaciones que los
idflividues experimentin como reales), se producen fuers de todo cambio tér-
mico renl, tanto en la remperansa del ambiente como en b lemperaturn conse-
ral de los individuos. Se trata por tanto de un efecto puramente psicolbgics
producide por una asociackén,

Peirce (CP 1.313) mencionn el gjemplo de un cicgo que pensaba que el
cobor escarlitn — del cual supuestamente habria recibido una descriplion ver-
bal — debin ser algo similar al sonido de una trompets. Este ejemphe muestra
especificamente edmo un sonide puede funcionar como signo, representindo
un eolor por medio de una asociacion icdnica; pero ¢l caso podrin darse tm-
Bigm o ln inversa: si un sordo que no conoce ¢l sonido de la trompeta recibe
una descripeion verbal del mismo ¥ cunndo ve un color escarlai lo asocis con
mquel, tenemos entonces que ¢l color escarlatn es un icono del sonido de In
trompeta. La relacidn entre color ¥ sonido es en general una asocipcidn de tipo
fednica, ya que s¢ basa en paralelismos perceptuales entre ambos fendmenos.
Dl mismo (ipo es I asociacion entre el color y [ cunlsdad de tns vocales del
leniguaje (vénse Yilmnx 1967 §17)

Los sélidos de color con una disposicin que respoade sdecundamente 5
Ia varacidn de valor o claridod, ol como ¢l sélido de Pope (194%; 13), 51 son
dividides por un plano horizontsl que pase por ¢l punto medio de su altura,
dejan & los colores oscuros — que son asocindos con |u sensaciin de pesadez
— e el seetor inferior v & los colores clarod — asocindos con la sendacion de
liviandad — en el sector superior. Estas asocinciones pucden considernsie jed-
pices va gque 3¢ don a través de la homologia perceptual por medio de Ta cual
un color oscurs da laimpresidn de ser mas denso, v por [o temo mis pesmdo,
mientras que un color claro da la impresidn de ser mas disipado, v por o @
imds liviano, como sl el color oscuro fuviese mayor concentracidn de materin
que ¢l color clare — teniendo en cuenta que esto funciona pues ¢l correlso
fisico se hice en (éminos de igualdod de volumen v marerial,
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En este sentido, Déribérd (1958 [1964: 137]) describe situaciones regis-
tradas en fibricas donde los obreros que debian manipular diaiamente clemen-
tos pesados pintados en ¢olores oscuros se quejaban de dolores renales, ¥
relitn como los problemas se solucionaron y el trabajo parecid mis aliviado
cuando los mismos elementos fueron pintados con colores claros,

Indicialidad en 2l color

Es sabido que ¢l color no esti en la materia flsica ni en la radiacién
luminica; es unu fmvagen {(ahora podemos decir un signo) producida en la
mente de un organismo equipado con un sistema sensorinl (la visking que reac-
cioni a determinada porcion de esa radiacion, Esta imagen o signo e In repro-
duccién que el sistema visual hace de In radiacidn proveniente de kis fuentes
de luz o de los objetos que reflejan o transmiten csa adiacion. Esta es la fun-
cidn de signo mas primaria que cumple el color, es decir aquella por ln que se
constituye en un sustituto de In mdiscidn Msica pam levor ol cerebro informa-
cion atil acerca del mundo externo. Y se tratn de un signo indicial. ;Porgue
decimos esto? Porgue 3 evidente que entre Ia imagen sensorial (el signo
color) v ¢f fendmeno fisico (la radincién) no existe ningdn tipo de similid ni
homologia, solamenic una conexion fiskea, construida a travis de millones de
altos durante el proceso evolutivo de los sistemas de vision (Kuehni 19911, que
hace que, por ¢jemplo, ¢l sisterna visual humane resccions a una rdiscion de
alrededor de 700 nandmetros de longitud de onda produciends coms signo
sustitutivo ¢l cobor rojo.

Un indice es un lipo de signo que funciona debido a que entre él ¥ lo
que representa existe unn conexion real, fisica, concrets, que tiene lugar en
determinado tiempo y espacio. Por eso s que la carscteristica de los indices
es In contigilidad enire el signo ¥ el objeio, Una veletn que nos permite saber
Ia direccidn en que sopla ¢l viento es un Indice, pues la posicién en que se
encuentra ha sido causada directamente por agquclio que esti representando, es
decir, In dircecion del viemo, De la misma manera, el hecho de que el color
amarillente én la piel de una persona sea tomado como un signo de enferme-
dad 3 establecido por una conexitn indicial, ya que os la enfermedad ln gue
ha provocado esa pigmentacion en [ piel.

Waturalmente que esto tiene sus sutilezas, pues alguien puede pintarse la
cura de amarilbe pira fingir una enfermedad que no tiene; on este caso In cone-
xidn indicial no existe, pero el receptor {la persena engafinda por el ardid)
piensa que si. El emisor esth utilizando ¢l color como un icono, para parecer
un enfermo, miemras que el receptor Jo interpreta como un indice; la mentira
se dan porgue @] cree que la enfermedad exivte realmente. El color ha sido wili-
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ziddo desde siempre con In finalidad de ocultar, fingir o engafiar; piénsese sino
en el camuflaje y ¢l maguillaje, donde generlmente ¢ rol principal 1o jocga el
color; véase, por ejemplo, Luckiesh (1922 | 1965 210-247]).

La indicialidad se hace también presente cunndo el signo esth en unn
relachin de parte por el 1odo con su objeto (Scheok 1991: 132). En este sen-
tido, podemios mencionar ¢l uso de muestras de color en transacciones comer-
ciales v especificaciones en In industria, donde un pequeio troze de material
coloreado estd para indicar la terminacion deseada o b apariencia del producto
enfero.
Magarifos subclasifica los signos indiciales en tres tipos: sefiales, Indi-
cios ¥ sintomas?d. La sefid o5 un signo que antecede 3 5o objeto; por gjemplo,
cunndo un peptdn ve In imagen rja del hombrecillo en el senmiforo, sabe que
inmediatamicnie se pondrin en movimienio bos auios que estaban detenidos, el
color gris plomizo en ¢l ciele o5 sefial de que va a Bover. El imdicio s un
signo que sucede a su objeto y permanece con posterforidad al evento que o
cnusd! por ¢jemple, luego de que un lguide s¢ derrmmara sobre ann téla, la
mancha de color oscure que queds s on indicio de lo que ocermié, Bl sintoon
£5 un signo gue ecurre simulldncamente con ¢l evente que constituye su
objeio; el color mjo en Ins mejillas &5 signo de turbacion, verglienza o sofoci=
cbln; cuando la causy cesa el sintoma cess, al desaparecer la urbacion el mos-
ire vielve a su color habitual, El conductor de un vehiculo se guin por sefales
de transito que le anticipan simaciones; el investigador policial se gula por
faicing por conjeiunr SiuacIones que OCUITIeno, ¥ o508 signos, 51 perdumn
en el tiempo, pueden ser utifizados en un juicio como elementos probatorios; el
médico s¢ guia por sinfemas para diagnosticor una enfermedad que estd afec-
tando a un paciente. En 1odos estos tipes de signos indiciales, ¢l color sucle
tener un papel primordinl.

Simbolicidad en el color

Un simbolo es un signe que tiens una relacion especial con los objetos
que dengdn, Esfa relncidn es descritp por Sebeok (1976; 134);

“A sign withour eiter simitariny or contiguity, bur only with a
conventional link between its signifier and its denotata, and with an
intensional class for s designatum, is called o symbaol.

[Liwe srgmo que no tiene similaridad ni contigiidad, sino solo wma
cenrexidn convenclonal entre su significante y sus denclala, ¥ qwe posed
una clase intemsional pora yu designatim, es Hamada we simbelo].”

261



La condicidn de formar una clase imensional, es decir |3 clase definida
por el hecho de que sus miembros posecn la propiedad connotada por el tér-
ming, ¢ imporigvte para distinguir clammente entre un simbolo v un nombre.
El nombre, siendo tambiétn convencional, tiene uma clase extensional para su
designatum (Sebeok [976: 138), siendo clase extensional aquelln definida por
medio de lstar los nombres de los miembros o sefalands a enda miembro en
forma sucesiva (Reichenbach, citado por Scbeok 1976: 138} En resamen, cf
simbolo define universales mientras que el nombre se refiere a particulores,

Los significados son a menudo asignados a los colores independiente-
menle del objeto sobwe el cunl el color e visto, Par gjemplo, las asociaciones
verde = geguridad, avanzar, amariflo = precaucidn, extremar los cuidados,
rajo = peligro, defenerse, son aplicadas en varias sitvaciones mds alld de los
semiforos v las seflales de trinsito, En el contexto de lox partidos de fibol,
una tarjeta amariiln mostrada a un jugador sianifica una admonicin {adverten-
g, sea curdadosa) mueniras que una roja significa “detengn el juepo, usted
esth expulsado”. En la anguitecturs industrial estos significados son timbbén
observados v hay un codigo establecido para los colores de seguridad
(Déribiénd [958 [1964: 213]): verde = seguridad (isociado con fa forma rectan-
gule o cruz en los puesios de socomo), amarille = peligro posible, precaucidn
{nsociado con la forma tridngulo), rajo = le!, prohibicidn, peligro inminente
{asociade con ln forma circwlo), material contra incendio {con la forma del
mmaterzal}).

Mieniras que algunos de estos ejemplos — fal como los colores en In
sefalizacién de trinsito — pueden ser considerndos como pertenecientes al
tipo de signo téonicamente definido como sefial, es decir un signo skngolar que
desencadena akgina reaccion por pane del receplor (Seheok 1976: 121), debe-
mas recordar que los signos no perenecen definitivamente m unn u ofra clpse
gino queé varfan de acuerdo al contesto en gque aparecen, Asi, el signo verdl
pucde ser una sefial en un contexte pere un simbole en otro, Como recalca
Scheok, (1976: 122):

“pne musl eonsianily deal with aspects of signs; fe repeat. g verbal
counamand I5 very Hkely to have both a symbol-aspect ond o signad-aapoct,
and the sign i gurestion will oscilfate between the twer poles aecarding to
the contexr of v delivery.

[no debe constantemente tratar con aypectos de signos: reliemndo,
una orden verbal es muy probable que tengas ambas cosas, un aspecto-
simbalo ¥ un aspecto-sefial, ¥ ¢ signo en coestion oscilam entre ambos
poles de acverdo con el contexto de su enunciacion].”
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Un caso interesante de arbitrariedad ¥ convencionalidod, carscteristicas
de los simbolos, en los significados de los colores es el caso del Manco v el
negro asocizdos con el nacimiento ¥ la muerte. En le coltura occidental
los pares son: blameo = pacimiento, bautismo, fegro = muere. Pero, coma
Arnheim nota (1957 (V987 29910, el blanco tiene un significade doble v
opuesto: la pureza ¥ 1a inocencin del comienzo de la vida por un lado ¥ 1a
vaciedad de la muserie por ¢l otro. Ausencia de tinte significn ausencin de vida;
en las culluras orentales el blanco definitivamente significa muerie,

John Hutchings (1989, 1993) ha venido haciendo una encucsta interna-
cionnl para csudior los simbolismos del color en las diferentes culluras v tradi-
ciones, indagando principalmente sobre los usos del color en lns vestimentas,
Ins decoraciones ¥ las comidas en ceremoning de casambento, durnte ¢l luto ¥
¢fl ofras cereimonias familiares, religiosas o piblicas. Como curiosidmd, pode-
mos citar que, asl como en eccidente ¥ en algunos paises de onente como
Japda el color de ln vestimenta de las novias es el blanco, Jas novias hindises y
las de la tribu Han en China wsan ¢l rojo, las de In tribu Dong en China usan
el negro v las novias chinns que viven en Singapur usan ¢l rojo o rosa con el
dorado,

El color pirpurn ilustra el caso de un indice wransformado en un simbolo.
En el pasado, cuando el piarpura era muy costoso y dificil de obtener, fue
wsado como ¢l color de la realesa, Hoy en din esta conexidn indicial ha desa-
parecido, pero ¢l pirpura pim conlleva significados de magnificencia, pompa,
dignidad, nobleza v rango elevado; los cardenales de la lglesia todavin usan
este color. La regla general que se verifica es que el repertorio de simbolos en
una cultura crece o expensas de otros tipos de signos, por cjemplo de signos
kcdnicos v signes indiciales (Peirce CP 2,302, véase también Shon 1988), Es
decir, un signo que en determinado confexio comienza siemdo tenido en cuenta
como un icono porgue exisie alguna relacion de similited entre el mismo y lo
que representa, o como un indice porque existe alguna conexidn fisica real
entre &1 v lo que representa, con el tiempo ¥ con ¢l uso reiterado se transformia
en simbolo, pues 1a costumbre hace que se conserve la relacion en forma arbi-
trafia, independientemente de la conexidn origimal.

2§ atendemos a la ubicacidn de los eolores en el circulo cromético v
comparamos la posicidn relative de los tintes con los significados asotiados &
cada uno de cllos, nos daremos cuenta de que conceptos opuestos coinciden
con tintes opuestos. Esto se verifica para el azul como simboloe de fidelidad ¥
decencia, opuesto al amarillo como simbelo de traicidn ¢ indecencia; también
parn el rojo = peligro, detenerse, opuesto al verde = seguridad, avanzar, Esto es
vilido no sobo con conceptos asoctados por relaciones simbdlicas con los cole-
res, sino wmbidn con conexiones iconicas ¢ indiciales.

El color como elemento fimbilico suele formar parte, junto con Gimos
aspectos como ln forma y ln textura, de simbolos visuales mis complejos, por
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ejempin banderas, alegorias, emblemas, escudos de anmis, marcas comercinles,
lopotipos, isedipes, Los cddigos sobre los que se construyven estos simbolos,
por asi decir miis sofisticados, obedecen por lo general o los cédigos de los
clementos visuales que bos componen {(Crivano 1590).

La teoria del color como contribucién a la semidtica visual
¥ la semidtica como paradigma para el estudio del color

(Cudles son fos bengficios de poner juntos color v semidfica? Por cierio,
las contribuciones van en las dos direcciones: de la teoria del color a la semibd-
tica viswil v de n semidtica gemeral al estudio del color.

La teoria del color, tal como ha evolucionads n partic del tmbajo dé inov-
muerables tedricos, puede exhibir, si uno ln enfrenta desde un punto de vistn
semiditico, todos los msgos que se requleren parn la construccion de un sistema
semibtico sumamenie ¢laborado. Tal desarrollo fedrico ofrece justamente un
models parn b clabomeidn de una semidtica visual, un paradigma que resulta
mis apropiade que los modelos usaalmente importados de la linglistica tra-
tando de aplicar o transponer directamente las concepciones de la sembdtica
verbal, Esios intentos de tratar de encorsetar bos signos visuales denirg de los
modelos construldos para ¢l andfisis de los signos verbales han sido basmnie
criticados en los dltimos dempos. Fernande Saint-Martin (1987 [1990: x-xi,
1-5]) brinda un buen panorame ol respecio,

Por el otro lado, la perspectiva semitdica provee el mejor ¥ mis completo
marco epistemoldgico para ¢l estudio del color va que, para los organismos
vivos, el aspecto importanie & que ¢l color funciona como un sistemn de sig-
nos; v la semidica del color — que puede ser establecida como un compo
sumamente sofidicado por derecho propio debido a los va maduros dessmallos
de la teorln del color — puede considerarse como un excelenie paradigma
{especialmenie en o que respecta o sus rasgos sinkicticos) para el estudio de
los otros sistemas de signos visuales.

ROTAS

! Lasighs CF dougna hs Colleores’ Mopers, e domde I relimncin s¢ en i e
di voluman y parigrafo; la gl 5W desipna lot Sefecred IFrimsgs, domde lo feferoncia oo a las
“Cariny o Lady Welby™ del 13 de octubre de 1904 v 23 de drctembie de 1908

# Leonhand Cbersucher | FHR: 1 39) sefisls que. segin abservacione v estudio de prefinen-
cimy de cobor roalicsdon duransc un periodo de 50 e on una rona de Alememia, 5 ha podido
deiecinn un pairdn eliglico en o8 cembios de los colones de moda. Es obrin la stilidad goe cae
biene pors bow (abwricantes que desesn poder antizgur L latern smdencins. Sepim oile citad, @
ciclo de color comienza con coloecs allamenie cromatiogs (o ¢romitical, wegusiin lueps por

264

codoes s ancune (e RcIm. ek i 8 coloros mmsrnsado (B niiming qoe beego
w0 vuclven mes cheos lendicndo hacia ke Boipes ¥ ke opdones pasted (fne clari), Lis colores cls-
ros s hacen mis desaturndon basia que licgan & dommar el blanag y lox prives (fne scvunsiica)
Limgn de wn fiompa, los colores acromdlros wa sombinedes con olones alismesic crominos
{lase acromisica-cromitica) v com Yonaludsdey parpares (Eee pdrpuisl. Fnstmenle, o oolings
mcroemdbions. dessparcoon v i s godores Croendtcos, comknednsdone un meve oo

b Lo que 3¢ comsce coma “emporiea del color” mes bene qiie veil gon sdices de mdine
ol cubirscn en fos coloees. o oon ona analcga quc se alil paen descrdr b cromaticidad de
una finwde heninma L temgperanan. & ook de una focsse de Juz e By fempersioes 8 s ciald w
CEEr(H NEEID — o en Iorminos mels procios un radador leal — emilitia radiscdm en laregide
winibde oo ba fissma cibrnaticidsd que ke rediscide de 18 foentd de b, Do seregersias del cobof se
mude en prados Kolvin v i, por ciompho, la luf olar conmeiponde aprancimadamenic @ esg lempe-
rabeta dal color de 6000 *K, lo ool ignifics que un redisdor 1ol cuys emperase s elevam a
8000 grados emitivia huz del mismo coler qoe b e solar Sobic cie lonss véme. pod gevinba,
Evam | 196K 72-2:43 v Diptical Socsety ol Amenes (1955 194 103), Como el mewno Py refiee.
o w experiemcin fanilin que sl on tnaee de ectal e calenindo i suficsmis, oa o deserminada
momin s powsdin 100, 8 medids que s mements ln Emperiues i paxando o narmnja, amaiiio
y hlmon, v bedricesenle -um-ﬂnﬁuhmhhhmll.tmvmmlm
resulla imarnn 8 ln miocischin — pammente glicodigion = de gee of ol e mis o™ que
el mja

1 Vet clasificacion ha spdo ioneds de s clese icoricn dicisda por Magarie

HLFEREMLCIAS

AN (ASSOCIATION INTERNATHNALE TH LA COULTURY — A0 Ol 59, Proveeadings of
e &M Congreas, | 307 macn, Poesn Awes, Goopd Arpeeting del Colar, 1980

—— AN Codonr 82 Procening of e 7ok Congeear, Hadapest, 1308 junio, ¥ voly, eds A
Memeaies v I, Schansds, Dosdepes, Hemgarisn Mational Colour Cammatice, 1995

AnsiEnd, Rsdall — Ari wed Vsl Peredpiion. Berkeley, Califomia, University of California
Press, 1947 Trud expabola pos Masins, Rubén — Jfrie 3 Fercepeidn Pianal, Hocnoy
Alies, Budeha, 1957

Cavasn, Jusé Loty — “Symbolicity in ch=enlaty vl sigia”, in Semiic (990 & S
Sodrdy, pane X 1990 Proocsdings of the Intermatsmal Semioticiars” Conlerenes (o [bonot
of Thomms A Scbedks Tl Binhdey, ode ), Bemand, 1. Doy, V. Voigt y G, Withalm,
Dby Blarylssd, Univariny Press of Americn, d=55, 190

Cievarie, M. Fuptve — O & dat ol fontroets simiiesd gl coslenrs, 1839 Trad inglesa, Pl
Pringipdes of Hurmorg and Comtrast of Colowes, Lendow, Longmas, Brovwn, Green and
Longmans, [B54.

Dnmiri, Maice — Lo comler dows Bey serivids buspives, 1930 2° gl Pak, Dumsl, 1959
Trod, capatiln, Ef oolor e s ovenvelades himsgog, Sladrid, Teonos, 194

Evans, R||ﬂ1 M. — dm fnreedtretion do Cafpre, Boeva Yok, fohn Wiky & Soes, 4B

ilanmias, tack Parkor — fhwicel Sigrale Amima! Cemmamicatis and Lighi, Slosmengeon,
Tidwana, Indiana University Press, 1997

Hiseati, Fwald — Jfor Ledee won Lickoumse, Viena, Coll Goroldi Sohn, 1ETE Haopilaciim ¥ -
dhocciin pod Hisvers, Leo Moy Jiwonsd, Domthes — Ounlioes of a Dheory o Lipht Semee,
Cambrdee, Massachimetin, |larvard Uneversity PFress, 1%

My, John B — “Colood i folklore, seperditos, mnlilos and lepend”, en AR 1585, vol
W, &, 199

= “intgrnalional smevey on calour w ToBtlone, behiel and hHlliuh—IPll‘ﬂ'l- report”, en
AIC B, vod L, 153-157, 1903

205



T, Johanacs. — Kuwuit der Forbe, Ravensbung. Omo Msicr Vesbap. 1941, Versitn imglea cnn-
dersada por HacEx, Frsi van — The Elemeing o Covor, el F_ Rinen, Mucva Yok, Vi
Mosieand Beinbakd 1970

Fipvasson, Egbert; Gaasvicin, Walier Oy Foss, Casl F — Calor barnsiny s, Chicaga.
Comaine Corponikon of Amoica, 185

kohavas, 5, S, H; Hosloowy Sy Iwaarom, K, = “Classifying I-calor combinatiom
By Wi mesocsaled images oo the wamvioonl and clearirmyish mes”, en AL 1995, val. ©.
Jh3h, 199005,

K, ol . — O the evalution of the cobor visson system”, Codor Research vl A=
cation B (41, 37250, |99,

Lupsiess, Maithew — Frsis! Nhmions. Pheir Couses, Charocierinies and Applivatind, Muva
York, 10, Van Nostrand sl Conunble, 122 Republicaciin, Musva Yok, Dover, 1903,

Maganifirs oo Mokesmn, haan Angel — £F Cundro cauno Texh: Apoeies parr wna Spamindogio e
da Piaurs, Boeton Aives, Tees Tiemgos, 1930,

Miomass. Chardes = “Toundations of the theory of signi”, en Emcyelapedion off Usified Scornce,
vol | Mo 1 od. Ouio Neursth, Chicagn, The Usiversity of Chicago Pross, 1938

MUKSELL, Albert M. — o Girmwwear of Cole, Mintincagoe. Massachoietts, Stathmone Paper
Cormpany, 1921

Dumastian, Leonhard — “The langusge of colow”, en AIC 1993, val, A, 1372140 199

OFTICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA. COMMITTEE OMN COLORIMETEY — The Scremed i
Cloir, Maxeva York, Crowell, 1953

TomcE, Charkes Saniders — The Cotlecind Papers of {Tarfer Sowdees P, B voki, 1TEEO- 1008
Wole 1«6 eds Charles Hartsharne v Paul Wefss (Canibridge, Massschaseit, Harvard
University Fress, 1931- 19350 voli. 7-8 e Asthur W Furks (Cambridge, Massachisetrs
Fewrvesd |dmiversity Press, |958)

= Swivched Wrinngs (Falwes oo Untwerse af Chare), 1R63-1911, od. Philip P. Wiener,
Wueva Yok, Dover, 19066

Parr, Arthit — The Lowgeage of Dranwing sl Piriering, Caslicidpe, Sfsmsackanins, Harvad
University Press, 1949

PrevoRiis, 1 O,y Moukak, 0. — “The effect of cobour and coleor contrnd on lesical compres
heswion ™, en AN PRI, val. © F37-140, 1950

Baia-Maan, Fomanide — Stkoligar i Lampape Vinuel, Moniséal, Presasy de I"Lhaivemilé du
OQuéber, 187, Trad ingloss, Sewmieics of Vil Lompuape. loomington. Indians, Indkana
Ussiversity Prets, 15540,

Rupeok, Thomas A, — Coanfriburions fo ihe Docivime of Signs, Rbsonigiom, fndiona, Indiana
University, ¥ Lisse, The Peser de Bidder Press. 1976,

— A nign & fed oopige. oominglon, Indians, ndissa University Press, 1991,

By, Thirmas — “The growth of symboh™, Cricers Semidico, enem D88, B1-37. 1988

Sy I{;:g- “Reseanch on the mcanimgs of ook combinations™, es AN 1980, val 11, 130153,

Yisee, Haseyin — “A theory of specch percepdion”, Bulledor off Lirtbematical ied
TRLES, 1T ¥ i

CLAUDIO FEDERICO GUERRI
University of Buenos Aires, Argentina

REPRESENTATION AND SIMULATION
IN GRAPHIC LANGUAGES *

1. Introduction

The semiotic approach to architeciure depends on what can be considered
as text, object of semictic reflection. The different analyses can be classified in
thiee general calegories in relation o the aspect of the architecture they deal
with. Such as:

i. the object studied is the architectural constrrciion, as bearing signifi-
cations related 1o constructive technologies, including social and sesthetic. Said
considerations — first dealt by Barthes ( 1967) and Eco (1968) started towands
the end of the 60's — were developed together with semiotics itself to the
point of considering the bublding as a text in relation 1o ies context. This kind
of semiotic analvsis nims o the characterization of architecture as a zocio .
Therefore archifecture is hereby presented for an diferprelmn-spectation

il, the object studied s the symbolic way of infurbiting materinlized in a
devermined consiruction. The anolyses of this type tend to be productive in the
determination of social valies (Broadbent, 1973) mainly communicational, in
relation to the architectural construction. According to Peiree, space is
considered as ground, of a sign whose dnterpresans is the inhabitant.

fil. the subject is the design practice itself. Design is always present in
every architectural-habitable-constniction, but it is independent enough, so as
1o exist without the necds o be materialized in & construction liable of
habitation, This type of analysis attempts to explain the way fo produce archi-
fecture from the very design practice. Graphic languages constituie the starting
point of design. Archilecture is seen here a5 from an fnferpretant-producer.

* This article {x based on & paper presented a8 the ¥ Inlcrnational Congress of the
IASS-ATS, Berkeley, Jung §7R
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project does nor e o be Rome. It i undoubtedly immeals B opposes truth as
an adequacy and precisely because it lacks any relationship to reality. creating
ils Qe

As | have already mentioned analogical simulation is a pragmatic pattern
for cognition and action: Perspective and the Monge System ploced on the side
of truth produce texts in which the design process is enabled, The three st
examples show another petion of the designer: simulation within simulation. In
other words, another action s added 1o the analogical simulation of the system:
an individual action on the part of the designer who simulates within
simulation,

Twerefore, in design, we hive two concepiual possibilities i the use of
graophic languages. First, we have the traditionnl or canonical use, which
implies a first level, or external simulation of the system. Second, we have a
secomd level of simulation, where we manipulate the inner desipn possibilities
of the graphic system itself, réndering knowledye on the very graphic language
used,

The side of secret in Greimas's square represents thie operations of design
which are hideden, belinginot-seeming wnd that, nevertheless, sustains the
structure of design,

Let me illustrate this concept with an example of intertextuality. As n
rule it is agreed thal the architectuml work i not 5 merely result of the vision
of the anist, but a creation based on other works. Design processes in which
panerns are reproduced or ransformed implicitly or explicitly, mke place
inside the work.

The perspective or the ground plan of a building show the superficial
aspects of such intertextunl processes. But there is alreabdy o thind type of text:
the Theary of Spaticl Delimitation’ — T.5 1 — {Jannello, 1988, 483-406;
Guenri, 1988a, 347-356). This system or graphic language manifests iself with
o specific type of drawing: the tracing and the direv-hicrarchival-sirvcture
(Gruerri, 1988b, 405-411).

In o compilation of works by Richard Meir, Joseph Rykwert shows the
plan of the dormitory for the Oliverti Training Center as well a3 Alvar Aalto's
MLLT, senior dormitory, The description given by Rykwen does not go beyond
thit which can be inferred from a direct ebservation of the plans, the text is &
follows:

"o the serpentine dormitory block, like the analogously planned
student housing a1 Cornell University, inevitably recalls the plan of
Aalto’s student housing for M.LT. in Cambridie, Massachussets; but
apart from the obviens similarities of massing, the building... (is)® very
different from Aalto’s...” (Rykwert, 1984, 17
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Meler archifecturally quotes Alvar Aallo by using forms enalogical to an
"8% He dismisses the problem of the architectural form by means of an
ncljeciive: obvious,

(L Abvir Anlos, MILT. senmw domitory, Centueige, Mosachanaiis, 1008 plait aiad eeiigs
1. Ehchand Scier, davistion of e Ofhveitl Trameng Center, Tarytown, Mew Yol 1971, ple
onad rcings. Tracngs ik by | fsna Cienmes

Rykwert sustains that Meler's construction is similar to that of Aalia's,
without widing many details.

The wpplication of the tracings unvell, on the other hand, other elements
that correspond to the ‘deep stencture’, to the structure of ‘pure design’
{Jannello, 1980, 5-6). It is possible to discover that the tracings of both
constructions, even though perceptually analogous, have o different pure
dexign configuration. While Meier's is a configuration of interpetetrated paral-
lebograms that of Alvar Aalto is a configuration of interpenetrated reclangles,
Thus showing a difference in the history of the design stricture: rectangles in
the 40°s and parallelograms in the 70°s. Both configurations pivor around a
central element. While the nucleus in Alvar Aalto is constructed as a mntersal
volume, in Meber's Uhe volume is aniiled bt maintained in the struciure of
design®. With the tracings of the T.5.1, the design value of Meier's archi-
tectural proposition is wnveiked.

It ean be understood now, that ench graphic lnnguage — perspective,
Monge and T.5.0, — operate o reveal ospects hidden by the others. Because
each Ipnguage seems 1o speak of a different referent, when taken fogether,
comparatively, they belong on the secret side. Now, if we take T.5.1. alone,
we are able to locate it on the side of truth: because a racing — o complex
configumtion — simply shows it own pure design stracture,
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1.2.2. Mutual perception — an ecological approach

What is meant by mutual perception in these situations? The theory
which seems fo me most adequute o solve our problem has been called an
ecologicnl approgch 1o perception (Gibson 1979). It is ecological in the sense
that it treats perceplion a5 tool for sction in everyday environmentul siuations
unlike the classical theories tremting it as & behavior of i3 own and o be
investigated mostly in laboratory experiments, Therefore it is nob surprising
that one of the tenes of the ecological approach te perception is that we see
what wie must sec in order 1o agl soccessfuly in evervday pursuits, In this
semse we mist see landscapes, buildings, people, tooks, amd what may be called
information surfaces such ns pictlures, printed pages, signs on computer screens
cle. Dur question with respect 10 encounters must then be rephrsed: What
miusl we see (and hear} in humon encounters ot various distances, i order that
these encounters may develop successfuly, And we can casily see, that
sucoessiu] encoumters have 10 do mosily with the Tunctioning of comniunkcation.

2, A methodological problem

The bulk of research carried out on muiwal perception in encounters st
varfous distances has used techniques of inference which must be used in
ethology. Since the researcher cannot sec what an animal must sec in onder to
behave successTuly in its environment, elaboraie experimental designs are
pecessary &0 infer whal an animal most have seen under o given condition in
order to behave as it does.

Investigators ising the same methodologicnl dpprosch with human
sobjects Jook from the oulside on an encounter and infer what the participants
in the eneounter must hove séen in order 10 behave as they do or, especially, to
commumicate a% they do, With ihis methods, at the beginning of research on
encounters, Scheflen (1963) studied the behavioral interaction between
pschotherapists and their clienis. When the therapist ndjusted his neck tie this
was interpreled as-a preening behavior initisting o Mirting sequence of the
therapist with his client. Whether the clieni saw himseIl what the observer saw
and whether he or she felt that the therapist initiated o Bint remains o matter of
inference,

In order to get away from this methodological problem we have used the
method of participant obsérvation, puiting the observiers in a direct contact
whith what was to be observed in an encounter, i, the other person, and
asking to report what he or she were seeing. This methodological ploy does
away with the detour of “objective™ observation via inferring the behavor of
the participonts in @n encounter,
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3. Two studies

3.1, Study 1: Mapping out the visual field

3.1.1. The first study was an atlempt 1o map out the wisunl field of
partners in an encounter. How large, how wide, how high was the visual field
encompassing the other person i an encounter? This queﬂinn_ may be nesolved
i an abstroct way by calculating under the assumption of given angles at the
petina the horizontal and the vertical extension of the field covered by fut‘ri al
the two cyes allowing for an average distence of 7 cm bebween the _puprl:

Another method is used in medicine by perimetry. In perimetry lI]r.
impairment of the retina of a patient Is mapped owt by .hau-ing I:Mh eye in
separate tums fixate the pol of & constant size hallow hemisphere. The head is
fixed in a headrest. A fight dot is projected into various points of the hemi-
sphere and the patient reports whether he sces il o ned Thl: perimetric charts
of cach eye are then pantinlly superposed according to the distance between the
two eyes and thus the visual field of both eyes results.

Our approach was different. From an ecological point of view it s not
adequat 1o held the head in a form position and 1o let the eyes fixare an
abstract point in a hemisphere. We see with our whole bady by meving around
whh our feet, our tunk, our head and our eyes.

312 Method

Our observers were placed at various distances in from of n wall :mr:rnfld
with & grid of 105 10 cm squares. Each of them was asked to look at the prid
at their eye level from the distances of 7.5, 30.5, 61,0, 99.0, 167.5, 289.5,
5640 and 7200 cn. These distances comesponded 1 those proposed !I:q.r Hall
{1966) for the chose and far phases of the 4 types of umnu_nu:r..r._ The ligh dot
of & Mash light used for pointing at details in a slide projeciion Wils maved
from above in the direction of the eye level of the observer and ﬂn-: number of
10 % 10 cm square was counted between the square where the light dot was

iced and the eye level,

o Twuﬁ thought !:fﬁ:i!m to mag out the upper limit of the m?vcy:d field
of vislon since the lower and the side limits would probably be wrd-l:rl andl the
extrapolation of the visual ficld would err on the conservative side if it was
hased on 2 circles with the distance between the upper limit and the eye Icvf.-l
ax their radins for each of the two eyes 7 em apart. 30 Observers book. part in
the study, The data were processed by averaging the distances over the
observers. The data of persons wearing eye glasses were treated first separately
and then pooled.
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Abb. 1

Fig.| shows that the size of the visual field ot first increases slowly from

3.1.3. Results of study 1
the far phase of the public encounter to the close phase of socinl distance and
then decreases drustically along the two phases of personal and intimate

The results of this study are shown in fig. 1.
encounters. The visual fields may be frontally portraved ss in Fig 2.
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Fig. 2 indicates that the regard during encounters successively blends o
the context of the opposite person, concentrating mose and mare on the person
and loosing iself fnally in 8 scrutiny of details.

3.2. Study 2! Whal is really seen?

321 The classical studies of person perception

Given an estimate of the size of the visual field at different distances
from the target of an encounter the question 1o be answered remaina what is
really seen of the other person ol different distances. There &5 3 lange amount
of ternture on dy posture, gestures, elal expression and eye contact, some
of it pretending even to represent a scmiolic approach (o person percepiion
{e-g- Exline & Fehr 1978). The tendency i3 to treal posture, gesture, facial
expression, eye coninel ns semiolic systems in their own right. The study of
these “coddes™ is very valuable except that i lends 1o miss the basic fdca of
proxemics that all these codes are working in concert along the various
distances of encounters where some of them fade our making place for others
to fuction in the process of communication,

Facial expression, for example has been siudied in an authoritmive way
by wthors like Ekman & Fresen (1975, 1978). Bug they fail 1o mennion tha
facial expression is visible in encounters only along a limiled range of
disiances.

Likewise, gestures cannot be scen ol an intimate or personal distance as
long as the face or head and shoulders are being looked a1, We therefore
undertook 4 study nsking observers 1o describe by means of a questionnaire
what they saw of different persons st varioos distances simulating different
types of encounter, The hypothesis was that with decreasing distances andd
narrowing field of vision the perception of the encountered person’s body
sepments would loose its importance and fode et in faver of skin and facinl
surface detnil.

322 Method of the study

The observers in this study were ench directly faced with 3 targel
persons, A young woman, 3 young man and an older man (the author of this
paper) which might be called "sctors™, They were placed in front of the wall
eovercd by the grid of 10 = 10 cm used during the previous stidy on mapping

Fig. 2 — Conrimassion out the visual feld.
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What was to be observed ot the 8 distances representing the close and far
phases of the 4 types of distances in encounters was prescribed in a question-
naire unber the three following hendings:

= What % visible of the person?
— Please, pay nftenfion (o movemends!
— What is the detail you see?

Bebow each of these headings particulars for the observation were given
which hod 10 be answered in the alfimalive case by o check mark, A folal of
27 particulars were proposed for ebservation. The number of observers
participating in this study was 30. The data were processed by averaging over
the affrmative answers Tor each of the observed partculors,

32,3 Results of study 2

3.2.3.1. What is visible of the person?

In the far and close phose of public distance in an encounter the whole
person is seen with s surrpunding environment, In the far and ¢lose phase of
social distance in an encounter the whole body of a standing person without its
surrounding or & standing person from the knees upward s visible, In the fir
pnd close phases of personal distance head and shoulders of the encountered
persen can be seen, In the far and close phases of intimate distance the face or
only part of fhe face are perceived. Interestingly enough, the bodily paris being
visible at the various distances correspond to the different types of shots used
i film making: Long shot for public distance, Hollywood shat {kees upward)
pnd waist shot (mediuvm shot) for social distance, Head shot for personal
distance and tight head shot for intimate distance,

31.2.3.2 The movemens visible

The perception of movements s mest pronounced under the conditions of
priblic and social distance when mside Trom hend movements visibde froan very
far already facial movements (lip movements, movements of facial muscles,
twinkling of the eyes) and mainly arm gestures are visible. Arm movements
fade out in the personal and Intimate distance where only “adaptors™ (e.g. fsce
scratching) can become visible. The perception of movement is so pronounced
because it can also be detected by the peripheral receptors of the refinn

2

3233 What detadl s seon

With decreasing distance from the encountered person more and more
detail of the face is reveiled, while body attitude and the arms are mostly
visible in the far and close phases of public distance. In the for snd close
phases of social distnce facial expression and mood of o persen, wrinkles and
the state of the teeth are visible, The pores and fine hair of the facial skin, the
color of the eves, the eyelashes, little veins in the sclera ond changes in the
pupils are visible only in the far and close phases of personal and intimate
distance, when gross details are fading ous,

4. Conclusions for a sketch of media theory:
The simulation of encounters

4.1. Photography

The medin of visual commaunication are ofien used 1o sinielate encounbers.
Photography, for example, is ot its best simulating a personal encounter, The
portranit, & hend shot or head and shoulders are even vsed by authorities 1o
identify another person in o document, Photography, however, blends out
movement of facial muscles and gestures. 1t can therefore portray facial
expressions and gestores only inoa froren simle. Nevertheless, a portraln may
pwaken all kingds of associations from the repertory of our whole life's expe-
rience with fsces a o personal distance,

4.2. Video and television

Facinl and pestural movements are preserved (n wvideo and felevision, We
it in front of o telewvision se1 o distances of between | 1o 2 i depending on
the size of the screcn, We confront what is put on the screen of a the fur phase
of personal to the pear phase of socisl distance, Television directors have no
yet realized (or only in an intuitive Tashion) that they can best simulate
encounters o these distances. Television is a chamber medium, 11 should focus
on facial expression instead of projecting movies with herds of dwarfs riding
nlong the horizon.

4.3, Cinema
Movies instend nllow for the portrayal of full size persons within their

context in o bong shot. But we may be approsched by the actor all along from
the public to the social distance, seeing less and less of the context while
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ORIGEN DEL LENGUAJE, COMUNICACION
¥ ESCRITURA *

El compo de aplicacién del térmimo “lengonje” se preseniaba o Sawssure
bastante beterogénen, En cambio, usaba el wrmino sobe para refenre ol campo
e To signico verbal, aungoe pensaba en la posibilidad de constituir mma cien
cid, In semidlica, gque estudiase ambidn [os signes no verbales, que 2l hombre
utiliza para comunicarse, Todavia mas heleropéneo es el campo de los inler-
pretantes de “lenguaje”, sl englobamos en & ne sdlo los sipnos que forman
parte de In semiosis verbal, sine también los de o semiosis no verbal, ¥ no
silo los que s¢ producen pars comunicar, sine también los que corecen de
cunlquier intencidn comunicativa, ¥ si considernmos que ln vtilizacion de sig-
nos no se limita al sélo monds hamans. Tambids normalmente, en o forma
comim de expresamos, hablamos de “lenguaje fotogrdfice”, “musical”, “len-
guaje de gestos”, “lenguaje de ln moda™, “lenguaje del ordenador™, “lengunje
onirien”, e, Mars ha revelndo un “lenguaje de b mercancin™, independicnie
de la voluntad de los que la producen v 1a Intercambian, ¥ Freod ha inaugu-
rado la interpretacion del “lenguaje del inconsciente”. Todos nesotros, de
pequeiios, podemos afirmar, refirdndonos a los cuenios, que hemos hablado ¢l
“lengunje de los animales™, ¥ sabemos mis o menos que los animales tienen
“lenguajes” especilicos, aunque scn con posibles varnies para cada especie;
por nio hablar de la, no poco difimdida, creencia de que algunos animales pue-
den opremder nuesiro lenguaje. Ademis el ténmino “lengunje” s¢ usa parn refe-
rits¢ @ determinados sectores de una Fengua, o alzunos compos especiales o
especinlizados de la misma, es decir en exprisiones coms “fenguaje periodis-
tico”, “lenguaje deportive”, "lenguaje buroeritico”, “lengunje podiica”, len-
gunje fibosdhica”, et

5S¢ comprende ficilmente que no es posible wtilizar sin equivocos ¢l 12
mine “lenguake”, quenendo referivse anicamente a lo verbal, como & menudo

® Tesbo que com alpunst vatanbon ¢ icgiacionos be ssdo 1omado de Posdui, & Calrs
AT, PN, Poreikl, S — Fomdmierd @ Mool ol fmguigi, Nar, Lalera, pp 3561 17
(M. dckaT)
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s¢ sigue haciendo, inelusoe en contextos especializados. Cunndo el sentido &
este ltimo, tenemos que especificar €l término afiadiendo “verbal™. El len-
suaje verbal incluye tanto el escrito cama ¢l arml,

En italiane, francds y espafiel, a diferencia de otras lenguas come el
inghés, el alemin y el ruso, tenemos dos Wminos difercates “lengua™ y “len-
guaje”, y es pertinentc aprovechar ¢sta diferencia. Tambicn en ¢l lenguaje coti-
diitne, psamod “lengua” para referimos a las lenguas “naturales”™ (historicas),
como italiano, inghés; migntras que wsamos “lengunje” para referimos a secto-
res de la lengua, “lenpuaje perodistica”, “lenguafe lieraro”, o o sistemns sk-
picos no verbales, “lengunje de los gestos™, “lenguaje fotogrifico™, “miesical™
ete. ¥, genernlmente, no decimos “lengua periodistica™ o “lengim de In moda”,
como no decimos “lenguaje inglés™. Por ko tanto & completamente indtil afia-
dir “werbal™ o "lengua”, mieniras que usando ~lenguage” es necesano sclnrar de
cudl de los muchos lengunjes sé imata.

Par ko que se refiere al adjetivo “linglistico™, basta por si solo pira hacer
entender gue la referencin s o lo verbal, por gjemplo en “comportamiento lin-
glistico™, “estructura linglistica”, como por ofra parte “lngilistica™ se usa pam
referirse @ la discipling que se ocupa- del lenguaje verbal; por lo tante ¢s redun-
dante decir “comportamiento linglistico verbal”, aunque lo es mucho mas
hablar de “lenpuns verbales™. En cambin, usado como sustantive, pam referimse
8 un conjunio de benguajes, “linglistico™ hay que especificario en “lingflistico
verbal™ y “linglistico no verbal”™, Permanece de todos modos,. la ambigledad
de Ia calificacidn “lingDistica”, visto que piscde referirse tainto ol lengunje ver-
bal como & lo lingfistica que & ofupa del mismo, en expresiones coma “reali-
dad lingliistica™; ;del linglista o del lenguaje? En francés la presencia de “lan-
gaygier™ elimina la ambigiedad: “la réalité langagitre est différente de fa réalite
lingmistique™,

Proponemos wiar el rmino “lengusje™ para referimos 8l uso de signos,
tnio verbabes, comio no verbales, tipicos del mundo humano, En el caso de I
comunicacidn en e mundo snimal o en ka mlercelular o en e codipo gendtico
fque & pesar de Todo es, segin Sebeok 1979, In que mils se parece al lengenje
humana), ex oportuno hablar sélo de “signos™, de “mensajes™, de “oddigos™.
precisamente, de “sistemas de comunicacion®, de “semiosi®, gle, Esa distin-
cidn terminoldgicn queda justificada por el hecho de que s necesario reservar
el término “lengunje™ para referirse o la semiosis especifica de la cspecie
humnna (cfr. Scbheok 1991:22-33),

En todo recorride interpretalivo de la semiosls humana, donde 22 exami-
nen también lay partes mplicias que funcionon como referenles, enconlrumos,
con funcipnes de interpretado ¥ de interpretante, signos verbales, imdgencs,
objetos y fendmenos Nsicos no verbales, Hemos dicho ya, que ningln signo
pucde subsistic fuera de la conexidn con ofros signos. Afladimos ahora que
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ningn signo — sea verbal o una imagen mental o un ohjeto materinl con fun-
cldn de signo — peede subsistir sin conexidn, sea con signos verbales, sea con
imdgencs mentales y objetos o fendmenos signicos con funcidn de signos,
Tanto 5i esta conexitn ¢s explicita, o permanece implicita, sobrentendido,
constituye la condicién imprescindible por la cual algo, en la semiosis humana,
funciona como signo, Dicho de otro modo, de un recorrido interpretativo,
implicito o explicie que sea, por el.coal algo tiene un sigriflicado v por lo
fanto es signo, forman pirle necesariamente [nto signos verbules como image-
nes mentales, tinio objelos como oconlecimientos fisicos con funcidn signica
no verbal. Ninguno de estos tipes de signos es autosuficiente. Y la referencin
de interpretante a interpretante no puede fimitarse 0 uno sdlo de ellos; ¥ si
parcce (ue cs asi, sucede porque los interpretantes helerogéneos con respecto a
un clero fipe de signo permanecen sobrentendidos, pero i se considern en
profundidad un recorrido interpretativo ¥ 5i se especifican los inlerpretantes de
los interpretantes que nos hacen considerar algo como signo, se puede ver
como en el process mterpretativo colabornn, con funcidn de signe, del mismo
modo palabrus, imigenes, ohjetos y acontecimlentos fsicos con ¢l papel de
ohjectos materiales. Una secuencia de imigenes oniricas recibe significado,
también para quien lns esti sofando, gracias a que esas imagenes pucden ser
imerpretadas mediante palabras, objetos o fendmenos fisicos. Ciertamente una
secuencin verbal puede tener como inerprelante ofra secuencin verbal, ¥ ésta a
su vez ofra, v asi al infinito; pero su significado no depende sblo de Ti referen-
cin de unns & olms: necesariimente entran en juego, con funciones de inerpre-
tantes, tanio objelos Msicos que no son palabras, como imdgenes inenlales,
incluidas las mismos imdgencs de las palabms, sunque sélo sca para permitir L
identificacion, el reconocimient,

Lenguaje y comunicacion

El lenguaje humane comprende tanto €l lenguaje verbal, como los len-
guajes no verbales. Bl lenguaje verbal se distingue en lenguaje oml o vecal, e
decir el habla y el lenguaje escrite. Mormalmente, segin una actitud “falocén-
trica™ (v. la critica por parte de Derrida), se conskdera el lenguaje escrito como
secundario con respecto al lenguaje oeal, del que fa escritum seria un nevesti-
micnio exlerno, su ranscripcidn. Sobre la base de s considernciones de
Sebeok sobre el origen del lenguaje, resulta en cambio, que ¢l mismo lenguaje
oral, ¢l habla es secundario: posterior con respecto al lenguaje, entendido como
procedimiento de modefacion primaria especifico del hombre, al cual sdlo
sacesivamente, en ¢l proceso filogenético, se afiade cf hablo. El lenguaje ver-
bal, oral v escrito, y por lo tanto las lenguas, v sus sistemas de tanscripeion,
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en el caso de que estén dotadas de cllos, presuponen el lengunje en el senrido
arriba mencionads, Como también lo presuponen los lenguajes no verbales.
Podriamos decir que en el proceso filogenético del hombre, ¢l lengoaje como
procedimiento primario de modelacion especie-especifico ha encontrado inter-
pretantes tanto verbales como no verbales, que han sumentado sus posibitida-
des inerpretativas, La red signica total empleada en la actualidad por el hom-
bre, pura significar ¥ para comunicar, es b expansion de In constituida en
origen por los interpretantes del lenguaje, como procedimientos primarios de
modelacidn. Algunas panes de esta red pertenecen al lenguaje verbal, en su
expresion oral, v al lenguaje verbal, en diferenies formas de escritura. Pero
ofrus partes de ln red signica humana estin constituidas por sighos — ¥ sus
correspondientes procedimicntos. es decir, normas y formas de comportsmienio

no verbales. El lenguaje, como es actualmente, puede ser por 1o tanto dis-
tinguido en verbal {oral v escrito) v no verbal,

El habla tiene unn funcidn especificomente comimicativa, micntras qoe el
lenguaje e en primer lugar un procedimienio de modelacidn que, sélo en un
segundo momento coando, con ba aparicion de la forma primitiva el oo
soyperens, €l habla pormife su exterioramcion, mume mmbin wnn fuscitn oomis
nicativa, amplisndo cuantitsivamente, pero tambidn transformando cualitativa-
mente |as copacidades comunicativas de los procedimientos no verbales que el
hombre poseis en comin con otros animales, En consecuencin, la scmiosis de
los lenguajes rio verbales, sea como comunicaciin, sea comeo significacion, b
pesar de presentar los mismos tipes de signos del comportamiento signico de
los animales (sefales, iconos, indices, simbolos, nombres, como ha demostrado
sobre todo Sebeok), se diferencin del mismo. porgue estd “impregnada™ de sig-
nos verbales, que lan contriboido al injerto — han hecha de drbol de trnsmii-
sitin — del lenguaje, como procedimiento modelador especie-especifico del
hombre, uniéndase con los procedimientos de comunicacion no verbales huma-
nas, convirtiéndolos, o pleno titulo, en lenguajes, En otros témines, también I
comunicacidn ¥ la significacion humanas de los signos no verbales se produ-
cen, o traveés del lengunje verbal, segin el modelo especie-especifico del len-
gunje, ¥ por lo tante son cunlitalivamente diferentes de los de los animales:
diferencia que se puede evidenciar, usando lambién pam cllos, ademis de pam
el verbal, el término lenguaje, pero no para el comportamiento signico animal:
todo o signico humano es lenguaje.

Existe, por lo tanto, una parte de verdad, por decirlo asi, en lo que dice
Barthes cuando observa que

“No es seguro que en la vida social de nuestro tempo existan, fucra
del lenguaje humana, sistemas de signos de cierta amplitud {..) Imigenes,
comportamientos pueden significar, y efectivamente significan, pero
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nunca de forma independiente: todo sistema semiologico Hiene que ver
con ¢l lenguaje () En general, parece cada vez mis dificil concebir un
sistema de imdgenes o de objetos cuyos significados puedan existir fuern
del lenguape: pam percibir lo que una substancia significa, hay que regur-
rir necesariamente al trobajo de anticulacitn que hace la kengun: no existe
sentido que no sea nombrado ¥ e mundo de los significados no &5 otm
cosa que el del lenguaje” (Barthes, 1906: 14-15).

También es verdad que “dicho knguaje no & el mismo que el de bos lin-
glistas” (ibidem 14}, Pero no se tratn, como ¢n cambio sostiene Barthes, del
lengunje verbal correspondiente a una u otrs leagua (aungue sea considerado a
pivel, no de monemns v fonemas, sino de “fragmentos mas extensos del dis-
cursa, que hacen referencla a objetos o episodios™: ibidem, ), sino del lenguaje
como sisterma de modelacidn primario. Con respecto al cual ¢l lenguaje verbal,
oral o escrito, es secundarnio ¥, en vez de constituir [a base de los lenguajes no
verbales, como dice Barthes, constituye solamente el “clemento mediador”, por
usar otra expresién de Barthes, pora que Btervenga on ellos el procedimiento
especie-cspecifico del lenguaje. A traviés de esta conexion los lenguajes no ver-
bales son capaces de significaciones (y ambién naturalmente de transmitir
mensajes) que, aunque encuentren antes o después en su recarrido interpreta-
tivo signos verbales, no podrian ser realizados por parte de los signos verbales
por &l solos. Por ¢ste motivo, la clencin gencral de los signos humanos no se
rediice 2610 a una “translinglistica”™, como en cambio sostiene Banhes, Wi 1am-
poco puede ser vilida su propucsta de cambiar la relacidn saussariana enire
lingfiisticn y clencia de los signos, diciendo que s Ta segunda o que esti com-
prendida en ln primera, ¥ no al contmrio.

Demostrar lo especifico de los lenguajes verbales ¥ no verbales, con res-
pecto o bos sistemus signicos presentes en el resto del munde animal. ponién-
dolos en relacidn con el procedimiento madelador especie-especifico del len-
giaje, comao hace Sebeok, significa en cambio, fundar semidticamente el
estudio de dichos lenguajes, abandonando en ol estudio de los signos humanos
prejuicios de orden fonocénirico o glotocéntrico. A pesar de que el lenguaje ha
encontrado en la vocalimciden, v en general én [o verbal (si tenemos en cuema
tn importancia de la escriturm), su mis apropiade medio de exteriorizcion ¥
expansion, no significa que dicha exteriorizacion y dicha expansidn no Sean
posibles tnmbién a través de lenguajes no verbales. Un cjemplo impertante, en
este sentido, ex ¢l lenpuaje de los sordemudos, que no pasa para nada en quien
lo aprende, a través de la mediacién verbal (para quien lo enseiia, natural-
mente, se funda en ln anticulacidn de la correspondiente lengua real que habla)
¥y que, por lo tanto se presenta como directamente implantado en el lenguaje
como procedimiento de modelacion y de representacion especificamente
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hismana. Otro efemplo poede ser el de los infantes (que, como dice sy nombee,

no hablan}, ¥ en cambio comunican eficiemente o troviés de medios no verba-
les. No s6lo, sina que s a trovés de In ayuda de este 1ipo de comunicacion que
los mismos llegan o aprender el lenguaje verbal,

Existe también unn parte de verdad on la tesis de Chomsky segiin Ia cunl
ki comunicacién no es la funcion especifica del lenguaje, sdlo que Chomsky
cuands dice “lenguaje”™ quiere decir “lenguaje verbal”, s mis se refiere espe-
cialmente al habla v a las lenguas. Describe el lenguaje en términos de “facul-
tad™ fnnata, mas que de sistemas de modulacidn, de representacidn del mundo
especic-cspecifico; y también cunndo wsa el Wérmino “gramatics” pam referirse
al mismo — término adapto para indicar ¢l caricter modelador ¥ la funcion
transcendental del lenguaje — concibe la gramitica come la que gener las
frases de las diferentes lenguas, ¥ que por lo tanto csti dotadn, como esta
Ghima, de unn parte fonoldgica, una parie sintictica v una pante semdnticn, con
la dinica diferencia que se tmta de unn gromitica universal. En consecuencia la
"G (Gramatica Universal) se parece a unn Ursprache, un lenguaje verbal
eriginario, una lengun universal, a cuyas estructuras innatas seria posible
remontir lodas las lenguas, a pesar de su multiplicidad y diversificacidn, queda
concebidn en 1érminos de innatismo cartesiano, revisadn en términos bioldgi-
cos. y sobre la base de ln vigja contraposicién de racionalismo y eHipirisma,
coma si fildsofos como Kant, Cassirer, Husserl no hubicran existido nunca,
Cuando Chomsky niega la funcion comunicativa del fenguaje, no se refiene
absolutamentc a lo que Scbheok, que ciia pam reforzar su tesiv, entiende como
“lenguaje”. sino al “lenguaje verbal™, al cual Chomsky atribarve, para colno,
una absoluta independencia con respecto a los lenguajes no verbales, como si
fuernn pasibles recorridos interpretastives constituidos sdlo por signos verbales,
por referencins de interpretantes verbales @ interpretantes verbales (sus estrue-
turas superficiales y profundas). Esta fala de distincion entre “lenguaje” y
“lenguaje verbal™ puede dar lugar — como en ¢l caso de Lichermann {1975),
quee intenta explicar el origen del lenguaje empleado conceptos de la teoria
chomskiana - a formas “de reduccion psicologica”, segin s cuales “comple-

Jos procesos antropogénicos quedan resumidos en ¢l desarmollo lineal de ciertas
capacidades cognoscitivas, deseritas ademis en el lenguaje por ka sintdcticn fra-
dicional” (Rossi-Landi 1985: 229),

Por lo que sz reflere a la parte comunicativa de los lengunjes hamanos,
5 necesario tembién dejor o un lade In limitads inderpretacion de la comunica-
cin como transmisidn de informaciones, de mensajes, por parte de un emisor
¥ un receplor, que por lo tanto, resultan externos y reconstituidos respecto al
proceso comunicativo. Hace falia conceder al wrmine “comunicacidn™ un sen-
tido milis. vasto del que le conceden la semiologia de tipo ssimsuriana v lo teo-
ria de la informacida, en base a las coales ve ho construide el modelo (teori-
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ado explicitamente por Jakobson) que se basa on los clementos cldigo. men-
saje, emisor, receplor, canal ¥ contexto. Es necesario atribuir al 1érmine
“comunicacidn” 1odo s real espesor histérico-social v, al misme tiempo, con-
siderla ¢f campo de formaciin v funcionamienio de In actual red signica de |a
semiosis humana, que hace posible la comunicacidn en sentide estricin, ¢s
decir, como inercambio de mensajes. De tal forma, 1o comunicagion resulta
coincidir con ¢l proceso mismo de reproduccion sockal, del quee e intercambio
comunicativo cn sentilo esiriciy cpnstituye adlo ung fase, S¢ comprende ahom
que, dentro del procese comunicativo emtendido en estos términes, figumn s
misma individonlizacidn, constiticidn, determinacion de ~lo™ que es objels de
pomunleac ion-transmisidn, se forman lns “experiencias personales™ gue como-
nicar, ln toma de concicncia, la actuacion de decisiones, la existencia de una
relacian especial inter-individual, dentro de la ¢unl s¢ realizn la comunicacion
intencional, Las mismos necesidades, incluidas los “necesidades comunicati-
vas”, no quedan fuera de In comunicacion. Las necesidades. como ha demos-
irado Marx en ba critica de los coonomistas “burgieses”, famn en el interior
del proceso de reproduccion social v son inconcebibles fuera de ln comunica-
citn. El hecho de que los hombres “ginander ctwas 2u sagen haben™ (tienen
algo que decirse) (Engels 1896, trmd. i, 1967; 163) no queda fucra del com-
plejo process comunicativo que subyace a los signos verbales ¥ no verbales, ni
esti fuera del mundo producide por el lenguaje como procedimiento mode -
dor humano ¥ no se puede, por lo ranto recurrie al mismo, para explicar,
lnmarquennamente, ¢l origen del lenguaje (v. le consideraciones que hace
Rossi-Landi ol respecio, 1985; 225-226). La "Comunicacidn™ ¢s también gl
lugar donde s¢ constituyen los significados, donde se organiza la reslidad,
donde se determing ln expericncia, donde se forman los mensajes, dinde s¢
realizan actos voluntarios, imencionales, incluidos bos que inteman comunicar
tlgo o alguien. El “lenguaje verbal no nuce de una genérica necesidad de
comunicar” (ibidem: 233}, sino de In necesidmd de un cierto nivel de comuni-
cacidn social correspondiente, tanto a procedimientos comunicativas no con-
vertidos todavia en lenguajes no verbales, todavia no especificamente huma-
nas, como al mundo significedo, interpretado, o vravés del procodimienio
modelador (v no comunicative) del lenguaje, especie-especifico del hombre.
“Es necesario, untes que nadn, poner de manificsto que el lenguaje no se puede
reducir a mers comunicacion, de o forina no podrinmos colocar la hnbilidad
lingliistica en un esguemn coherente de filogdnesis de Ia estruciury nerviosa ¥
de sus correspondientes funciones psigquicas™ (ibidem: 234)

S¢ comprende ahora que el problema de ln precedencia de los lenguajes
no verbalbes con respecto a los verbales, y viceversa, hi fenide un plantcami-
ento equivocado. Los lengunjes no verbales, como lengunjes, tal ¥ como hoy
s& presentan, no pueden ser considerados antecesores del lenpuaje verbal. Lo
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que o5 anterior son los comportamientos signicos no verbales, el “gesto”, el
“grito”, la "dana”, el “camo™ que, por cuanto sean pre-humnonos, s¢ hon reali-
zado en comespondencia con el mundo humane producide por el lengoaje
como procedimiento modelador especie-especifico, 5i dichos comportamienios
signicos se han convertido en lenguaje s gracias a ln medincion del lengunje
verbal, ¥ por [o tanto, como tales son posteriores al mismo, o pesar de que
aumentan s posibilidodes interpretativis v comenicativas,

Lenguaje y escritura

El lenguaje, antes de presentarse como verbal v de desarrollar, a través
de lo verbal, funciones comunicativas gue samentan v renucvan cualilaliva-
mente también las de los compottamientos signices no verbales (que por lo
tanto s¢ presenton fambidn ellos como “lenguajes”), es un “procedimientn™ —
come hemos visio, preferimos es1a expresion o b de “sisieme”, de Sebeok que
In toana o su wer de b semidticn de Mosch-Tarmu (v, Sebeok 1991 497 —
modelador, un modelo de construccidn def mundo, Su fmcion especifica es fa
de significar, de interpretar, de conceder sentido. Todos los animales possen
modelos de construccidn del mundo v el lenguaje es el del hombre, gue sin
embargo se diferencin completamente de los procedimientos de modelacion del
resto de los animales, aungue no son diferentes los tipos de signos que el
mismo empliea (iconos, indices, simbolos etc.). Su camcteristica espeelfics e
In artreulacidn o, como dice Sebeok, In sintaxis, es decir la posibilidad de sig-
nificaciones diferentes que se sirven de los mismos objetos con funciones de
interpretantes-interpretados. “Articulacién™ hoace pensar en la descomposicidn
de elementos. “Sintaxis” designa mejor la disposicion temporal-espacial de
w308 objetos. Los mismos inferpretados asumen interpretantes diferentes segin
sed 50 posicidn cronotdpica. La secuencia temporal de In produccién verbal
fonica se encuentra colocada en un orden espacinl, donde el mismo objeto
psumie significhdos diferentes segn su posicidn.

Ln escritura hnce visible “la sintoxis” del lenguaje. El espaciamiento
inherente a la interpretacion que el lenguaje realiza — de tal forma que bos
mismos objetos, cambiando de lugar, asumen interpretantes diferentes — se
convierie en el recurso principal de la escrifura, In cual es mis fherente, con-
genial, parecida al lenguaje de o pueda serlo ka fonacidn, o pesar de que Ia
escritura ha aparccido después de ln semiosis vocal v de fa formacion de las
lenguas, come sistema de transcripcidn. La cseritura es inherente al lenguaje
como procedimicnto significante en 18 medida que & mismo se caracteriza
como sivtaxis. El mismo signo fondico & escriturm. E h!nguljc o3 ya BELT-
twra, la cual existe, por lo tanto, d'avant la lettre (Lévings 1982h; §), todavia
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anfes de que fuern invenindn como sistema de transcripeion de la semiosis
vocal, es mis, antes de In conexion del lengunje con la fonacidon v dé la forma-
citn de las enguas. Lo escritura forma parie del lenguaje “antes que el estilete
o la pluma imprimiese la letra en la tabla o en el pergaming o en ¢l papel™
(ibéd. . El lengpenje como es en la sctualidad conserva lns huellas de so desar-
rolla tms el empleo de [a materia Tondtica, pero &0 asl, no ha perdido los ras-
gos de In eseritura precedente o su ranscripcion. Estos se ponen de manificsto
en ba articulacitn del lenpunje verbal, en su cordicter icdnico {significacidn por
posicidn, por amplijud, como en ¢ alorgamiento del adjetive al soperlativo, o
del werbo en lns personas del plural, ete,., como ha demostrndo Jakobson
1966). Cuando la escritura, en un segundo momenta, ha voelio o ser revesti-
mienio secundario para fijar el vocalismo, hn utilizado el espacio pam conser=
var, & través del tiempe, I palnbm orsl déndole unn confizuracion espacial
(v. Kristeva 1992: 61}

La anticulacidn cel lengunje verbal (la doble articulacin de Martinet) es
un mspecto del procedimiento modelador del lenguaje, que amicaln el mndo
por diferenciacion v diferencia-aplazamiento ' — aifférencetlifférance (Der-
fida) —, @ través de un sistema de referencias en el que el inferpretado como
significante, e decir, como residuo no interpretado, se coloca en diferontes
recomridos interpretativos v en una cadena ablerta o referencins de interpretante
o interpretante. La anticulaciin o3, sobre todo, distanciamicnto, espacipmicnto,
que el lengunje como procedimiento modetndor realiza como escritura, Signi-
ficar m iravés de diferenies posiciones de las mismas cosas es va escrilorm, ¥ la
srticulacidn del lenguaje verbal, ¥y medioite ¢ lenguaje verbal, se realiz preci-
samenie sobre la base de esie Bipo de significacidn por eposicidn,

Como sintixis o, como preferimos decir, para evitar los equivocos del
uso de un trmino tipico de s lingistas v de los neopositivistas (lu “simaxis
Ibgica™ de Carnap), como escritura anterior a ln fonacidn, ¢ independiente de
Ia funcidn comunicativa de 1o imoscripcidn, In modelacion del lengunje s¢
sirve de plezsa que pueden ser colocadas en un infinite nimero de modos, De
inl forma, pucde dar lugar a un ndmers indeterminado de modelos, que s pue-
den desmontar para construir, con las mismas pleras, modelos diferentes. Por
es0, como dice Scheok (19900, gracias a su lengunje, los hombres pueden no
sblo producir su mundo, como los demis animales, sino tnmbién un nGmena
infinite de posibles mundos™: “es ¢l juego de la ensoffacitn™ (es ¢l titulo un
libro de Sebeok), que desammolls wn papel imponante en la investigacion ciemtl-
fica ¥ en cunlquier otra forma de investigacicin, como también en la simuols-
cion, desde la mentira o In fecidn, v en toda forma de creacidm artistica. La
“ereamtividad”, que Chomsky considern como rsgo cspecilico del lenpunje ver-
bal es5, en cambio, una derivacidn del mismo, mieniras que es tipico del len-
gunje como escritura, coma procedimiento primario de modelacidn,
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Del risgo de escritura tipico del lenguaje, proviene la posibilidad que fie-
nen los lengusjes verbales v no verbales de Tuncionar como signos por si
solos, una especie de suplemento respecio 3 su Nuncion cognoscitiva, comuni-
cativa y manipulativa que se puede detectar, aundgue sddo bajo forma repetitiva,
en los comportamicntos rituales de los animales. El espesor dialdgico de los
interpretantes v, por lo tanto, el superamiento de In significacion en In signifi-
cancia (o que Barthes llama of fercer xentido, respecto al de |8 comunieacitn
o mensaje v al de la significacion) estin conectados ¢on el cardcter de escritum
del lemgonje (v. Ponzio 1983 62-75).

La eserituma s¢ representa sobre fodo en la actividad de escoibin, a través
de In cunl excapa a su funcion de transcripcion, e independiz de la phoné, o
pesar de que, como oJiffirance, aplazamienio, gisto superfluo, con respecto 4 fa
significocsin v o la Tuncién comunicativa, s¢ piueds encontrar én binda sctividad
y producto humeno que, como obra resulte excedente respecto al orden de Ia
necesidad v de la identidad, ¥ se abra por ¢l contrario al deseo v o la aleridad.
La escritura s¢ puede cnomnirar, por este motivo, en cunlquier actividad — ¥
no sdlo em el escribir - que no se deje reducir oo wrn funcidn, a w determinado
fin u ohjetivo, sind que contenyga respecto a éstos, algo de excesivo, de exce-
dente, de imeduciblemente otro. Presentindose i el texto cagrito, ln escritura
s¢ manifiestn en lo que, precisnmente indicamios como tal, como obm de escri-
trn v nada mis, es decir, en el escribir “intransitive™ {Barthes) del “escritor™,
en kv escritura liternria.
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LA ICONICIDAD EN LA "DOCTRINA DE LOS SIGNOS"
DE THOMAS A. SEBEOK

5i so considern el mundo segun la subdivision que Thoemas A, Sebeok
hipotizn segin tres mundos estrechamente ligados entre si — en el limite infe-
peor el mundo *liliputiana” de b genéticn modecular v de la virologia, en el
limite superior el mundo biogeoquimico™ de “Brobdingnag™ de nuesiro gigmn-
tesco ccosistema denominade Gaya !, y el dltime el munde dg “Guliver™ o
medida del hombre —, In vanada pluralidad que resulin encuentra @ pesar de
ello wn comim denominndor en el proceso de la semiosis,

La semiosis pusde ser descrits procediendo en lo direccion indicada por
Peirce en base a In tricotomia objeto-interpretado-interpretante en la que ¢l
signo consisie, El signo €5 esa relackin que no estd aislada sino conectnda con
irns relaciones sepin recorridos interpretatives gue eruzindose constituyen
una red signkcs cuyos limites no son definitivos pongue nlzo goe e un sigho
puede cesar de serlo, ¥ algo que no lo ers puede convertirse en ello. En b iri-
cotomis objeto-interpretado-interpretante estd incluido 1wmbidn el inierprele,
que o5 el sujeto que emplea, pone en marcha, activa imMerpretantes ¥ que, desde
el punto de vista semidice, consiste en los mismos interpretantes que activa ¥,
por lo tanto, forma parte tambidn de la red signica. i nos servimos de la con-
cepcidn de Morris de la semioais segon ln cual algo s un signo para algln
organismo [ [946: 253}, se puede subravar de tal forma, como lace Sebeok,
gue al menos un anille de la cadens semidsica es arginico. Sepun Sebeok
puede tratarse mmbidn de parte del orpanismo o de un producte suve, en el
caso de un erganizmo humano tambidn de ordenadores, rebol, autdmatas en
general capaces de sustituir, parcinl o totnlmente, &l cucrpo mismo y, por jo
thnto, capaces de ser una especie de extensidn de la vida o de realizar una
semiosis que pueda sobrevivir mds alid de In vida (efr. Sebeok PRMb: 132)

Haciendo reforencia no s0lo @ semidticos, coma Peiree v Morris, sino
tamibidn a cientifices como ¢l motemdtics René Them, el bidlogo lacob von
Uexkill, el genctisna Frangois Jacob, eic., Sebeok propone unn perspetliva
“biosemintica™ 7 v trabaja siguiendo la hipdlesis de que la scmiosis abarca
todo el mundo viviente (clr. Sebeok |R68; 1972 1976: [977: 1979, trad. it
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1985 16T) Semiosi v vida — que, segin nuestros conecimicntos actunles, €3
vidn terresire (Scbeok 199 1h: 83} — coinciden. La semiosis puede sor asumisda
como criterio defimitorio de ln vida % A cste propdsito el siguiente fragmenio
de Sebeok ¢s particularmenie interesanie tambidn para las consideraciones
sobie ¢l papel de la iconicidad, que squi nos interesa especialmente, en las

reacciones bioldgices v en la reproduccion gendticn

“La dnica camcteristica que distingue ls materia viviente de ln no
viviente (incluidos los eristales, que crecen ¢ incluso se reproducen) €5 o
evolucion por seleccion natural; [.,.) lo dindmics de la semiosis s el -
terio regulador que contribuye a ln homedsiaxis de todos los animales y
al equilibeio de grupos como o los que pertenecen los arganismoes socia-
les. Los organismos — o por lo menos, sos células individuales — se
definen mejor en trminos de réplica; o que s muy significalive precisa-
mente porgue no concede ningunp ventajn evidenie a Ia entidad que
reprosdisce; Lo reproduccidn genética e ¢l procesn semiasiko por excelen-
cha, v In jconicidad desarrolla en ella un papel declaive,™ {Sebeok 1979,
trad. it. 1985 173-174)4,

Sebeok asume como objeto de investignciiin 1o evolucion de In semiosis
terrestre, & partic de unn dnica céluln, hasta ln actual diversificacidn multiforme
de la biosfern !, subdivisible en cinco reines: los moneri (bacterias), los profoc-
tistns (incluidos los microbios), los tres reimos muliicelulares, planias, animales
y hongos. Todos presuponen sus primerns formaciones celulares de los proca-
riotes (que datan de hace contro mil millones de afos) v de los eucariofes {upa-
recidos hace cerca 800 millones de afios), v activos todavin hoy, Sepin este
modele el mundo vivienie se presenta como dnica célula ¥ come confedera-
cidn de células coda ver mis compleas. El mundo humano presenta postenio-
res organizaciones complejas, come los complejos sistemas ccondmico-poli-
tico-tfico-socinles. Ademds, la actual divensilicocidn mulktiforme conthene en 5i
“los gérmenes de posteriores cambios ya esporables”, como dice Sebeok v,
como hemos dicho, no excluve la hipotesis {ya formulada por Peirce v
que Sebeok desarrolla inspirdndose directamente ol libro de Lyan Margulis
¥ Doran Sagan, Stramge Fruit ow the Tree of Life, 19866) de que la semiosis,
gracins & bn Bolecnologia v a |3 iecpologha computerologicn, pueda prolongare
mas alld de ba vida, segin una perspectiva cibersemidtice en ln que los proce-
505 signicos se realizan en las micguinas v dan lugar g modelos de vida hibwida
(cir. Sebeok 1986, trad. in. 1990; 64-83, 289-2010; |991a, trad, it 1992; 1 13-
<131 1991b; 83-96), El campo semidtico se extiende por todos-los sistemas
bioligicos termostres, contemplados por el gigantesco organismo Hemado Gaya,
pero, segin Scbeok, quizis mids alld, en una dimension temporal-capacial gue
aschualbmenis no conpcemos.
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De esta forma el campo de o semidtica se extiende mas alld de los limi-
13 asiunados n la ciencis o eoria — o dottring como prefiere Sebeok — de
los signos por parie de ésas concepeiones que emplein  nocidn de signo [y
por 1o tanto de semiosis, significado, inferpretacion, comunicacidn, etc.) para
referirse exclusivamente al mundo socio-cultural humano, Este permite tener
en cuentn by especificidad del mundo homano, del becho cultunil, sin dejor de
Indo su continuidad con el mundo patural. Es mis o In lue de dichs continui-
dad, el problema de la caracterizacidn de ln especificidad se puede afronar
adeciundaniente. Lo humand, ¥ todo To que le pertenece coma especic-gepeci-
ficn, por cjemple ¢l lengunje, que comstitgye on elemento fundamental de dife-
renciacion, formn parte de la bioslera, es el ligar donde el mundo natumal v ¢l
mundo culiurnl se encuentran. Como va hobia precisado ¢l mismo Peirce en
wna cana a Victorin Weltw (Hardwick 1977 141Y “Es absoluinmentc verdad
que nosiros no podremos nunca obencr un conocimienio de las cosas wl y
como son, Podemos solamente conocer sy aspecto humano, Pero osio es todo
lo quie ¢l universa significa pars nosotros,”

La semiosis o sccidn signica coincide con ¢l Mujo de mensajes vitales,
con los ciclos continees de [a produccion, circelacidn v consume de energion-
informnacidn, es decir, con los procesos de |8 comunicacidn v de ln signilica-
cidn. Esto sucede en perspectiva evolutiva tanto en of gje dincrdnico como en
el sincronicn en el gue cambian escenarios ¥ profegonsias, como ambién ¢l
tipo de materis ¥ de elaboracidnfaniculacidn signica.

Los procesos signicos se prestan a ser estudindos desde varios puntos de
vista dhiferentes, segin In materia objero de andlisis, sepin los nterés especifi-
con del mvestigndor v del dmbito elentifico en el que trubaja, E1 témiine “fito-
semidicn™ ha sido introducide én 1981 por Martin Krampen (v. inmbién
Krampen 1992 para indicar el estudio del comportamicno signico en fns plan-
s, A csle e posdeia afiadie In “citosemibidtica™ pam el estudio especifico de los
procesas semidsicos en los eflulas, | “microsemidtica” para lox hongos, ete.
En %63 Scbeok infrodujo el idrming “moosemidica”™ parg indicar lo discipling,
que junto con la etologia, estudin ¢l comportamienio signico en cadn una de
Ins especies animales. Con “anmoposemidica”, Wrmino propuesto en 1970, nos
referimos a los sistemas semidsicos especificos de In especic hombre. En
cuania tal se trata de una mma de especializacion de In “zoosemidtica”™,
Dirigicndose al mundo humano ln antroposemidica s¢ ocupa de los sub-siste-
mas que componen la comonicacidn humana csivdiada por la “lingiisiica™
(o mcjor “las linglisticas™; sociolingDisticas, emolinglistica, psicolinglistica,
linghistica textoal, dislectologia, etc.) que estudia especificamente el signico
verbal; y de In “semiologia®, entendida como el eamdio de los signos psados
por ¢l hombre para fines comunicalivos, Pom In aniroposemidticn tens g ver
con tipos de signes que se pueden detectar 1ambién en ofras partes en ¢l neino
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animal (v. Sebeok 1972; 61, 163), La lista podria continuar con otros neclogis-
mos como “endesemidica”, aculiado para indicar la ciencin que essudin los sis-
1emas cibernéticos dentro del cuerpo (Scbeok 1974: 213; 1976: 3; 1979, trad.
it 1985 £4: 1991k 156-157) o ¢l ya menclonado “cibersemidtica”, parn los
sistemas semidticos penerales en el mundo de ka inteligencia antificial y de la
realidnd wirual,

En dha perspectiva que tenga en cucnia la entera semiosis terrestre —
que, entre otras cosas, permite evitar tentaciones antropocéniricas y fonocénin-
cas —, In semiosis presenta dos aspectos: verbal y no verbal. Este Gllimo
engloba tanto el comportamiento ro verbal humano, como la entera vida ter-
restre (incluide el cuerpo humano) y funciona tanto a nivel microscopice
{codigo genélico, inmunaldgice, etc.) como u nivel macroscdpico. Eviden-
temente los signos no verbales superan de mucho por calidad y extension la
semiosis verbal. La vida humana se carncteriza por el uso de dos drdenes de
signos, verbales ¥ no verbales, pero los signos no verbales engloban la entera
semiosis termestre por el hecho de que constituyen, como hemeos dicho, lo que
caracteriza ln vida misma En cuatro de los cinco reinos arviba mencionados, In
semiosis es (micamente po verbal; sdlo en el quinto, el habitdo mmbidn por el
animal llamado Home saplens sapiens, o los signes no verbales se afiaden los
verbales. Caracteristica especie-cspecifica de la realidad humana es el hecho de
disponer en dos drdenes de signos, separados pero superpuestos, ef verbal y el
no verbal, Los signos circulan sin solucidn de continoidad con la especifica-
eibn de In presencia en el mundo humano del signo verbal,

En consecuencii, la semidtica, bien sca general o seclorial, pam lener una
visitn global y pora poder contextualizar adecundamente sus intereses epecifi-
cos, tiene que ocuparss de los signos tanto verbales como no verbales (cfr.
Seheok 1979, trad. it 1985: 75-106; 1986, trad. it. 1990: 49-31, 29230235,
Mas alli de todo interds ¥ compelencia sectorinl es importanie darse cuenta de
que para que ¢l estudio de los signes alcance validez, no se puede prescindir
de elaburar un modelo general de signo y, por lo tanto, no se puede prescindr
del hecho de que los procesos signicos invaden todas los mundos & nivel
semidgicn — la realidnd signica — pero fambién o nivel semidtico, las “onto-
logins sectoriales™ de las diferentes ciencias.

Sebeok emplea la expresion “doctrina de los signos™ — que. como
hemos dicho, prefiers al trming més “enoblecedor” de “ciencia™ y tambicn al
de “reorin” — para designar su aproximacién, que se remonta 3 [a tradicidn
que parte de Locke (1690) — para ¢l cual el rmino “doctrina” designaba
un corpus de principios ¥ opinienes que formaban vagamente un campo de
conocimiento —, pasa a través de Berkeley (1732) y desemboca en la obra
de Peirce (1867). Con Peirce, kantianamente atento a las condiciones del
significar, se da la posibilidad de identificar las bases comunes a las ciencins

S0

humanas ¥ a las ciencias naturales. Con la “doctring de las categorias”, segiin
Peirce, ln concepeidn de |a realidad, de origen aristolélica, como algo separado
¢ independiente de la mente, por un lado, ¥ la concepaidn opuesta que, en
cambig, describe I realidad como dependiente de In mente, por ot por fin sc
encucntran (cfr. Peirce CF 6. 24 and Sebeok 1998 202), produciendo una ter-
cera via, segim o cual los objetos tanio naturales como culturales son el resul-
tndo mediado por i experiencia signics. Con la expresion "doctring de los sig-
nos”, ademds de subrayar el carbcter pedagdgico de su investigacion, Sebeok
recupera la prerrogativa critics de la semidtica, o la que atribuye no sélo el
papel de observar v describir los’ procésos signicos, sino lamben el papel de
interrogarse Kantianamente sobve ks condiciones de sus mismas posibilidodes,
v sobre las condiciones de posibilidad de las mismas disciplinas los estudian
{efr. Seheok 1976, trud, it 1979 9-12; 1990k 1513,

Qe o semiosis no se limite a be vida cubueal, sino que afecie o 1oda ¢l
mundo viviente knsta Hegar a ser su rasgo camcteristioo, no implien necesaria-
mente que 1o vida sea solamente semiosis, ni que fa semiosis se limite exclusi-
samente ol muands viviente T, ni que el universo, viviente vy no vivienie, esié
poblade cxclusivamente por signos. Esto nos da pic para subrayor dos reflexio-
nes interesantes. En primer lugar, como nos ensefia tambidn Rossi-Landi, no
tedn ¢s signe mumgue todo puede converticse an-sigee, En segunde logar, hoce
Falen reflexionar sobre los varios niveles de la semiosis considernda en toda su
extension, La misma comprende desde un nivel de accidn signice quimico-
sfisica, “imvoluntrm”, “inconsciente”, al menos sepin oS criferios CoOMespon-
dientes n la conciencin humana, a los diferentes niveles de los procesos bio-
stidaicos husta el nivel cognoscitivo con ln aparicidn del hombre: agui el pro-
cesn semidsico es capaz de ebjetivar rambién los demas miveles semibsicos
pre-cognoscilivos. Dicha capacidad objetivanie de In semiosis humana se
exticnde tambidn a lo matena inorgdnica v, por lo tmto, o todo el wRiverso,
i en |a medida que e3 materia que inlerpretar o diferentes niveles de conoci-
miento, incluido el cientifico, es. en este sentido, materia convertida en sig-
nica: cuerpos convertidos en signos por cuerpos que no eran signicos v que
siguen teniendo unn existencin no signicn, En la medida que objetivado en pro-
ceaos imerpretativos, todo el universo se presta @ converfirse en semidsico v,
en in medida que forma parte de o red signica, contribuve a determinar ¢l
cardcter semidtico de dicha objetivacidn,

Mas alld de las especificaciones, de [a gran subdivisidn de siznos en ver-
bal ¥ no verbal, que separa ¢l hombre de los demvis animales, pero también,
segin nuestros conocimientos actuales, del resto del universo semidsico; mis
allé de In subdivision entre signos inorginicos v orgdnicos, signos animales
¥ signos especificamente homanos, signos verbales v signos no verbales,
vocilicos ¥ no vocilicos, internos v externos, intencionales y no intenclonales,
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gie. — no hoy solucion de continiidsd en la cinculacion de los signos, Todos
los signos forman parte de la gran tupida red sigaica qie Gaya representa.
Y en ln medida que es materia signica, los signos companien rasgos cMunes,
clasificables de acuerdoe con tipologias que transcienden bos limites de las divi-
siones n penas mencionadas. La triparticion en simbolo, indice e lcono o5 i
de ellas.

El icono, ¢l indice v ¢l simbalo constituyen una de las trindas signicas
mids mponianies, propuesias por Peirce v recogida por Sebeok en s “doctring™
de los signos, Lo primera presentacidn por parie de Peirce de esin irfada data
de su escrito de 1867 “On a New List of Categories” (CF |, 545-559), Desde
el punto de vista de In relackin de los signos (o representaciones, ropresenio-
Wom como entonces [as ilamaba) con lo renl que modelan, el cone montiens
con su objeto una relacidn de parecido. Y o que e pertinente como eriterio de
parecido depende de las costumbres de comportamiento, de scuerdo con la per-
song que dispone ol process interpretative, Esto indica que la iconicidad no es
nunca pure, sing slempre “degenernda™ por la presencia de la simbolicidad
que, come la entendin Peirce, carscienizaba la relacién interpretado-inter-
pretante, como basada preferentemenie sobre unn costumbre ¥ como wl “arbi-
traria”.

Ademis, Peirce distingue el icono en tres subclases: Imigencs, dingrmimas
v metiforns (CF 22773, En la imagen, la relacin icdnica entre interpretado e
interprefaniz es de parecido global v dirgcio; en ¢ diagruna, en cambio, cod-
cherne I relacidn entre fas partes representadis por medio de relaciones anid-
logas:. bn metdfors, por altimo, supone un paralelismeo. El icono realiza un
prado maximo de mdependencia del interpretante. respecto al objeto, que no 5e
identifica mi por necesidad contigen {indice), ni por habites (simbole], sino por
parecido hipoiético,

Tamblén por este motive, en el plano de la Inferencia v de los procesos
cognoscitivos, la iconicidad contribuye al desarrolio del rmzonamicnto abduc-
tive segin grados diferentes de capacidad innovativa (pam todos estos aspec-
tos, v, también CP 2.247-2.249; 2.266-2.270; 2.273-2.802), A pesar de todo,
con bos estudios de Rosi-Lamdi parece cloro que ¢l icono — sea imagen, din-
grama o metiforn — no constituye de por si el valor innovative de ln abduc-
cidn, Dicha capocidad innowvativa se explica, en cambio, en base a ese tipo
especial de parccido que Rossi-Landi llama “homologia™ (tomando el téming
e In bivlogia), Los proceses signicos imnovativos por extelencia son aquelloes
en los que predoming o iconicidad homoldgicn, es decir, aquellos en los que

la relacidn de parecido entre imerpretado ¢ interpretante no aparece mmedisae
mente sino que concieme los procesos dindmicos, gendético-estructurales de
formacidn mis alld del parecido abvio ¥ va dado a nivel superficial, que
Rossi-Landi Hama analogin. La conicednd se presentn por le imto en ¢l plano

M

ide ln Inferencia con diferentes grados de innovacitn segin prevalezen Is analo-
gle o la homologia

El interés que el problema de ln jeonicidad suscita se debe on gran
parte 8 su poder de evocacion y de sugestion. Refiriéndonos todavia al mundo
humane, In importancia de la iconicidad, angible en sus repercusinnes deci-
sivas en la historia de In cultura, surge de manera ostensible en los sistemas
rituales, en las religiones, en la sctividod exotérica, en bn magia (Frazer j195):
12-13} distingue entre magia por manipulacion de iconos (esfinge) segin “la
ley de parecido™ vs magia por In manipulacion de indices, segin In “ley del
contacto o del contagio™). Por otra parte, el elemenio icdnico est tambkén gn
el lenguaje verbal, no sélo n nivel de sonido (¢ uso de ln onomatopeya) v del
léxico (donde ¢l efecto icono ¢3 sdlo virual), ptro mas significativamente o
nivel sintéctico (v. Jakobson 1965; Valesio 1969 Wescan 19713, Peirce nfirma
guie “el lenguaje no ¢s otm cosa que una especie de dlgebra, o un método para
formar un diagrama®, Ademis, sigue diciendo, “los significantes de la palabra
dependen generalmente de nuestras tendencias a fundir las cunlidades y de
nuestms actitudes para detectar los parecidos [..) de las asociaciones por pare-
cido™ (CF 3, 149). Mds tarde s¢ detiene sobre “kn influencia vital sobre moso-
tros de un diagrama, o icono, con los que numerosas partes estin conectadas
en ¢l pensamiento a un igual ndmero de sentimbentos ¢ idens {3 (CP 7. 467).
Parece claro que parn una plens comprensién de In teoria de la jeonicidad en
Peirce es necesario tener en cuenta sus grafemas existencinles cuyo estudio ¢l
mismo sconsejd a Welby (cfr. Hardwick 1977 96-108), Scbeok, ademis, pre-
coniza los posible desarrollos de la relacion entre los grafemas de Peirce
{cfr. CP 4.530-372) v la topologla de René Thom.

Dos casos paradigmaticos del efecto icono en el mundo contemporkneo,
que Sebeok cita, son el proceso Edelin ¥ el caso Quinkan en donde dos grandes
cuestiones élico-politicas, ¢l derecho al aborto y el derecha a “desenchufurse”,
s¢ Fu:idm {por incompetencia) por medio del recurso a b calegoria de la fco-
ficided, En el primer caso sobre la base de una fotografia del felo, ensefiada o
los jiscces, ¢l médico abortista es condenado por homicidio, El problema em
E.':l-l:lhfn::r cudndo la rplica © copla o imagen (¢l hominculas) se presta o ser
interpretada como la representacion fednica de su modelo (el nito), En el
segundo caso, se trmaba de decidir, en cambio, coando interviene In muerte en
la vidn, es decir cuando In representacion fconica (¢l cuerpo en estado de vege.
tncion progresivo) defa de parceerse a su modelo (la mufer),

Sebeok sostiene la hipotesis del predominio de la fconicidad entre las
criaturas sin palabras, que se revela incluso esencinl par Iy supervivencia del
individuo, para su bienestar, asi comao al icono le corresponde un papel impor-
tante pam I evolucidn en general (Sebeok 1979, irad, b 1985: 157-182; para
ung discusién de la funcidn de iconos geotipicas, v. G. Bateson, in Sebeok
I968: 614 y sig.).
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En ¢l dmbito de [ zoosemidtics las premogativas de iconicidad son ver-
daderamente innumerables v afectan o todos los canales disponibles parn la
fransmiskon de mensajes, quimico, visive, auditive, 1del, olfative {clr, Scbeok
1976, trad; it 1979 125-126). Un gjemplo de bn funcidn iconica del signo gui-
mico en ¢l mundo animal se da por [a emisidn de feromone por parte de la
hormign Pogononpyrmer hading como sefal de peligro, donde la cantidnd de
feromone funciona como una cipecic de disgrama donde In relacidn de parg-
cido s¢ da por las relaciones proporcionales. “El signo es iconico en | medida
que cambla en proporcin andboga al crecer o al disminuir de los estimulos de
peligre” (Sebeok cit. @ 126). (iro cjemplo del funcionamienio de un signo icd-
nico visive en ¢l mundo animal, es dado por el comportamiento de la hormiga
obrera con respecto a una especie de inscctos (arvrmecophilons), Por una rela-
citn iconica de parecido, ln hormiga confunde |a extremidad posterior con la
extromidad anterior de otra hommigs que mueve sus antenns, En base a este
doble equivoco — In hormiga que confunde ¢l insecto con ofra hormiga, el
insecto que tiende a imitar o o hormiga de la que es icono — In hormiga
obrera abliga al insecto a emanar las gotas de melaza de las que se mitre. La
iconicidad programada gendticamente desarrolla un papel fundamental en ¢l
“engafio” que se encuentra también en ol comportamientio animal no hemano
{por In hipitesis sobre la capacidad de mentic de los animales, v, Scbeok 1986,
trock. it 1990, cop, 100, La imitacion acdstica de les avispas (Dolichovespala
arengria F.) efectunda por In mosca (Spilormyio harifera Lw) ilustra by funcion
tctnic de un signo seditive, Dicho icono sirve para engaflar o los pdjores pre-
dadores Muscicapidi (v. Scbeok 1972:86 y sig.). Existen numerosos ¢jemplos
de antipredacion iconica como el de las amfas 1ejedorms de chroulos {orb-wea-
vers). El animal adapta el ambiente & su magen por medio de la fabricacion
de copias de si mizmo para distraer I3 alepcidn del predador del coerpo del
mixdelo viviente bacin sus numerosas réplicas, Pero ¢l mimetisme es selamente
uno enire los numerosos elemplos de Mncionamicnto de I iconicidad en el
mumncle animal.

Hablar del papel del jcono en n semiosis, de In “relacidn icanicn™ fleamic
refution) como dice Peirce, significa para Scbeok ocuparse de la dindmica do
relaciones topoldgicas, ¢s decir, del “parccide lopoldgico™ (topelogical simi-
larity) en una relacién entre un signo interpretado (que implica ¢l objeto en I
medida que sujeto o inferpretzcion) ¥ un signo inlerpretante, correspondicnte
tanto o lo estructurn iniérma del signo (aslable solamente por pbatraccion),
tante a la relacidn entre signos, tanto a lo relacidn enire signe ¥ munda
externo, la “realidad”, que In semiosis al mismo tiempo presupone, modeln ¥
genera. “Un signo se denoming icdnico cumando existe un parecido lopoligico
enire un significante v sus denoiados™ (Sebeok 1976, trmed, it cit: 123} Segiin
las previsiones de Sebeok los instrumientes de irabajo mas dtiles los aportard o

o

teoria de In catdsirofe (Stewart 1975), precisamente para el andlisis topoldgico,
que permitird reselver nuestres problemas (efr. Thom 1974; 2433, De hecho,
tnl teorin, propuesta por Thom y retomada v desarrollada por Zeeman, perte-
pece a ln mama de las matemdticas, conocida precisamente como topobogia, que
rrata de los diferentes punfos de une figora v de sus propiedades fundamentales
que varion cuando se deforma, EI estudio de la iwonicidad se configura como
estudio topolégico entre interpretado ¢ interpretante: “en qué manera el peo-
ceso de la imitacion actda o través de fodo el nivel molecular, gobiema la per-
cepeidn, impregna los sistemnas de comunicacion de los animales ¥ del hombre,
constituye un principio fundamental de la socio-biologia v es, en definitiva,
capaz de integrar problemas de alcance global, de carscter universal, relativos
& las réclprocas relaciones dindmicas entre lo gue significa v bo que ex signifi-
cado™ (Sebeok 1979, wad. i 1985; 175),

(Traduccidn casteliona: Mercedes Amiagn Floeez)
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TECHNOLOGIES AND THE GROWTH OF SIGNS

Few people would contest the fact that our lives ore increasingly affected
by the omnipresence of new technologies, Attempts (o reflect on this matter
must Tirsy involve us in an expansion of our éxisting horizons; the quesiion
miist be seen from o more broad-ranging viewpoint, 1o include semiotics,
history, anthropology and even evolotion. To do this will allow us o avoid
two dubious if common tendencies in the evaluntion of technology: on the one
hand, simplistic praise, on ihe other, apocalyptic criticism, In the relationships
— inseparable as they are — bétween technology and communication, the
need to go beyond extremizms in ovaluation is an wrgent ong, This is because
an undersianding of the mnsformations, both sockal and psychic, now going
on in communication and culture under the impact of new fechnologics is m
imsk which will brook no neghect. 1T we con indecd understand this impact. we
are well on the way o on apprehension of the global changes which societies
and the homan individoal are undergoing o the end of this century and the
millenimmn.

The phenomenon of communicstion is much more wide-ranging than
might af first appear (o the anthropocentric eve, Communication is certainly
ot just m privilege exclusive 1o the human brain. Communicative processes
operate within organic molecules themselves. “Trinsporied imitinlly by the pri-
mardial molecular code, subject to continuous dqualitative and quantitilive
change of the genctic segmenis, and later transported by the immunological
network of cells which opernte by way of active mediming substances, com-
munication is necessarily u property of ¢ach ond every Form of life” [Scbeok
1993: 3) When we look a1 it in this light, in the broadest sense, s "the trans-
missbon of any influence from one part of 4 living systém fo another pard, so
as o produce chinge”, we understand that what s iransmilted is messages.
Communication, as “a capacity for message generntion and message con-
sumiptboi, which are commaonly attributed only (0 hamans, 15 bere assumed 1o
be present in the humblest. formis of existence — whether bacteria, phants,
animals, or funei, and moreover appears in life’s component parts such as
subcellular units (for exemple, mitochondria), cells. orpanelles. organs and s
forth™,  Likewise “the global genctic code, too, can {as it has been) quite
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fruitfully analysed in communicationnl terms: the message originates in o
mobecule, the master blueprint which we call DNA, its end being  marked by a
protein. The intricate interplay of nucleic acids and protein, the essence of life
on Earth, provides a prototyipical model for all forms of communication”
(Sebeok 1991: 13).

Communication ¢xists only when something is transported from one
place 10 another. The aim of the trnsporting process is 1o excrcise some farm
of influence or to produce some form of change at the destination site. There
can only be transformation when what is transposted contains some sort of
information, All information needs to be embodied in something, This seme-
thing is made up of what is called the message; the message, in f4 turm, xists
only when i takes on material forom in signs, which, in order to be capable of
infarming. must be in some way encoded. Now 1o be transporied from ane
place to another the informuation, made material in a message, needs a channel.
Conclusions: [, there fx mo commumication withaar trammission of byforumion
2 there in no information which ix mor emboied in o mexsage 3. there 15 oo
message withons signs 4. there can be mo transmiscion of messages withon! a
fratnspariing chunnel. All this is enly too well known. What Is less well knewn
is the Fact that when messages are scrutinized by way of their constitient ele-
ments — the signs — it is seen that they “perfuse the whole blosphere, the
system of directed and responsive matter of energy flow which is the entirety
of life on earth™ (Sebeok 1991 Z2)L

Seen like this, human messages are only those which are most visible to
human beings, yei they are far from belng the only messages which Now
through the biosphere. Within this intricale network, of which humankind fsell
must be n consequence, the specific nature of humanity is probably to be
found in its ability 1o have gone a step further — yet without ceasing to be
pant of the biosphere (animal, vegetable and mineral), This has been possible
thanks to the growth of the neocortex and of its symbolic capacity, an event
unique in the biosphere. As a result, humanking has been able 1o creale a
fourth kingdom, the noosphere, which the Russian semioticist |. Lotman hus
also called the semiosphere. This is the kingdom of signs. or of languages,
themsclves made up of signs, gestures, movemenis, sounds, marks, forms,
ligghts, volumes, images. notathons, words, fizures, algebras, symbols, and more
besides,

The Signs are growing
For some lime now | have been working with a hypothesis which might

etigble understanding of the continuous growih of signs, of languages, of the
clreulation of messages. and of the consequent growth of the human brain
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itself. The hypothesis is that this fourth kingdom, the noosphere, the semio-
sphere, is in o state of iminterrupted expansion, For such expansion 10 ocour,
what we call channels or means of communication have, since fime immemo-
rial, played o fundumental role. The new technologies — the emergence and
growlh of which, in apparent geometrical progression, are the cause of much
pitention and intelleciunl concern on the pan of social analysis — are most
probably o part of the line of continuity of semivspheric expansion. | do not
believe that the sdvent and growth of echnology is simply a consequence of
capitalist insatiability; | do believe that it is part of an evolutionnry program.
We can, in refrospect, unravel the workings of this program o dave; where it is
going is hidden fom s, and there B no way in which we ¢an know,

The signs, the component élements of the messages, are in themselves
concrete and materinl realities. All messages. no mulier how cvanescent or
pon-muderinl they may seem, are always embodied in signs. As already stmed,
tor be transported, fransmitied, 10 be effective as 4 means of communication,
messazes need channeds. A channel may be known by other nomes: subsirate,
vehicle, means, media ete. But the function is always the same; the trans-
mkssion Trom source fo destination of the messanes, in which the signic proc-
esses are configured, And so, in any analysis of the phenomenon of comima-
nication, this component of the process — the channel — has a substantial pant
o play.

Let us fake as an illusiration of this stntement the most primordial of all
languages: speech. To begin with, there is o generaling soorce of signs, the
brain, The brain also stores the mules for encoding the signs. These rules,
howewver, are inlimately connected with the type of chanmel by which the signs
will ke carried for communication. The channel is the vocal apparates.
Evoluticnary wisdom has put 1o good use the functional organs concerned with
respiration, suction and swallowing, and has also endowed them with the
arikculatory functions of speech. So the mouth, that splendid multifunctional
organ with which we can ¢ol, breathe and Kiss, also enables us to speak.
Likewise the lungs, the trachea, the larynx and the vocal cords. A Turther
channel — this time a recepior — is the eur, part of the body and linked to the
brain. 1t serves to decode the sound patterns which are then seni on 1o the
bramn. The bram, where the rules for decoding of sounds pre kepr. wirns the
sounds into semse,

The present state of research o the workings of the brain allows us (o
perceive that, within the beain iself, equipped & it i with synapses or inler-
neuroninl connections, processes of communicotion also take place. There are
seurces, channels for the transmission and the reception of messages, and
menns for storage, which all belong to the brain alone. 1 shall not use the
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brain as an example; the extreme complexity of cerchral phenomenn would
lead ws into & technical digression far bevond my need for o simightforward
illustration,

Mow il there are putonemous processes of communication within he
brain, there can be no separation between signs, longuage, and what we usually
call consciousness. That the mterial nwture of consciousncss s given in the
material maure of language isell is 4 statement which dates back 1o Marx and
Engels; in their “German |deology™ (o date; 36) they wrote, with both
perspicacity and irony, that “The *spirit” has always been weighed down by the
curse of being “imbued” with matter which here manifests itself i the form of
bmvers of gir in movemend, of sounds, — in a word, in the form of language™.

In this respect speech — which, by the way, is inseparable from gestic-
ulation and from face and body movement — has the power of being self-
sufficient. To be produced, it needs nothing from oulside the body isell; it
reqquires only nir, through which vibrations may be tmnsmiited rom one brain-
related body to another, B what most demands our atiention ot the momen 15
the fact thi, through this description of the comporents of commutication by
wuy of speech, it becomes evident that what i called o means of communicarion
— a synonym for channel — is broader ond more complex than might at first
seem to be the cose, 1t becomes possible to see that the source of communicatfon
— the brain — can also be chamcterized as 0 méans of production: that the
vocal apparntus is in truth the channel, or means of transmission; that the ear
is the recepior; and that the brain i3, in sddition and ai the same time, the
means of sterage. Here we have what | call the doubling-up of the means
which operate in any process of communication: 1 the means of production of
stgns, 2. of storage, 3. of tansmission, and 4, of reception. The fact that one
means can fullil superimposed functions in no way invalidates the differences
between the four functions themseives.

If speech in its self-suffickency is o privileged process of communication
(stnce everything it needs is contained in the body iself), there i in this
process o wenkness which should not have escaped the sagacity of evolution.
IT o the odve hond the brain i 5 truly fentastic means of production, it s on
the oiher hand, in its performance as o means of storage, unforiunaiely pre-
cariows, This i3 so because, of course, it Is perishable, When the individual
dies, everything which has scoumulated, everything which has been stored
hisiher brain dies with the person, How con human culiures preserve their
collection of knowledge and conguest, how can the species evolve when, a1 ins
roots, there i5 such an underlying fragilingy? | have claimed elsewhere
(santaclln 1987) thar “we must find means whereby to transiate from the
milible 1o the visitile, 5o that the perennial might overcome the perversity of
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the perishable™ It is this search for the etemity of signs, a sor of compensalion
for mortality, for the provisional amure of life, which always seems 1o have
guided the growing expansion of the media which operate within the processes
ol commurication.

The extra-somalization of the means

The first forms of drowing, on stones and in caves, and all forms of
writing — pictographic, ideographic and alphabetic — gave rise 10 & process
of extra-somatizntion of the storage of signs. OF the four means which operate
i the process of communication, all of which are contained in the body itsell,
one of them — that of storage — began to find, owrsidle the body, extensions
of that capacity for memory which properly belongs to the brain.

Pictographic and ideographic forms are more sensitive and more hizhly
modivated in that they maimain o visual, snd even on ideogmmic annlogy with
what they wish 1o represent. The alphabetic code, though apparently more
arhitrary, achieves the prowess of being able to ranslate and transfer to a
visunl substraie the articulntory faculty of speech, It is for this reason the most
economical transiation: just as speech is in any language produced with a
minimal aumber of sounds, ingenivusly articulated, so alphabetic writings
work with a minimal number of visual representatives of these sounds. In so
doing they transpose to visuality the aficulatory character of speech.

The appearance of the first extra-somatic means of preserving human
memary had consequences which were neither few nor trivial, The first of
them was to set ofT & process, remarkable in its growth, which resulted in on
increasingly functional and specialized human vision, Timidly st first, today
with no restrictions, mankind began 1o populate the planet with two-and three-
dimensional images, and with writings which are themselves nothing other
than a centain iype of image. On leaving the brain these images, whether
figures ar writings, needed external and materinl substrates on which they
could be set dovwn so as to last. In the case of two-dimensional images — on
stone, bone, metal, walls, clay, wood, leather, papyros, ¢loth or paper — the
progression from stone to cloth and paper demonsirates an increasing change
from a fixed vehicle to one which can be carried around, Whereas nccess (o
fixed vehicles presupposed the receptor’s obligation to go to the source,
portable substrates could themselves be moved around i space. This in tum
imvolved the reconciliation of durability with the mobility necessary for the
circulation of information (Sogabe [9940; 93,
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The Givens (1982: 177) approach champions sohmion number two (mono-
ments/signals) with the creation of various monumental messapes including the
macredevel of “mony large, permanent standing monolithic stones™, "0 monu-
mental carthwork in & symbolic shape™, all “visible from a great distance”, and
a1 the microlevel, “thousands of information-rich *tablet” vehicles™ or plastic
chips. All these message vehicles would have appropriate danger waming in
verbal and nonverbal forms. This solution attempts 1o view the human
communicalons as passive agents in the culivral communication process, The
anabogy 1o “Stonehenge™ on Salishury Plain in England should be remembered
for it Inck of success in cubtural communication (Wilden 1987).

3. Semiotics: Codes Without Space

A second characteristic of cultural communication where many people
commiunicate simulaneously with many people is “space binding”. As Ruesch
and Bateson {1968: 277} define it, space binding is a process of commumication
in which ihe human person is the mediom of communication. In the case of
cultural communication, the human group is the medium or sign of commu-
pication. Quite semiptically, the group becomes a code without space, social
rules and robes elimisate the spatinl placement of the message. “These uncon-
scions assumptions aboul the universality of rules of communicatbon e made
not only by individunls, but by groups of people and nations as o whole™
(Rugsch and Bateson 1968 44} Margaret Mead {1970) offers the best example
of research in this ares with the confirming qualitative research of McFem
[ 1974: 155-156) on small group cultures,

Mend suggesis that cultum] communication & o grodp medium is goner-
ated according to three posaible models: (1) postligurative culore, (2) cofl-
purative culture and (3} prefigurative culture {Lanigan 1992 237-238). 1t is
important 1o note that in all three of these models the cultiore reqisires the
living presence of three genembions who engage In group communication. First
in the postfigurative model where children learn primarily from their
forbearers, Elders cannet congeive of change and reality i the Past experience
of the group. Each person in the group embodies the whole culture such that
all communication, oral and gestural, reflects itself in synthetic forms. The lack
of written commumiction allows the quick assimilation of the new by the old,

Second i the cofigurative model where children ond adulis leam from
their peers. Difference and change is a normal expeetation of the groop and
reality. is defiped by the Present expenence of the group. Cofiguration begins
with the breskdown of posthigurative culture. Mo society is known 1o have
preserved exclusively the coligurative model througn the generations. This
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model is very typical of groups forced to migrate in space and learn pew
{second) languages and cultural practices. It is also typical in this model that
cultural community is directly linked to fashion and practices of dress. In
addition, sexunl reles are stereotypic and embodiment is symbolic in the
society, OF special note for our purposes is the fasct that in cofigurative cul-
tures, fechnodogy stimulates the posifigurative ruplure. One consequence is the
emergence of the iwo-generation “nuclear family™ with & group preference for
digital, either-or, chokce.

Third is the prefigurative model of cultural communication, In this
model, adults learn from children, The new and unexpected is a normal
expectation where reality is defined as the Future — the Futore is now! Pre-
figuration begins with the breakdown of cofigurtive socicty and is Mead's
lypothesis for for emerging cullures, whether first, second, or third world.
Prefiguration is typical in groups forced 1o assimilate or accommaoxdate technal-
oy (migrate in time) and leam second (new) values in language and cultural
practices. Cultural continuity in this model is linked 10 immedincy of
experience, especially where medin technology is used 1o manipulale or
manage time.

In short, the evolution of culiural communication can be expected to
move from the past (postfigurative) 1o the present (cofigurative) to the future
{prefigurative) in the process of “configuration™ or “group ordering™ (McFent
1974: 60). The point should now be clear that Seheok's proposal for o “relay
system”™ for messages fits the theoretical demand for 8 Message Without Time.
Sich a messape system allows for the naturnl entropy or system decline that
oecurs as the postfigurative group decays inio the prefigurative group, Yet
(Scbeok 1982: 40), the proposed “atomic priesthood” accounts for the
“eonviction that human thinking must be in continuity with the past”™ which is
the Code Withowt Space, ic., discourse.

4. Messages That Are Codes

Time binding has always been a human fascination from the invention of
writing and printing down o our present time with its cameorders and
viewcorders that preserve the sounds, sites, and situations of human behavior,
The most famous example is, of course, the Rosetta Stone found in 1799, The
parallel inscription on the stone of hicroglyphics, dematic characters, and
Greek (a series of messoges) gave the first clues for the decipherment of
Egyptian hieroglyphics (a code). In this iype of semiotic activity, the message
refers 1o a code while the same code refers back o to the messages. Koman
Jakobson refers 1o this type of referential function in communication as “over-
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the pulse in a sequenced transmission. He proposed a message siring of 1,271
units consisting of 266 ones and 1,005 zeros (Oliver 1962 55-61). A graphic
representation of this code and its primary message production is printed in
Watrlawbck (1977: 187 and 190}, For our purposes, s simple description of
this mathematical construct will suffice. The code ks discoverable ax a visual
dingrammatic message. A rectangle 41 units wide and 31 lines high emerges
with each zero represciling an emply space and cach numiber one representing
a dod. The first of the code beging with and ends with a dot, giving the cioe
that the message shonld be divided into lines of 41 wnits each. When this
function is performed a diagram piciure construcied of dots emenges. Many
facts are illustrated by stick figures: a male and a feminle holding the hands of
a child that scparates them (“erect bipeds who reproduce sexually™). a row of
dots maiching our solar system in their precise order with the “male’s right
arm pointing to the fourth distant planet from the sun, presumably indicating
that is where they live”, dols showing o waler planet with organisms, dots for
hydrogen, carbon and oxygen, ond o seale on the right margin coordinated
with the radio frequency (21-cm) 5o thot the receivers of the message can use
this comman empirical fct (the frequency) w caleulsie the height of the male
and female figures from their own perspective and reverse the calculations
thereby describing themselves 1o us using the same code & 0 message.

In short, the Oliver message is o shared code based o 2 common phys-
ical experience (the mdio fregquency) that allows st keast the basic condition of
reftexivity needed in an overlupping context of reference. Humans have
produced o code that contains & message deseribing themselhves, Aliens reccive
this same code and can use if 1o construct a message that describes themselves,
Different messages translated by the same code establishes communication.
And, not only that amazing fact, Thes alien cultwre {or 5000 or 10,000 vear
distant domestic culture) i o prefigurative culiure ot work. Here cultural
continaity is precisely linked to the immediacy of experience where the
technology of radio transmission is being used to manipulnte and manage time,

One more important point needs 10 be made about Cliver's code as mes-
sage, While it 15 a binary digit construction within the parmmeters of infor-
mation theory designed precisely for electric impulse transmission, it assumes
@ prior binary mnalogue logic of culture for purposes of meaning interpretation.
For the organisms (humans) that send the message and for the organisms
(imanoids) that receive the message, there is o shored prefizumtive calture;
The new and unexpected is & normnl -expectation; reality is the fure. The
binary analogue perspective is & logic of combination (bothiand} that is the
code which precedes the logic of exclusion {either{or) that s the message.
Wildken (1987: 3100 approprintely calls this the context theory of communico-
logy: “Context theory is orienfed 10 information, goalseeking, constraint,
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relationships, reciprocity, levels of reality, levels of responsibility, levels of
communication and éontrol, requisite diversity, innovation, openness,
cooperation, the capacity to utilize unéxpected novelty, and thus toward long-
range survival and the future.” In my own research, | have called this approach
a yemiotic phenomenofogy, 1t is semiotic since the code must be prior to the
messiage and il s phenomenological because the selected message is an
embodied phenomenon of the communicator, In particular in my research on
discourse, | have been concemned to show how semiotic phenomenslogy can be
pencralized snd applicd as o Coltural Values Commumication Model {Lanigan
1992; 16, 239-247),

6. The Future Is Now

You may recognize the slogan “the future is now™ which was popular
during the student revolition davs of the 19608 in Americo (USA) and Europe,
Ii is the slogan of the typical prefigurative culiure ol the fulure which emerges
as technological change beging (o ruplure the postfigumtive culture of the pasi
mrd redefine the cofigurative culture of the present, Perhaps the best exomple
of this tvpe of cultural shift embedded in technology is the invention of the
personnl computer (8 code) and the emerging capacity vin the Internel an
World Wide Web to “connect™ with anvene in the world who also has a
compaiter (a message) a1 his or ker disposal.

Thie consequences of this shift in the domain of culuml communication
(many people falking to many people) are to be discovered in their extent and
importance. However, one thing 15 quite clear and it was articulated with gresi
clarity by Edward Sapir in the first ever encyclopedia anicle on “communica-
tion™ writtem for the first edition of the Emcyvelopeata of ihe Social Sciences
1931, Sapir was worried about the vse of the new technology called the
“telephonc™, but his comment is even more appropriate today for the personal
compater conmecied fo 1he Intermet.

Al effects which demand a centain imtimacy of understanding fend
to become difficull and are therefore avoided. 11 is a question whether the
obvious incrense of overl communication is not constantly being
corecied, a5 it were, by the creation of new obsiacles 1o communication,
The Fear of being roo casily undersiopd may, In many cases, be more
aply defined as the foar of being undersiood by oo many — 50 many,
indeed, as to endonger the psychological reality of the image of the
enlorged =2If confronting the not-sell (Sapic 19449: 108}
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We witnessed on eurlier version of this prefigurative colterl phenomenon
in 1989 during the height of the student and worker revalution in the People’s
Republic of China. At thar time, the ability 10 use facsimile telephone systems
o send “fax”™ messapes by-passed the usual stnie controls an felephone service
and wiilized a eode technology 1o send any variety of wsressages: prini
longuage, handwriting, images {both diagrammatic and photogmphic), and
language-image metamessages — all quite impossible in voice transmission!
Equally misunderstood was the capacity of the woerdd®s television networks 1o
s portable satellite up-links 1o produce hive wlecasts from anywhere in the
country.

Obwiously with the massacre in Tiansnmen Square ot Beijing, Chinn on
4 June 1989, Sapir's dire concern with being understood by too many came
10 be tragically true, The postfigurative cultore of the governmen! could mot
conceive of change and since culture is embodied, the prefigumtive collural
bedics of the students-and workers had to be confromed in their very exist-
ence. As with most posfigarative culiural consiraints, the change could not e
contained because the technology which stimulates the change as the nature of
m cocde, The use of the fechnology has the nature of o message. bul o messane
penemnted by the cade,

The force of technology s 8 code penérsting o message & upper most in
the minds of Chinese authorities al the moment (Hertling 1995: AZZ), They are
attempting 1o control the use of the Internet by restricting all transmission
traffic to one route through Beijing’s Cuinghun University. Whether this will
be successful or not remaing to be seen. [t moy succeed i securing large data
transmissions, but s with the fax  machine it cannol be controlled in the end
The ability of mdivideal users o connect to o modem and wse o telephone is
simply bevond confrol by o cemmalized suthority. In the prefigurative culure of
the present &5 future, (he control of personal compirters is just as impossible as
the control of thinking was in the postfigurative culture where the present is
conceived of as the past. In the final analysis Sebeok §s correet, mot enly about
danger waming signs for nuckear wasie sites, but for culiural compvenication i
general. This is 1o say, the “relay system™ is the personal compater and the
“atomic priests” are simply the people who can wse a computer. The computer
is a technology, like speaking o lnngusge — a discourse, that simply and
profoundly allows many people o1l o meny people.

In poind of fact, then, the requirements for a waming marker ot & ouglear
wasie cite can be slightly reworded to specify the thematic solution already
embedded in the problem of all communication systems. Recall thar such a
marker system had four requirements: (1) It survives: (2) It can be detected:
(3) The message is perceived as 0 warning: and (4) The warning initiates
appropriate action, A technology such as o compiter and the Internet may fail
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or be destroyed and its capacity to function as Sebeok's relay system also
would be destroyed. But remember thal computer technology is just an
empirical form of a code. A code can survive in other forms and that is where
the “atomic priests” are most relevant. They are simply a group of people
charged with knowing a code that can be passed on to other people. That code
alrendy exists a5 haman speaking, nol a writlen longunge, but ithe oral code of
discourse. As long as humans talk, the code has the poiential 10 issue
messages. The struciural characteristics of the folkiale and other more straight
forward speech communicatbon codes (rhetorics) assure s that messiges can
and do survive more than D000 vears,

In short, we need to realize that in human discourse as speaking (1) »
code survives; (2) 18 ean be detecied; (3) the message in o code is perceived as
warning {simply because other messages are possible — the original worry
about misunderstanding that concerned Count Koraybski!); and (4) the code
initimtes approgeiate aclion (simply bacause the code is selfl reflexive, it creales
s own metacommunication and object-communication messages). Speech
speaking (Merleau-Ponty’s parole parlante) & the ultimate communication code
because it is simultancously postligurative, cofiguntive, and prefigumtive in
the embastied competence that it gives 1o the human performance of discourse
a5 & MAessaEe.
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Even if we question the cormeciness or lnbeling phenomena as symibols im
sociosphere andfor in biosphere, there must not be any reservation as regards the
e of terms like “biological symbols™ or “symbols in bislogy™. Both phrases
simply mean *symbol as it 1w wsed within the conceptual fremework of biology®.
In this case “biological L}mhuii"' are lermes within a metalanguage, and we label
by them {in biology) something as a “symboi”™. On the contrary, the phrase
“symbaols in biosphere™ nefer to the object language, as i “symbols™ were really
existing in biosphere. The same could be said about the expression: “symbols in
sociosphere™ and (for a lack of bemer phrose) “sociospherical symbols”, In fact
both mean the same; “symbols as there are used within the conceplunl frame-
work of socinl sciences” (and, of course, not only within the sociologyk

“Sociosphere™, “biokphere™ and of course “semiosphere” are only 1o seme
degree metaphors, becavse it is not ensy (o delineate in which current meaning
these “spheres™ are existing, Such b -sphere in biclogy it might be next to
Ligrwarli, and in sociology it could be # common synonym For the society.
Sometimes “semiospherc™ is nothing but a fashionable name for semiosis, while
in other cases it is the universe of the used signs or of their users. In anofber
context it is simply the eptire sign communication, or it may refor in the “lan-
punge of signs”™, Here again some of the synonyms are in fact (more or bess)
schentific mictiphors, Mol the best ones, indeed, because they appear perhaps on
the same level of exaciness, as terms like “possible world™ (which can be
another good substituting candidote for “sphere”) or *imaginmive reality”™ is.
Several other “realities™ are of the same epistemnlogical status too, There must
be a strong reason behind the well-known fact, why there are 5o many vague
miglaphors in sitemping the entire range of sctivites and of existing signs in our
societics. Could ape really puess, why?

According to my assumption one of the major weaknesses of such sets of
binspherical or seclospherical semiotic terms is that there nre various linguistic,
philosophica! and communicational erminologies in semiotics, including classi-
fications of signs. — but there is no biclogical sign clssification generally
accepled by the semioticians. Hence a statement like “symbaol as a biological
term’ makes very litthe sense. I is the more surprizing fict in modem semiobics,
because all of us know, semicficy or semiofogn were originally often described
s symptomatelogy, o special routine for deciphering the marks and symptoms
of diseases. Therefore any proposed semiotic binlogy can definitely be named as
“symplomatology”, but not as “symbolobogy™.

Literally various kinds of signs in “biosphere’” may be discemed.., Eno-
sistens as signs {and mostly as discase markers) are different from reflexive
{outomatic) signs (ms e.g. when one turms pale or red). Signs for the receplors (as
nuptinl plumage of birds) are different from signs played by animals in an cla-
borate way (as &g in dance of the bees), To n very grent extent human signs e
nat much different from prehuman signs. Growing a beard in pubcrty age.
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baring the teeth mnd traiming the children how to eat properly — all sre similar
signs in the sociosphere (o those existing in the biosphere, Perhaps a more
elnborated biotogical classification of signs in the biosphers could help us to
better understond signs in the sociosphere proper. Cats eal mice and withoa
knife and fork, But kitten play with their food on the same way a5 our children
do. Mot only the origin of signs m sociosphene lies in the biosphere, nlso in thelr
aciual practice sometimes the similarities are more evident than the dissimi-
lariiies.,

Furthermore, when wriling on early forms of iconicity a few years ago
(Woigt 19860 | tried to collect cases where within and together with iconicity the
same signs possessed other features' (those of symbolicity or indexicality), There
I have mentioned thal seme sign classificatory systems clearly have intersections
with exch other, The same sign at the same time (1) bue from @ different point of
view can be indexicnl, iconic and symbaolical, according (o the classification
supgested by Peirce. An actual sign is a sum of the three (or more) polentialities
and their properies. The ncual relations between them will decide, whether we
may call that sign as belonging to the class A, B or C. This phenomenon occurs
even more clear when we compare bieapheric signs 1o sociospheric signs.

Mimicry is o perfeet sign i the biotphere just us a lie & a perfect sign in
the sociospherc. It is not & new discovery that they are ps signs very much alike,
And both mimicey and lie are symbols too! they are deliberately disconnected
pnd falsified complexes of “ine™ elements in order 10 decelve the receiver, In
one word they are pechaps the most highly qualificd symbols both in biosphere
and in sociosphere. They need a further semiotic analysis from this point of
vigw oo,

Fimally | return for o while to the lerminalozical problem mentioned
phove,

Even if we deliver a popular lecture or we discuss in general of the signs
and symbols, it is sdvisible o use the two terms in the wreicsesr sense of their
meaning. Thiss, symbol will be a well-roinded sub-¢less 1o sign. Dul on the
contrary, “biosphere”™ and “sociosphere” may remain throughoul the discourse
s metaphors without the necessity for further clarification, They simply stand
for the contrast between the constructed humaon society with its antecedents and
parablels, sometimes homologues which we con render under biclogy as a
glossed term., The situstion is the same with the term “semiosphere™. It is a well
formed metaphor oo, and it is nol a strict term. “Sphiere™ in such cases is 2
phrase for “sum of”, “complexity”™, “internction”, and “neiwork™ — jusi fo
mention some of e possible connotations. Or /1 is o “web”, Web is another
current metaphor Tor expressmg complexity, and with a clear biological back=
ground, {See network verswy web in our semiotic terminology!)

When calling some hasic or popular ferms in semiotics a5 metaplors, we
do not mean to degrade them. In the parficular case of my paper “spheres” as
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Lebsewite, cds. 19843, wma estéiica ecolbgicn (Storm, ed. 1979, Schonherr
1985 133<145; Bohme 1992; Krampen 1993), uma ecopsicologin {Mogel
1984} ou uma psicologia do meio ambiente (Mehrabian 1976), uma teoria cog-
pitiva ceoldgica (Gibson 1979) ¢ ume ecolinglistica (vide 53, Embora o con-
coite ceossemidtica aimda nbe tenha sido ouvide expressis verdds noe conceno
destos interdisciplinas, com excegho de algamas primeiras ressoningins
(Enninger ¢ Wandt 1984; Haila 1986; Koch 1992, Krampen 1993, Lang 1993),
existemn diversas linhas de pesguisa nn semidticn que poden ser consideradns,
no sentido de Haeckel, como ama contribuiglo & investigagho das relagdes
entre organismos ¢ scus meios ambicntes €, destn forma, como ecoldgicas.
0 pbjetive deste artigo ¢ discutir plgumas destas linhas, tentando esbocar o5
primeiros comtomos. de wma coossemidtica,

Ecossemidtica ¢, de scordo com estas premisaas, o estudo das relagdes
semiticas mideas enire o5 organismos ¢ sew meio ambicnie. Esta definigho
pressupbe primeirnmente que, ndo somente um homo semiolices, mos, de
manegim muis geral, um ovgomivanes seminficas, scja 0 centro das atenpdes de
uma semiotica com polencial de explicacho na drea da ecologia. Com esin
delmigho, no entanto, cobocim=se mmbdm questdes s como: (1) 530 & rels-
¢hes enire ofganismos ¢ meio ambiente sempre de naturezn senvidtica? (2) Serd
que elas 12m sempre semenie um aspecio semidiico? (3) Ou serd que 5¢ deve
distinguir entre as relagdes ambieniais semidticas e nlio-semidticas? (4) Serd
que, meste casc, 8@ semidtics pode descrever somenic as relagdes mituas entre
Organismos ou exisiem fambdm aspecios semidlicos nas inferagdes enire o
meio ambiente bigtico e o abidlico? De qualquer mancira, 8 ecossemidlicn €
g semidica que ndo s¢ lmith somente 80 edudo de signos antificiais ¢ arbi-
tririos, mos gque estuda timbém ¢ principalmente signos naturals na relagio
prganismo-meio ambicnte, portanio, uma semidtica que parte de um “limiar
semiotea” inferior entre o semidtion ¢ o nllo-semidMico.

Primeiros passos parm uma ecossemidtica de acordo com esias condighes
delingiam-s¢ nas sepuintes dreas: na histdeia da semidtica, na semidtica tedrica,
na biossemidlica, na semidtica cultiral evolutiva (el Koch 1986; 1991}, na
estdtica semiddica (ef. Sturm, ek 1979, Krmnpen 1979, 1993), na semidticn da
linguagem ¢ nin scmidtica aplicada. Nem todas esias freas podem sor discutidas
s sepuir. Principalmente o camps da semiotica aplicada com sua fcoria exire-
miEments interessante do lixe e de sun remoglo nlle pode ser aprofundmsdo.
¥ lgiter pode se referir ao caplivle “Rubbish Theory™ em Cuoller (1988). ao
volume sebre semidtica do lixe atomico de Posner (1990, assim como ao
miimiere tematice "Refiguring Debeis™ do American Jonrmdl of Somietfcs (no
prelo). Alguns nspectos da relaglo homem-meio ambiente slo também dis-
cutidos nas publiceghics do centro de pesauisn Mo arsf Matsee dn Universidade
de Oidense,
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2. Modelos Histéricos da Relagio Homem-Meio Ambiente

A b do onipresenca do senmidiico nas relages homem-meio amblene
gté um pansemiotismo que procours explicar tpdos os fendmenas ambieniais
como tende qualidode signica € amplimente difundids na histona du cubum ¢
da religiio, Neste caso, pedem-se distinguir 1985 modelos principais de uma
relagho homem-meio ambiente sermioticamente merpretada, (1) o modelo pan-
semidtico siricte sern, (2) 0 modelo magico e (3) o modelp mitoldueico (ef,
Magh 1990 382, 188, 374} O modelo interprefativo pansemiotico do meio
ambiente considern a toinlidade da nanwrezs como signica e vé nela uma men-
sagem & ser decifrada pelo homen, cujo emissor & Deus ou wma outra forga
sebrenaturl, De peorde com o modele magico, os fendmengs ambiontnis naiu-
rais também ko uma mensagem, MAs Scu emissor o manipulador, o magico, ¢
wina pessoa, crguanto o meio ambiente natral fisico ou bioldgico contims a
ser seu receptor, pelo menos considerande-se superficialmente, Finnlmenie,
modelos mitaldgicos da relacdo homem-meio ambiente sdo transmitidos em
forma de mensagens sos homens, as quais determinem, pa forma de texlos nar-
mtivies, o lugor do homem em relagke a seu mejo ombiente de forma dedaticn
iR um dever afuar, um fer que Munr ¢ uem pesder atuir,

Ma msdigho judaico-cristl, enconfraimis o modelo ambbental pamsembdico
primariamente no Velho Testnmenta, Assim, a naturesn aparece nos salmos
como wma mensagem de Deus ou destinada 8 Ele, por exempli: *Marram os
céus o ghivia de Deus”™ (31 19.2), *Trovejou o senhor da majesisde™ {51 29.3)
ou “Montes e colings todas, drvores MMutiferas ¢ tndos os cedros, fers ¢ gados
de todn espécie. répleis & aves alades... louvam o Senhor” (51 148.9-13)

Mo teologia do ldodde Midia, a visho pansemidtica do mele ambicnie &
integrada na doutrinn do sensus spicilualis. De scordo com Tomdbs de Aquino
(1224-1274), este “sentido espiniml™ consiste no flo de que “colsas (rex) sig-
pificam outras cobas™ (Sumee Theof, 1, 9.0, art 10}, Os significados das colsas
na nossa melo ambiente natural ermm codificados em liveos. A chave Gitima
para a interpretagio do meio ambiente. o livro dos livros, era complementads
por liveos minis especializndos. Assim, por exemplo, bestuirios davam informo-
30 sobre ox shinificados dos animals ¢ lapidinos informavam sobre os signifi-
cados das pedras. Enquanio, por um lado, livros codiflicavam os signilicados
do meio ambiente, por outro, & qualidade sienica da propris natureza ern des-
crita pela metafors do meio ambiente como wm livro (el Cuntius 1948: 313.
=329, Bohler 1981). J& que, entdo, o meio ambiente, assim como o Biblia,
timha gue ser interpretado como alpe lido, nio ¢ de admirar que. pars o mier-
pretacio do melo ambiente, era vitlizado o mesmo codigo hemmendutica gue mi
exegese biblica. Assim, o sentido espiriual dos Fendmenos ambiemais diferen-
cinva-se, dn mesma forma que o da Biblin, em um sentido ropalépics, um
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senso abepdrico & um senso anapdeico (cf, Moth 1990 335} Um exemplo sim-
ples para este fato 530 os significados espiritunis que cabem, de acordo com
cale modelo, a um “penhasce™ (cf. Dunbar 1961: 9% Mo sentido tropologics,
ele significa *agquilo que coda alma déve ser parn o proximo’, no sentido alepo-
rico, ele se refere n "Cristo” e, no anagdiico, an “fundamenio do reino celeste”

A vislo pansemidtics do melo ambiente aloangoa seu apozeu . dostring
renascentista dos assinaturas (ef. Bohme 1986; Mate 1993), por exémplo, com
Paracelsus (14931541} Aqui encontra-se um sistema elaborade de cddigos
para o decifromento de signos naturis, no qual nde somente Deos & atribuide
COMG cmissor, mas lambém trés outros assinantes (signadores) (cf, Porncelsus
1591: 101}, a saber, o homem, um principio intrinseco de desenvalvimento,
chamado  wrohins, ¢ a8 estrelas ou planetas {oeira). Os sipnos naturiis, as
chamadas assimaturas, que os assinanies dexam fo mewo ambente do homem
na forma de vestighos indexicals, encontram-se no rosto bumano (codificados
pela fisionomia), nas linhas tanto do corpo humano como lambdém das plantis
¢ mincrais (quiromancia), assim como no terra, no foge, no dgun ¢ nas cstne-
las (geomancia, piromancia, hidromancia o sstrologia). Os signos do meio
nmbients assim assinado encontramese, além disso, de aconds com o dowtring
dos assinatiras, em oma relagio signica essencialmente Kdnica entre i, pols,
entre o fendmenos do munde, hi ainds wmbém semelhnngas, analogias, afini-
dades ¢ comespondEncin ocultas (sobre este tema ver especialmente Foucault
[966: 40-45). Também estas comespondéncias crum empreladas como assina-
kg, Assim, por exemple a forma de umn semente de acdnito, oma pequéna
esfers escurm numa casca branca, valia como signe pora o efeilo curative que a
planta pessul para o olhe humano com forma semelhonte & dele (of, Wb, 58)

Tém estes modelos semidticos da relagio hpmem-meio ambienie da
Iduche Média ¢ dan Renmscenga unn inberesse maior do gque &b pira o hisidria da
semiddica? Certamente, eles nlo ermm modelos de pensamento ecoldgico no
centido afual, mus fEm om ponto em comum com o afual flosofis do ccologing
eles se basgrim em uma vislio holistica do mundo, que acentua o unidade entre
homem ¢ meéio ambiente. Em opoziclo a isto, encontriese o visdo de mundo
dunlista, que 3¢ delineia com o Racionalismo desde Descaries. Esta @ uma
visdo de munde que leva n ama separaglio entre mente & natures, que consi-
dera a menle superior & natureza ¢ gue, finnlmente, reconhece somente o
homem como medida de todos as coisat, so qual o meis ambiente deve servir.
Esta vislo anropocéninca do relagio homem-meio ambiente fambém pode,
conludo, se reportar o uma antoridade judaico-cristd, pois o mandamento do
Velho Testamento “Crescei e multiplicai-vos, ¢ povoal a terra; submetéi-a ¢
dominai sobre o5 peixes do mar e sobre as aves do céy e sobre fodos o3 ani-
mais gue se movemn sobre o terra™ (Gén |L.2ZR) fornece, ¢ emendido ermronen-
mente, ¢ modelo miteldgico de um pensamento ambicntal anticcaldgico (cf.
ambém Bouissac 198% 509-513).
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3. Semidtica Tedrica da Relagio Signo-Meio Ambiente

Mem toda semidtica pode reconhecer sspectos semiddicos np naturezs da
relagio organisma-meio ambiente. Nenhuma perspectiva coossemidtica tem,
por exemplo, o antropossemictica de F. de Saussure (1857-1913), segumdo a
gual, o mcio ambiente cognilivo do homem “nada ¢ distinto anes do apareci-
mento di lingua™, sendo “cadtice™ o pensamenio humano sem o estrutora da
linguagem e, quando muito, ssemelhando-se o “uma nebuloss onde nada extd
necessarinmente delimitado™ (Saussure 1916: 1300, Um tal programa semideico
linguocentrico tem noecessariamente que ofuscar a visio sobre deferminantes
coob(gicas dos processos signicos, thl como elns determinavam, ao fongo da
evoluglo bioldgica, a relaglio homem-meio ambienbe (cf. Mo, ed. 19946,

Uma semidtica tedrica com amplos implicagles ecoldgicas &, por outro
lado, & de Charles 5. Peirce (1839-1914). Sua interpretaglio da relacio homem-
-imcip ambiente parece freqlientemente ser pansemidtica, por exemplo, quando
Peirce diz: * Tedo o universo ¢ penetrado por stgnos, se & gque ele ndo se com-
ple somente de signos™ (CF 5448, FN). Na drea das relagles entre os objeios
e organismos no meio ambiente humano, Peirce distingue, no entanto, squelas
de naturezs mermmente difdica e outmis de natisresa tiddica, womente as rela-
goes trifdicas podendo ser de tipo semidtico. A relaglo de um individuo com
o5 objelos de seu meio ambiente ¢ simplesmente de forma diddica, por exem-
ple, quande ele os encontra coma uma realidode imnidvel, cra-se com eles
por acass ou mé quando o conhece na forma de imposicgio oo “violéncin
crikn”, Tais relagdes diddicas Peirce (CF 1.3358) caracteriza como “broias e
concretas” e diz que “elas nos sho impostas diariamente™ ¢ “representam o
principal liglo da vida”. A relaglo organismo-meio ambiente se torma semio-
ticn somente guando relagdes diddicns e transformam em triddicis.

Ma interagdio semiddica, o individuo nlo mais experimenta o5 objelos de
seu meio ambicnte na sua imedinticidade, mas os interpreta em relagio a algo
terceiro, wmn “significado”™ que remete o alea além do pmbiente imedinto, wm
fim, um objetivo, ums regularidade (ef. também Nath, ed. 1994; 3.4), Tais
relaghes triddicas de semiose caracierizam processos cognitives (cf, Noth
19840), todos o8 atos ieleoldgicos ¢, em geral, teda a atividade de wma mente
(ming). Semiose, neste sentido, ndo ¢ de forma algoma limiteda o processos
em organismoes superiores, Todo organismo bioldgico simples ja interpreta seu
mcia pmbiente de forma semidtics quando escolhe objetos encrgéticos ou
materinis de¢ seu meio ambiente como apropriades so objetive da propria
sobrevivéncia ou quando os evitn per serem impropeios a tal objetivo, Tais
interpgdes triddicns entre organismos ¢ meio ambicnic representam o limiar
enire a naturesa nlo-semidticn e a semidtica. Peirce postula ji nesse limiar
semidlico & presency da mente (mind) na npterezs dos organismos guando
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gscreve: 0 microscopista obdena s o movimento de criatunis pequenas mos-
tra qualquer propisito. Em ceso positive, il mente ™ (CF 1.265),

Antes gue estas idéias ecossemidtices fundamentais de Peirce pudessem
ser aprofundadas tetrica ¢ empiricamente principalmente na Brossemidica
{vcjn abaixo), surgem, na histdria da semidtica. novas tentativas de amplingio
da semidtica ap meio ambienie dos usudrios de signos na obra de Charles
Marris (1901-1979). A feoria do signo de Mormis ampln o honzoeme da andlise
semnidtica do homem n processos de produgiio ¢ reproduglio signica em “orgs-
nismos vivos™ de forma mais geral ¢ acentua, além disso, o pecessidade de
examinar também, além do sintaxe e semiintica do signo, na pragmitica, a
“origem, uso ¢ efeito™ dos signos no meio amblente semidtico (cf. Morris
1971: 366-367, 302). Sob perspectivas ecossemidlicas, ¢ discutivel s¢ a
amplingfo semittica de Morris foi capaz de superar perspectivas aniropo ¢
logicocéntricas nn teoria do signo (cf. W. A. Koch 1986: 40-41; 1992: 177-
=) 78). Em wista da consideravel restrigho da pragrmiticn semidticn ao exame
das relogdes entre produlores e recepiores signicos, Koch (ibidj exige uma
ampliacio das dimensdes dn pesquisa semidtica sinfaxe, semdntica ¢ pragma-
fica pars uma quarts pova dimensio da semidtica o ser fundada sob 4 deno-
minagho de ecoética, que estudaria as condiges ecolbgicas da géncse atunl,
palogenéticn & filogendtica do uso do signo na naturces ¢ anculturn,

4. Biossemiotica da Relagio Organismo-Meio Ambiente

A patoreza semidica da relacdo organismo-meio ambicnle o partic da
perspectiva da bivlogia tedrica fod estodadn primeiramente @ de forma mais
fundameniada por Jakob von Uexkoll (1864- 19445 em st doutcinn do meio
ambiente {Umwelt) e da significagio (cf. Uexkoll 1928; 1940},

Meio ambiente &, sepundo Uexkoll (19490: 158, 334}, o mundo pereebido
pelo organismo em seu munds interior siravds de seus drglos perceplivos &
influencinds operacionslmente por seus drgdos efciumntes. De acordo com 5sio,
meie ambiente s¢ compie do mundo perceptive ¢ do mundo efetuanie de um
organismoe. Devido dis diferengas especificas de espécic entre os organismos,
suas - diferentes necessidodes @ perspectivas individuals de mundo, existem zn-
s mecio pmbicntes quanios orpanismas, pois o mdivideo ou a dada cspecie 50
pode perceber, dentre as estnnums do “munds objetiva”, agquilo que pode ser
percebido em fungdo da estrutura bioldgica dos receptores & do posiclo do
organismo que percebe. Uexknll (1980 335) antecipa, neste sentido, uma posi-
¢lo do construtivismo radical (cf, Nath 1990: 179), quando cle escreve: “Oual-
quEr que seia o sujeito que queiramos éscolher no sistema dos animais, sempre
encontrames em tome deste um outro meio ambicnte construido que, em todos
o4 pontes, pona tragos do sujeito em sL”
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A nafureza semidticn da relagio organsmo-meio omblente se toma clara
principalmente no modelo do clrculo funcional de Uexkall {192%: B). De
noordo codn esie, ¢ sujeilo cquipade com Orglos perceplivod @ atuanies & uim
“receptor de significagdo” em relagdo a um meio ambiente cujos objelos sio
definidos como “portadores de significagho™. Os sipnificados ¢ signos do meio
ambiente nio slio, neste caso, transmitides unidirecionalmente (ou o€ cousal-
mente) de Torn parn dentro, mis, éntre o meio ambiente & o mundo interior,
exisie umn relagio de complementanidade: o portador de significaciio funciona
como contri-éstritura ("estrutura de encaixe™) do receplor de significaclo (el
Llexkiill 1928; 8} Meio ambiente ¢ mundo inferior formam wn circulo herme-
néutice ecoldgico, pols o mundo interior jé contém — como dirtimos hoje —
um modelo cognitive do meio ambiente subjetive e ¢, nio somente “perce-
bida™ pelo mdividuo, mas mmbem “constraido™ por cle,

A teorin do micio ambicite de Uexkill iransfommoi-se, neste meio Tempo,
atraviés da medizgio de Sebook (197%9), Th, von Uexkill {p. ex. 1981} e o
paper progremitico de Anderson er @l (1984) como um dos “cldssicos™ da
semidtica ¢ nflo precisa, por isso, ser discutida mais pormenorizadamente.
Mesmo o conceito “melo ambiente”™ (Umwelt} na definiglo de Uexknll i
entrou, nese meio empo, pam o terminokegia de lngua ingless como o pala-
via de emprésdimo sonveli, A drea geral fonemente expandida da Mossempbtica
(cf. Schuli 1989; Scbeok e Umiker-Scbeok, eds 1992), incluindo a roossemid-
vica (cf, Nath 1990: 147- 167 assim como Seischrif fiv Serpiosk 13 [1993]) ou
até a fitossemidtica (Kmmpen 1992) estuda. neste interim, aspectos semidticos
da relaglo organismo - meie ambiente nos campos micro e macrobidtico.
Meste coso, a biossemedtica chega ao reconhecimento de que a diade mumde
interior & meio ambiente wlo pode somente se mefenr ao intenor local em opo-
sigho oo exterior dos erganismos, mias que, além do meio ambiene exterior, lid
também um meio ambiente interior o ser estudado semioticamente (vide 1.).,
MNa endossemidlica fundada por Sebeok (ef. p. ex, 1991), a pesquisa desma
semidiea do melo pmbienie inferno comeca no nivel malecular com a descri-
glo dax relapdes do reconhecimento ¢ dn complementaridade esirvturl entre os
genes ¢ 08 genes ¢ antigenes que os rodeiam. Aqui se encontra 8 miz semidtica
daquilo que, e niveis superiones do evoluglo bioldgica, constitui tanto a opo-
sigho como & complementaridede enfre O infemo & 0 exlemo, o priprio ¢ o
outrg (ef. tambdm MNoth 19%4a),

5. Linguagem ¢ Meio Ambiente
Quando passannos, o seguir, do biossemidtica & lingdistica, weremos que

deixar, no nosso pascrema da copssemidtica, amplas dreas do semidtica da cul-
tura fora da discusslo. Mo entanto, o tema linguagem ¢ meko ambients nila tem
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releviincio especiol somente na mual discussdio sobre a crise ecoldgica. Ele
também se estabeleced, nos dltkmos tempos, sob a designagho ecolinglistica,
como um ramo expandido da lingistica aplicadn, Certamente, idéias muito
diferentes doquibto qee deve ser comsiderado como o meio ambienie da lingun-
gem se escondem sob estn designagdo. Elas incluem o meio ambiente como
uma mern methfors para quabjuer situngio linghistica, a nossa fala e vocabuli-
rie sobre o mundo ou fambdm o mes ambiente come determinante bioldgica
da substincin ¢ da forma da articulacio linglibstica. © que hd em comum ¢ntre
estas diferentes idéias de uma linglistica ccoldgica ¢ a tentativa de, atravis da
abrangéncia de diversos fatores no campo do uso da finguagem, ultrapassar as
limitagfes de uma linglilstica migite limitada ao sistemn. Moma abordagem pli-
rulista, principalmente Fill (1987, 1993} e Trampe {(1%00) tentam fundamentar
wna ecolingitistica ampla dentro desia mobdurs cstendida da anidlise linghistica.

Haugen (1972 325}, um dos primeires “ecolinglistas™, entende como
meio ambiente da linguagem nado mais do que as Hnguas de outros Talanies:
= vendadeira meio nmbicnte do Imguagem € a sociedade que a usa como wm
de seus oodigos”, Ecolingfistica &, de acordo com isto, uma varipne da socio-
lingistica que se ocupa dos contatos ¢ conflicos linglisticos. Enninger ¢ Wand
(1984} gostariam de ampliar esin abordagem primana s ¢ interlingfistica a
uma ecologia do signo mais geral através da inclusiio de fendmenos ndo-ver-
bars nov horizome de andlise dos lingfisms. A direclo desta omplinglio leva da
sociolingdistica pela parnlingilistica & comunicagio nio-verbal complomenta-
dora e acompanhadora da faln (cf. Noh 1990; 387-4200, mas, ao im e Ao
caba, esta abordagem ecolégica do signo permanece linguocéntrica. Ela con-
verge parn wma feoria da comunicaglo que se denoming “ecologica”™ [Bamlund
I981) & que estuda a moldura comunicativa mais ampla da interacdo lin-
gilistica,

Um mero postulads € ainda o ecolingdisticn de Hagége (1985 328},
Numa formulaglo que lembra os patavras profifticas de Saussure sobre o futur
semiologia, ele escreve: “Umn futura ecolingfistica deveria cxaminar como o3
poitos de referéncia “nafurais”, integrados em cada cullura, 530 infegrados na
lingueagem; pontes cardeais, particularidades geogrificas, moradias humanas,
elementos do cosmo.” Ecolinglistica seria, de neorde com essa idéia, as lin-
gitlstica e semidticn do espago em sun relatividade oy universalidade antropo-
logica ji existentes sob outras designacles (p. ex. deixis)

Ballmer (1982 12) também postula uma “linglistica ecolégica™ no con-
texto da biolingflistica. Aqui os fatores anmtdmices, fstoldgicos e évoluciond-
rivs, coma cles deixaram seas vestigios no sistema linglistico ¢ no processo da
faln, encontram atenglo como meie ambicnle da linguagem. A nova feoria lin-
glistica natural fmertwrad limgwisties) (cf. Dressler of of, eds. 1987}, como am
ramio da ecolinglistica, deveria ser considersdn como contimung®o dessa tradi-
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gdo, Temas centrais de uma linglistica coolégica, como notureza ¢ linguagem,
linguagem ¢ meio ambiente ou vislio linglistica de mundo incluem, no entanto,
questdes que nfio precisam ser descobertas pela ecolinglisticn, mas quie
ja fuzem poarte de uma longa tradigho du filosofia da linguagem (ef, P ex.
Coseriu 1952},

Aquela variante da ecoling@istica que se encontra em ligagdo mais
imedinin com n discussdo ecoldgica atusl ¢ & eritich ecoldgica da lingin, Ela
censum, por um Indo, o abuse manipulsdor da linguopem como “poluicho lin-
ghistica™ {assim Bolinger 1980: 182) ¢, por outro lado, examina criticamente
cufemismos, tabus linglisticos e guiras figuras estilisticas que contribuem
para o (pseuda) dominio ou até o agravamento linghistico da crise do meio
ambiente (p. ex. Fill 1987; 1993; Trampe 199 Bock e Zafirov 1992), A crise
ecoldgica s¢ manifesta, assim, por um lade, metaforicamente dentro da lingua-
pem (Bolinger), por outro ledo, ¢la é um ponto de referdnein de uma lingua-
pem que com freqiéncin ¢ nstrumentalizada de forma prejudicial a0 meio
ambiente (Fill, Tmmpel A ccolingDistica que s move neste quadro concentra
sun critica lingfistica freqileniemente em aspectos da semintica da palavra,
p. ox. @ critica de palavras “anti-ccolbgicas™ como crescimenio industrial o
automdvel ambiental, Mo entanto, els tem tmbém gque se esforgar por uma
ética do discurso mais geral que ulrapesse a “ética da rerminologia”™ & conju-
ruda por Peirce, Do ponto de vista semidtico, Pape (1983; %) fundamenta isso
COM® 5¢ segue

Por este madivo, pode-sc ser levado a pensir que o6 conceibos asmbos no
pensamento sobre problemas ccologicos sdo cunhados por mfluéncias proble-
miticas ¢ obscuras do melo ambiente ideoldzico. A tesé da natureza Munda-
mentalmenie antropomorfa dos nossos sistemas signicos e o responsabilidade
disso resuliante para nossa producio de signos tematizn, em contrapartida, a
situagdo de uma ecologia mental, Pols nossa responsabilidade para com @
mundo se estende, entdo, nllo somenle aos atos fisicos efetivos, mos fambém A
nassa punglo com signos e, principalmente, com linguagem. Quem poderia
negar hoje que oo meko ambienle semidico ¢sti poluido tanto conceptual ¢
ideologicamente quanio visual ¢ acusiicamente ¢ que as fronfeiras enire a carga
¢ a sobrecarga com exigéncias inerpreimivas ¢ contetidos informativos se
aprosimam de maneira codo vz mals densa @ freglente?
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12 SOCIO-SEMIOTIC THESES ON UMWELT,
INFORMATION TECHNOMYTHOLOGY
AND THE FUTURE

1} These deliberations rely on an integralist socio-semiodic approach
which encompasses materinl and informational processes in their sociality,
historicity and (re=iproductional aspects, On this background the two maln ne-
tions of wrwelt Mastural™ v, “sociol” monwelt) shall be exomined ond be related
o “mature”, “economy” and “coology”. As i well-known, the comdition of the
Intier — concisely recapitnloted here — is evidently more serious than gver,
Concering ideological notions such as “information age”, "global village™, the
“post-industrial™ or éven “post-materialist” socicly, on the other hand, iv is
necessary o oppose their mythologization by evolving thelr prierial core. This
can be schieved — particularly in light of futurological aspects — only in ferms
of an historico-analytical background which applies to the wenvelt-oriented o
woll ax information 1echno{mythojlogical aspects of the entire problematic. In
this sense, | hmdamentally meler — in cross-connection with o socio-semiotics
== to the Theory of Long Waves of the capitlist world system in an — os, e.g.,
with Rolf Schwendter — culture-theoretically ndvanced version. Im this sense,
we move at present in the upswing phase of the ecologico-telematic cyele. From
this result far-reaching preconditions for the modes of movement of socictal
substructures, structures and superstructures in the near and middle future. But
il only these cycles were taken in account, the unrenunciable “subjective factor™
wiould remain unconsidered which indeed contains cvery hope for the amiculs-
tion and realization of a desirable future. Therefore, it must be examined,
ultimately, from the view-point of the theory of democrcy.

2) To describe the serious state-of-affnirs as if focosed by a buming
mirror, so-to-speak, it suffices to recapitulate the development of the global
energy bilance of our specics. From the Lower to the Lipper Paleolithic Age
(about | D00 000=12 000 a.d.) the sum foval of human population on Earth, e,
concerning The entire space of almos1 one million years, was only shout eight
millions of individuals who were restricted to o per capita and per diem enetgy

357









“real radical bureaucracy™, a "new openness” seems to offer critienl futurobogy
m mew chance {its aliemative perspective should indeod be mow not “socialism™,
but “radical democracy™), However, what is the empiry it has to face? The
formula “ecologico-telematic cycle™ says tha, on the basis of a globalized and
at the same tme more and more inferwoven electronic machinery, the geveral
movement of accumulation has (0 ofient itself by necessity on the worldwide
challenges which have become obvious now due to the limitedness of spaceship
Earth. For the next cycle which will follow the ecologico-telemaric one
according to the Kondratieff model, forecasted by Schwendter as the “bionic™
cycle, this will be even mone valid, namely because of the progredient subsump-
tion af the entire bio-mass under the exploitation interests of the capital. Critical
futurology. on the contrary, has 1o pin its hopes on the counler-mavements
which will unfold by necessity, on movements which will, nevertheless, arti-
culnte desirable fitures, and all the more so, the more the probable funeee
fulfills itscll decisively. With the “death of the grem narmtions™ in no ways a
“denth of history™ con be expected (provided the Earth does not break entirely
i pleces).

8) As an inevitable excursion | must insert here a statement aboat fnfor-
mation technomythology, Le. on the topic of ideology. The information techno-
logy is the dominant machinery of the electronic cycle and in a highly con-
catenated as well as globalized and, therefore, qualitatively tmnsformed state
also that of the ecologico-telemntic cyele. The ecologico-telemutic machinery
and the saperstructures resulting thereol were, as such, deseribed only rudimen-
tarily up to now. One of the most striking depictions of the “myths of the
computer age”, that is, of the electranic cyele, however, we owe Theodore
Roszak who, first of all, thevoughly worked up the visions of power, illusions of
welfare, phontasies, wish dreams centered around the “thinking machine”, o
locate their irrational core in the “cult of information™ which exalted “informa-
tion™ to the quintessence of the good for everybody, nnd even to a symbol of
redemplion. So the information-processing machine became a homuncuhes, the
pewiest version of o salvalien promise & ks Bacon’s Nova Atlantis. Entire scien-
tific paradigms (Cognitive Science, Al-Rescarch) ideologized the caloulstor 1o a
thinker and contributed so0 to the comples superstructure (and therewith to the
“Talse consciousness™) of the clecironie eyele, while ut the same time on the
other end of the scabe — contradictonly, os il seoms, but allogether complemen-
tary in effect — a pseudo-transcendence of the strong material givenness (of the
most global und most complex machinery of all times) was brought aboul, con-
densed in formulae such as “post-industrinl socrety™ i Lo Bell or even “post-
materialist society™ & la Inglehart. The underlying, in principle easily revealable
shift of meanings of notions between different sociolects is self-evident and
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should not be further pursued bere, What comits is the Forceful resolt, The
information techiology created (nol unexpectably) its information technony-
thology. and the strategy was effective insofir as these ideologemes became
essenfinl components of the entire hegemonic ideology. One can now easily
extrapolate that in the ccologico-felematic cycle this procedure will be mised 1o
o power which will outshing evervthing hitherto existing. The trend s too
significant: the coming hegemony will produce superstructure 1o a cobossal
extent and incrensingly as an end in iself, negating so more and more s
rational core and therewith alse self — not without beforehand unfolding
tragic efMects in the consciousness of the compact majority,

9) The interplay of the pertinent paradigms presented up to now For
reasons of constructing a theosetical-analytical frame for taking hold of these
and the upcoming sccwmences cin — very briefly — be skefched as follows,
Sign inpuat | wre the real sign seis {or panls of sign seis) as (o be found in the
practice of social groups. These sets of signs are interpreted on & meta-level,
namely by the grid of o Genernl Semiotics av & Socio-Semiotics, nndd hereby
classified snd reloted o distined class carents (as their markers oo Forms of
expression); they are decoded as the group members” specific way of working
up socinl reality and located in the scheme of societal reproduction (exchange
sphere/instrumentality). Sign input 2 are the indexes of macro-cconamy, i.c.,
first ol all, of the Long Waves which vin oscillation of the global profit rate lead
to the stylization of an (empirically counter-checked) era-specific “fundamental
tonality™. It profsoumced “main tone™ (for shart, | remain i the imnoery sig-
gested by Mandel) be called “ceitgeiar™, spirit of times, beside thal, the possi-
bility ol the appearance of further “overtones™ is opened, overtones also of
increasingly dissonant, that is. comradictory quality. The sum of overtones
brings about a continuum of diverse possible (gradiual) affirmistions, or resp. wnd
in particular, (gradual) negations of the normative codex of the entine sociely.
The concrele “intomation™ in each historical era under examinmion comes from
the pertinent class currents via their prodction of authentic subciliures, that is,
deviant sign systems. For reasons of forecasting resulis, then, a modal mega-
striccture of dialecticallv=-logically expectable subcullures, to be tenintively
qualified by reference to the em-specific key machinery, its cycles and subcy-
cles, its fundamenial tonality, ete. The cardinal point of the entire systemic
coherences 14 the one where the “working up of social reality™ becomes
effective via the imtrumental-operational aspects of the triad of the entire socie-
tal reproduction, Here occur those code switches by which class currents use to
arswer the challenges of the material development of the mode of production,
namely by construction amd anticipation of alternative “realities™ in unremm-
cinbly sign-mediated procedures. The swirch 1. reduced to the final denomi-
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we have 1o nct within wwmvefr 2 in order o keep awrvelr |0 sl o osvare. tha
it becomes o recrrren resource. This will and must be the central maxim of
action of 4 continuously more and more unfolding ccosocial democracy.
Ecosocial democracy, conceived in such mdicality, needs; as was shown, o the
same bime on equally increasing subculturalizatien of the aggregate socictics, Le,
o developnient which rests — a8 comdifio sing qaier aow = on 1he “epidemic”
nppeamnce of emancipiled Individuals. For, aliemative suboultures are consii-
tuted by these, and only by these, 5o this is the point where the “subjective
factor”™ once again enters unrenonciably the calculation. Wakiout the free will of
man there is only 8 8fen me va pleis, Thus, our answer 1o the heavy, bul in o way
ephemeral conflict ceologyeconomy s, added up, first on theorctical lovel; dhe
overcoming lies in the pssertion of the dialectical lnw of the upity of continuity
and discontinuity between pmeedlt 1 (in von Uexkil's sense) and smseds 2 {fhat
is, socinl environment), And on secietinl-practical hevel: the overcoming lics i
the anticulation and snticipation of ecosocial democracy as the condition ol
possibility of a nen-bomé recuperation of ccology in economy and viee versa. In
pringiple, man con pul hisher global household in good order again. Whether
helshe will definitively succeed or not, §s 8 question of polifics: today we are
still heavily struggling For the signs of the Tulure, Al fhis, our eves are, for the
time being, still dimmed by the information technomythelogy. Bui the
“subjective Mctor™ must and will insist on s right again, finally on o global
geale and sgainst each kind of dehammnizntion. A broad coalition of “new
rationality™ {in the sense of Robert Jungk’s “social phantasy™ and on the
background of Bloch™s Prinzip Hoffung) is thinkable, and if it is once anti-
ciputed, then it will become realizable, too.

NOTE

Thiz punciustin resss on i themabically complenssman’ kdlus held on Sept 18 1988, =
ihe symperiium %o “Nalurrechl” zum  Bmswelireeha ™ (epl. 17-18, 1'%, kbesiermeuburg!
MAmtria) with the tile The Umwell ol Zeichessysiom”, aml on (Oct, 19, 1938, in e [Hargarian:
haich syinpesium on phikwophy (O, 1830, 19K8; Vicegrod 1 hmgary) with the fite "Limnelt,
Infmutinslechsonythologie e dic Zokund]” e e e sfwdzed Sorm of presentstion dheres
bt | comncionrcly ahomdoneil the eoleences: A Ceerman yorbon with e gitke =17 sowioesgmintisshe
Thesen dbser Lmwely, Infommiseatechnomy thslogs md die Salunl appeared e Dreyer, Clas,
gt il (ede ) febean el Seclern e — Loge Wkl Snpr Bl Feasithr( floe oo L]
sy A, Oedorniiane, Vol | Linchorg landew, (90U
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“THE SEMIOTIC BODY-MIND"
The semiotisation of nature

00th century life sciences have been chamcterized by two major rends.
One trend is molecwlor and gendtic redvctionism, This trend is well known
and need no luriher comment. Beginning as an undercurrent to this trend,
however, another much less noticed but in the long run just as important
trencl hias gradually been unfolding: Fhe semviovisation of mature.

The earliest manifestation of this trend is probably in the work of the
German binjogist Jakob von Uexkill, who in the first part of this century
developed his wmneelisforschung, The term umwelt refers to the phenomenal
worlds of arganisms, the worlds around animals as they themselves pereeive
them, “Every action™ wrote Uexkill “thar consists of perception and operation
mprinis its meaning on the meaningless object and thereby makes i into &
subject-related meaning-carrier in the respective umwelt™ (1. v, Uexkall 1982
[1940); Uexkill’s work has been reviewed in Sebeok 1979, Ch. 10, and Th,
v, Uexkqll 1982)

Konrad Lorenz was inspired by the work of Uexkill and the growth of
the new discipline of ethology, can be seen as the next important step in the
semiotisation of nature. It was Thomas A. Scheok who first explicitly
ohserved that ethology Is *hardly more than a special case of diachronic
semictics” (Scbeok 1976, 156) and who as enrly as in 1963 coined the term
‘roosemiotics” (Sebeok 19631 Ethology itself has branched into several new
disciplines such as ‘animal commumnication” and “sociobiology”,

A major brenkthrough in our widerstanding of the semiotic chamcter of
lile was the establishment in 1953 of the Watson-Crick double-helix model of
DNA and the subsequent deciphering of the senctic code, While up to this
point the wemiotic understanding of nature had been concemed mainly with
communicative processes between organisms, termed evosemiorics by Sebeok
(F978), it now became clear that semiotic processes were also prevalent at
the biochemical level (endosemiotics). In 1973 Roman Jakobson poiled ol
that the genetic code shared several properties with hiaman language and that
both were based on a double-articulation principle (Jakobson 1973, Emmeche
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specificity of the Japanese fauna with its large variety of birds and insecls,
whereas on the other, these were the only living creatures (apart from the
humans) which Sei Shonagon and her mates could observe in a natural
environment during their pilgrimages. This could be also an explanation for the
poetization of many birds and insccts. which in turn s another reason for
Sei's interest in them.

Most of the entrics in the chapter on “Birds™ {1971: 67-69) revenl chirac-
teristic features of the *social play’ of the mentioned birds, Morcover, it coald
be argued that this is the leading peinciple in the selection of names; reinforced
in tum by the poetic tradition, for which the *social play” seems to be also of
crucial importance. Thus, for instance:

“The heron is an uapleasant-looking bird with a mest disagrecable
expression in its eyes. Yet, though it has nothing to recom mend it, 1 am
pleased to think that it docs not nest alone in Yurugi wood™ (an allusion to the
poem: In Tokashima even the hevons of Yurugt Wood, S where the branches
quiver in the wind, frefuze fo nest alone ! and keenly seek o pariner for the
aighi. / Fer. "}

“They say when the copper pheasant cries for its mate it can be consoled
if one pats a mirror before it — a very moving thought. Whal misery these
birds must suffer if they are separted from each other by a gorge o a mvine!”

“Among water fawl it is the mandarin duck that affects me most, How
charming to think that the drake and his mate ke turns in brushing the fros:
from each other's wings!™ (un allusion to the poem: ~The mandurime dircky,
the dusband and his mate, / brush from each other s wings the frost. / How
sl i ome is feff ro slecy alowe!™)

“The river plover — alas, that he should have lost his matel” (an allusion
to the poem: Autume i3 bere 7 and with it comes / the plover" s ery — [ the
piover who s lost his mate / on Seo River s aiisly banks, "}

This reminds me very much of Sebeok's remark that “in several dozens
species of birds there hos been found a phenomenon known as duetting”, and
of his quetation from a research work on o species of the African shrike,
namely that “when the pariners were absent. the remaining bird winild use the
sounds normally reserved for his panner, with the result that the sakl pariner
would retum s quickly as possible as if called by name... Field observations
supgest at times that onc bird is calling its pariner back “by name™ {1984 BT

well, | could only ndd that in classical Japanesc (and Chinese) poctry
there are many examples of birds calling their mates ‘by name’, On the other
hand. it makes me wonder how the African shrike woold react, if someone
woild try 1o cheat him by putting a mirror before him. Will he keep on orying,
or, will be he consoled like the copper pheasamt?

Now, whereas Sei Shonagon's ebservations on birds seem to be in
concordance with modem omitological studies, her observations on insects
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woild most probably be rejected by entomologists as “pure fiction™. But the
fascinating fact that “the red-and-white Hawaian shrimp Seenopns hixpidus
know ench other personally, most probably by their chemical nomes™ {1986
84), may bring in the future to some new discoverics about the inveriebrates
and their ability fo play.

Sei Shonagon's choice of insccts (197 1:6%-70) i nol guided by the
poetic tradition, bat rother by the interesting {propec) names: the bell insect,
the pine cricket, the mayily, eic. Some of the enfries gre accompanied with
short stories, nmong which the most dramatic one is the story of the basker
worm, Here it s

I feel sorry for the baskel worm (Jap. minowurchi, 1, the straw-coat
worm'), He was begotten by a demon, and bis mother, feanng thi e would
grow up with his feher’s frightening nature shandoned the unsuspecting chilid,
hoving first wrapped him in o dicy pecoe of clothing, “Wait for me’, she said
na she left, *1 shall return fo vou a3 soon as the autumn winds blow”, S0, when
mitumn comes and the wind stans blowing, the wretched child hears it and
desperately eries, *Milk! MAlKI™ (in Jap, “chi-cli', which is both, the cla-
racteristic sound of the buskel worm, and the word for "milk'}.

Thanks fo this heart-breaking story the mincuishi his become guite a
celebrity in classical Jepanese literature, so thid even the famous fnky poe
Bashe (17% C.) dedicuted a poem o it

rriporedi-na Come to listen
-0 Kiki-nf koo 1o the minomushi's cry
hisc-ma io i my lonely hermitage!

As mentioned above, birds and insecs are the only zoological cateporics
to be grouped by Sei Shonagon in her quest Tor something inleresting and
Fuscinating In life, The so-called “higher’ animals are excluded from this liss.
But this is because they are included among the “higher® protagonists of the
text: the courtiers, ar, at least, thekr servants. |6 order 1o illustrate this | shall
quote from a series of short chapters with nesthetic “prescriptions™

“No, 48 Oxen should have small white foreheads, and their bellics and
leges, as well as the end of thelr tails should aleo be white.”

“MWo. 49 The most benutifil cots are the black ones with white bellies.”

"Ma. 52 The oxen=drivers should be stou, with unkempt hair, roddy
Faces, and quick-minded,”

“No. 55 Small children and babies ought 10 be plump. So ought prowvin-
cial governors and others who have gone ahead i the world; for, if they are
lean and desiceated, one suspects them of being ill-lempered.” (1971: No. 38;
T1-TH).
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mssigming @ structuralist nature o his work, She wams, furthermaone, let nol
even Paz” admirntion for Jakobson and Lévi-Sarapss, nor the stmchomlist signs
that appear in Paz’ essays should hide the differences that the poet has with
respect 1o siructuralism, | quote:

“To write 15 the unending question that signs pose 10 a sign: man,
and that which a sign poses to signs: language {(Schirer=Muasherger,
(g1 30"

It is elenr that Paz is underlying the relation of langunge with man in a
kind of a dialectical relation which assumes circular chamcteristics which tend
1o break what can be considered the stobility of signs. The passage suggests, it
seeims 1o me, that the closed visions of the sign are rejected. Paz conceives the
sign as an instrument of mon’s freedom, and of the writer; he discarts the
confinement of the himan being and his ideas; he reafinms the ides that signs
become a ploce of creation, ropture and recrcation of one and the other, This is
what Paul Ricoeur calls “1"éclntement du Inngage vers Vautre gque fui méme™
{1949: 68}, “The question aboul us abways reveals isell a5 a question o
the others™ — savs Paz in Powgfors (1970: 68); it is the poet™s dinlogue with
history and a rejection of 8 mechanical amitude in writing. it is the joining of
the contradictory and the fusion of the extremes, as we can see in Liberiod
bajo pulabea (1949), in Los hifox de fimo (1974) which he announces expli-
citely in his song 10 Mixcoac: “My house were my wonds, my grave the air®, i
is langunge, cullursl inheritance which malds the human being, but al same
time foses with min’s history, 10 65 nol the movemen of the sign delermined
socially, but by other signs. myths and rites which man creates; but af the
same time gets created by signs in n kind of dialectical relation as we can
nppreciate in El loberinto de fo sofedod (19503 and in Aguila o sof (1951),
Man sculpired by language: “Against silence and brawl | create/ the word,
frecdom wihich is invented and! invents me every day™ (1960 143, 1t is the
maetmphore of the word and of man,

Monique Lemaitre holds similar ideas as those of Schiirer-Nusbenger, She
points oul that Paz’ book about Lévi-Strauss is, first of all, *a criticism of
certain papects ol the works of the french anthropologise™ (1976:5), though she
warns that her comments are provisional. It must be said, however, that the
reading thal Lesmaitre renlizes does et inserted — she says — in Paz’ poetical
theory, Bul she also claims that ker reading coincides with the reading that Fai
would have liked his works to have been read. Lemaiire” idens are certainly
indefensible as we shall see below when we examine some of the ideas
concerning interpretation theory, Furthermore, if we take into account, as
Lemaitre has sald, thal in Paz’ work “he has participated of the most signifi-

A

cative intellectual adventures of the century: marxism. Heidegger's philosophy
(...} besides his interest for the East () and the structurlist thought {1976:8)

1 do msk mysell now, s there b Octavio Pax an anti-semiotic and anii-
structurnlist conviction as both Schiirer-Nusberger and Lemaiire think? So it
would seem, but | do not kold to such views. And | say it would seem, for |
do nol want suscribe mysell to any dogmatic position of any Kind. Bat also
because Paz’ signic movements fluctumte in the plurality of meaning — ks
that he reafioms in different parts of his essays — in the space of the probabile
— poetical and mythical space, but also rhetorical — which sometimes appear
as contradictory, bt in a close analysis of the interbor, often shadowed by the
exterior. is eoherent with the ling of thought that Ruv Pérex Sancher calls
“Second circle, A new begimning {1944=198)",

What is Par’ language conception” Let us exmmine first whal he says of
Lévi-Strauss. His reading of L.évi-Strauss work is a mixture of exaliation,
ehlightment ond iritation, thodgh Pag acknowledpes in Lévi-Strauss o great
anthropolegical, philosophical and esthetic importance, trind which constitutes
n philosophy that gets nourished of the coming tegether of the thinking of
Rousseay, [Mderad, Montnigne and the marxist ideas. A reading that reminds
him of Prowst amd Brefon’s work, His language oscillates befween the absiract
ahel the concrete; o thought that perceives ideas as sensible forms and these ns
sighs of the intellect. In Pox™ opinion, the influcnces that determined Lévi-

Strauss thought were:

“That disorder possesses 3 hidden sensg; i is pot a justaposition of
different forms but the coming together in a place of various limes and
spuces the geological lavers, Like language, the lnndscape is diachronic
and synchronic at the same time: it is condensed history of the terrestrinl
ages and it 15 also a knot of relations. A verdical cot shows that ihe
hidden, the invisible fayers is o “siruciure™ that determines and assigns
scnse bo the superficial strociures (19931 1)3,°

It is the metaphare of the mask that we find in Poxdota (p. 11) and £
fberimtr e fa soledadt “the mask convenied in face! the petrified face trans-
formed in mask™. A sign becomes an interpretont of an other sign. A iriple
nfluence con be seen in Lévi-Strouss: Marx, Freud and the linguists tha
feight him 1o explain the superficial by means of the Istent, mMuence tat can
ientified with structural linguistics as Lévi-Strauss says in Amtfropologice
Antrapedogy and in the sociology of E. Durkheim: the whale explaing the
parts, ifca thot we find again v Marcel Mauss who remarks thal the social
totabity is integrated of superposed planes and cach phenomenon without losing
its specificity, refers to the rest of the phenomenn. The value lies n the rela-
b of the social phénomena:
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hecomes clear that parody always esinblishes a cerain opposition between the
paradying text and the underlying text or genre which is parodied. This
opposition appears on all levels of the texts concened, and this feature can be
considered a4 the most important and eommon trait of all tvpes of parodying
lexts,

I this respect it is inferesting fo recognize the foct thal some pernods of
literary history, e.g. thal of German romantic Hieratare of mocdern and
postmodern ligernture show o special preference for such procedures of infer-
testual embedding. The grear part of the lierry work of E T, A, Hoffmann
could be wimlysed from this aspect of ironical-paradistic reference and jnte-
eration of interiextual clements in the own fexts. 20 thit we cin dizeover also
some fraits which will lnfer be generally used in Moderism amd Postmodemizm,
whereas in the Intter, “intenextuality is not just used as ene device among
others, b is foregrounded, displaved, thematized and theorized a5 a central
constrictional principle”™ . At the same time, | suppose that soime featunss ol
certnin fexts of E. T. A. Hoffmann remind of this [ater way of wriling, the
actuality of this author derives, for o great pon, akio from this foct

2.3.2. The scoond nspect of classification is of @ prasmatical nature. On
the praganetical level. the perceptibility of ihe intertextual reference belween
Tyg i T,y is the basis for o funther systematization, The question will arise
here if and in which manner the met-reference between the referring fext and
that referred (0 s appercepdible, Le. marked *. There are iwo main categories
to be registered:

(1) mrarked melerence bebween the referring wext and the fext refermed 6.
A grest variety of difforent elements (e.g. fitles, subtitles, nomes of figures and
of localities, prefaces and epilopues, penre and structum] conventhsns, @e) can
function as signals of mirkedness which all refer, in ihis way ar i ather, to
thie test referred to, 1 s ihroighost possible that severml different “signals” of
markediess, b Merestunlity markers occur inoa referring text which all albow
thai the recipient, if e has a comesponding knowledge, remarks the text or, n
many cases, exts refered 1o, The recognizing of a parody as such is indis-
pensable conditien lor his adeguate Munctioning, iT it is net fulfilled, the parg-
dying meaning will be also distorted.

(8} amraked reforence between the referring text and the text reéfered
to, The reference between the texts remuins, so to speak, a hidden one, bat it s
throughoul possible (o fnd it out through a detailed semantical analysis of the
referring text for the complete meaning becomes understandable only affer the
dcovering of the nor explicithy mnrked imertextonl elements, It is prodlematic
if unmarked or hidden forms of parody sre poessible, perbaps in the sense that
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in somes cases, the parcdying infention is only remarkable afier and through
deeper semanticnl analysis of the text

(Hi) Some ‘wrired” forms are possible, oo which combine the
markedness on the one hand with an unmarkedness on the other, so thut the
complete interpretation of the meaning of the referring text becomes al the
same time more easy and more difficals.

Such a procedure is demonstrated in Paul Celan's poem Femebrae, where
the title functions as an infertextuality marker whereas the reference to
Holdertin is not explicitly marked and is therefore accessible only for
mecipients knowkng the poem referred to. Ancther type of mixed markedness is
o be found e.g. in the novel of Christoph Ransmayer Die ferzie Welt, where
the intertextual elements are in the text of the novel itsell not explicitly
miarked. but the Ovid-iepertory following it as an appendix creates the missing
miarkedness. Such mixed forms are also thinkable for parody, if there are some
explicit markers of the parodying intention. but if there are also some “hidden™
parodying elements on other textunl levels which are accessible only through
detndled semantical analysis of the fext,

The question of the murkedness, respectively its perceptibility are closely
connected with the knowledge of the pcfual recipients, too, In this way, il is
throughout possible to read a parody inadequately. Accordingly, it is impossi-
ble to establish clear and definite signals of markedeess for all fime: some
signals can function for some recipients as markedness while others can be
totally unable wo remark them. In this connection, it s only theoretically pos-
sible to find out some types of markedness which can fulfill their marker-
function for a supposed ideal recipient. 1t is the same also for parody where
we can not establish general rules for markedness: single elements as tithes,
narnes, [gures, cxpressions or even brooder texiual parms. elements or whole

texts o5 well o fext sirvctures struciuration mlesfconventions can Minction as
such morkers.

2.3.3. The third mspect of classification of intertextual phenomena is of a
more formal, or, in the widest scnse of the word, of & syswacrical character, for
the classification should be made on the basis of the quantity, the extension
and the items of the interiextually relatcd texts'elements of texis. One has o
clarify i this respect which and how many elementstexts are considered, The
following varionis are theoretically possilile:

(i) ome T, refers toone T,

(i) ome T, refers 1o several T,
(ili) several T,, refer fo one T,
(iv) several T, refer to several T
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I fn mt bse remarked here that hypenesiealily comperies nod anly panedy. for i b s
Mfeaider notion, f M “boewe selation usiaant on lexie B (que | appelleral fpperrended & un texie
anbéricwr A (que ) sppelicral, bien sir, fgaonene) sur lequel il sz greffo f wee manitie qui &'csl
pas celie du commeninirg. [ | Poor ke prendse autrement, pososm une notion pistmle de fexie ws
secand degrd | ] ou texte dérivé d en mubhs 1eate préexistant.” [Genetle |9EY - 1I1), The
expresnion “se greffer” nemitdy me on the definition of panody as i “painsitic pome™ given by
excelionl Hungaresn wiikss. Frigves Karimiby who wiode & series of perfect lisomey paodies
parcdying many wribess of dilfedesi nstbonakitics o8 well as varioun llevary gonres (For the
definition, cf Eamsman 1979 1227,

Mt opo 24 "La feme T plis Apoircuse de la padie, ou peinwte saimale, | ] nesi
donc vien d'mstre qu'one cetation déioumde de son Bens, oo dimplemenl 8 s oestexid of de fon
nivems de digniié”

bl p 3T

= For an spproximalive enumerstion cf. Prosres 1957 197

1% Pewofi aspecs For el o comcoplion, while — oo the basis of o kng amd sich
rmdition of semisicy — he ouilinzs & “sementic exmalapy” mnd inslsis on the semiotical spectin
of the mpects of i salyin comprining both fonmal and sevmntical mad pragmatical Fatures: of
ety el Pesom 1985 )

B This poanshiliey b slso poinbed out by Stierle (of, Strase (983 1305, bui he eonsidens
ihe semniotical characior of interiextualiiy m only ong siped among othors, sithough 0 b perbags
ihe Basie fesiure of inicnenmlin desermiming largely the meaning cosstnaction of poch tests. Ploy
mpues alse oo n semiotical poant of view, bal he dmreganis even the tksndve somanbical aspoct of
intsriextmlily [PLery 19910 700 01 s fo be stressed that Kristeva angued For mdcriexiusd under-
sinnding of dext fisciionig alw im o semiotical (sesbalogical) frame, bul ho merpreistion of ihe
disiipline bad othei kisdi of pesupposition and of sdeological backgiommd

™ In smch ces, ooe can spesk of cortain iniercxtusd “cham:™ A wimslar phesomonon b
mentioned by Mot o “scrinlicstion™ of nberexiusd relstions (¢f, Pagry 1990 2400 whale it foen
be remarked thal i & more pramising 1o tske always the relation between refeming toxt and
sefered lexiis) inlo sccoinm (as i 05 the case wilth Celan's posmi) wiibowst gatending thin invesal-
gt oo an eslimised chain of o which are basically repeating the mein-relerential relaion.

W OF the contribations sboul changing of eode sl of mediom i Bowh-Pisker 1983 and
hﬁmmﬁfﬂmﬂ'ﬁlhlluhlﬂhl-l‘hlﬂim_ulﬂrnmmhﬂl'
et who comiders imeriouiuadity esentially nof oaly m @ ot serse (Pleia 1990 200

I Ag a singhe example | would seention heie Besan 5 Lig which constiluics e episods off
Mdonry Pitkoe 's Flyteg Coros. B refors imfertexieally ot anly i b Rible bt il pasodics o the
s (e soime callins] il poditicsl evolation of dar time and, which i moe imporian in hi
resgecl, @ certain type of Hodhvwood film making

2 For this quenion, of, sl the “peroeptional modes™ by Plen (Pt 19910 14},

A1 may refer i this respedt o ihe sl contribulions in Heoich-1"isier 1985 which all deal
with some specls of @ tomplete claiElication withot peally sealizing @ Ml gives also § cosmin
classification wheschy, on the on hand, b 8 sccupating tos much with some detadh amd, om the
othcr hamsd, he does mof fake cerlain Smpoiimi mpedts into accoust which b the conspquenics of
i neglecting of e semaniical sspect. Moceover, some overlspping casegeries result from this
proceeding, o are €. his sywiactical esfegesics “gualiny™ respectively “miesferencs” il &
fundsscnlal semantical chamcter (el Poers 990 0 mnd (1]

HoAs g exampls for tais ‘conlbmsing” integration, of, my anslysin about o shor slory of
(Gabriele Wahmann m Cresce (in peop.j.

¥OCF Prmwex 19902 214,

M H b the case of markedngssimon-markedocss of inomcxiaality, raipeciniely of (heir
concrete. formes widch mic deall with abw in Reoich 19856 |t must be remaiked bere thl cosamry
iia ihe meanimg of Brosch who combdon only marked fomes w8 isieniexmsl phenomena, other
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phemorsena cam be alvo calked inicriexisal R the markednew o, in My ees, depenident on fhe
recepiional ahilities of the rocepients snd therefiore if con mol alwayy clesely be ecided. Pk
dimtingusshes also explicit and implics markedsess, wherehy be abandans 1he deciiion sboul
matkedngs to the compeience of the reciplent. and in sddition 1o this ke Inicrpecicy the category
off explich mmkedness = o very namen semse (of. Purr 1990 12)

I et mecnbions e varianty, oo hul be smalyses diest of o)l not the mefennce belvween
one for m o cases oven moee) T @il the seans) refermid o bt ihe origin of so-calied *mier-
bl wries” (ef, PuETT 1000 JACL L. of hissorieally developed chatns of itortexinally related
texts o o wet ke realized i other media (opera, symphony, fiBm, o) 50 that the feld of escanch
becomey infiniicly enlarped jthe whols history of lsorsture of of aris could be then umdorstood o
an ifinile chain of intericansd relaiboad), A cortain lmilation wom 10 be neccssary bere, 1o olhe
invesiigaiioen, the tvpe (1) iv called “wmgle lext eferonce™ (of, Ramu 1R8N 4BCL wheress the
type i) b5 clesefied w “gystom referomoc”™ (cf. Pristes 1983 430%

B For a detmbed anahs of the inteniestal wriliog of HolBmmss and of b passdists fals

ihir Kiwipebran of, Ovmz {im prop. ).
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| THINK | AM A VERB

“f think | am o Verb™ est le titre d"un ariicle gue Thomas Sebeok &
inséré en position initiale dans be volume qui vient <lore, en 1985, = tétralo-
gie! sémiotique {et gu'il & métonymigquement autant que métaphoriquement
intitulé & son towur J think f am a Verd) et en positien finale dans le volume
American Signatwres, publié en 1991, Ce titre reprend en partie |"une des
dermibres noles que le Géndral Ulysses 5. Grant { [822-1883), ex-dix-huitiéme
président des Erats-Unis, adressa, quelques jours avant sa mort, au médecin
traitant John H. Douglas, qui avait lotté, & ses ciiés, pour ajourner la fin, pour
pérer un cancer 4 la gorge et donner ao moribond la chance d'écrire ses
mémaoires sur ka ocuerre civile . La note, qui se conserve dans Je fonds Ulysses
5. Grant de la Bibliothéque du Congrés, est In suivante:

I cho mat sleep thoush | sometimes doze a lide. 1F up 1 am tafked 1o
and in my efforts 1o answer cause pain. The fact is | think | am & verh
imstend of a personal pronoun. A verb is anything that signifies to be; (o
do; or to suffer. | signify all three.

Traduite mol-f-meot, I note est done, dans un frangais gue nous n'es-
sayons pis d"assouplir: “Je ne dors pas, méme si parfols je m'assoupis pour un
mement. 51 je me réveille, on me parle ef. dans mes efforts pour répondre, je
cause de b peine, En fait, je pense que jo suls un verbe plutdt qu'un pronom
personnel. Un verbe est ce qui signifie éire; faire; ou soufTrir. Je signific les
trois”,

Sebeok (1986a) a cloirement indiqué les misons de sn fascimation € ka
portée de son analyse:

Grant’s words are, of course, touching: they are evocatively cleging:
and they are resplendently eloguent — but the quality which, magnetlike,
drew ime to this particulsr string of five sentences, constituting, in them-
selvies, one complete utterance, inhered in their orphic semiotic wnder-
standding, compressed with stunning clarity and surety. What could Grant
have meant by this note™ {p. 200],
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il & cessé d°étre un sujel qui se dit et se vit dans Pintersubjectivilg sponianée et
propice des échanges quotidiens. 1 se limite désormais au magma de In parole,
de "univers et de ba signification intérieures, dans lesquels ['existence, le faire
et la souffrance se conlonsdent et s'effacent tour @ tour, sans forme cf sans fin.

Ainsi, I"extinetion du moi que Scheok retrouve & juste titre dans In note
qui nous occupe s'accomplirait chez le Géndral par [a traversée d'une zone
aride de la parcle refusée, cor ne pouvant phus maftriser |indicible ¢t mainteni
les frontiéres endre be secret imtéricur du moi binlogique el ce qui peut en &re
diiviile sans danger nux autres (4 ceux que le mol “miotigue reconmail comme
proches), el Usccession fardive ¢f comme cachée & une suto-sipnification.

La note du Géndral nous émewt, entre autres, par la maniére prmdoxale
dont elle temeigne de la dissolution du moi sémiotique de son autewr, Elle dit
I"sbandon de la communication (voire la dépossession communicationnelle) au
mament méme od le Général, cet homme qui sembla conjuguer le silence exié-
rieur et Je silence intéricur comme peu d'aatres dans sa position et ses riles
successifs, réussit enfin & £"auto-signifier dans un ¢lin d il terminal, & mettre
en mols perspicaces (voilés et direets, hudiques of graves) son ipséitd, I'em-
preinte secrite de son fmremeelt, le timbre de |a pensée qu'il consacr & sa
musriiére personnelle de sombrer,

Se dessing ainsi I'image d'une sortic subjective de In sémiosis vécue (ot
humainement assumée) dans loguelle In “mont™ de ln parole fspeech). de ln
communication, précede I "mon™ du langepe (angrage), de In signification Y,
Cette derniére (la signification) semble, par contre, exaltée dans ume vision
ultime quasi-posimoderniste, & la fois mythique et fongue-in-cheek, e nous
revenons ici au propos sémiotique d'ensemble de Sebeok (1986):

Certainly humnn langunge is a flexible tool in ultimately intcracting
with the significant surround; but it also serves as a toy in the manipula-
tion of that world, as well as of past worlds, future worlds, and an infi-
mite number of faniasy worlds™ (p. 41),

Le sujet se désiste grnducllement non seulement des obligations et char-
ges cnvers ses partenaires dinlogiques mais messi, et surtoad, du souci de réalité
de [ signification et de "obligation de “normalité™ des propos intérieurs, Le
mot di Géndral &"inscrit uinsi dans la réverie sémiotique (le raphive of muse-
ment de Peirce) plutdt que dans le discours quotidien d"un sujet. On pourrait
meéme le lire en mnt que jew existentiel imperceptible avee le sol pergu commae
signe précaire en dérive, ¥ voir le symptome '* d'un ensemble plus vasie de
réflexions qui, & la fin de la vie d'Ulysses Grant, "aida @ significr fudiquement
NUEANG cpie gravemesil &3 vie, 500 agonic of A modt.

eLi]

Bestent & dire quelgoes mots sur les deus grands contextes méla-sémindi-
iprcs dims lesquels Thomas A, Sebeok o choisi d'insérer son article mis sous le
signe des mots énigmatigues d'Ulysses 5, Grant,

Dans sa forme premiére, en tand que texte indépendant, ["article portail
le titre “Cirant's Final Interpretant™. Ce titre attirail attention des beclewrs sur
la demmicre somme sémiotique d'un individe (L. 5, Grant) qu’il ne meait on
relation svec Charles Sanders Peirce et avee la démarche sémintique de
Sebeok quindirectement (par be bisis du termae peircien de Snverpreianl

L article a & par In suite insénd en guise d'Introduction dans e valume
que Sebeok o également intitubé, § think fawr o Verb, De par ce fait, ef sans
gue Potear ol pitrement explicitd, 1 devient manifeste que Fanticle en ques-
mon (e, inderectement, bes mots éponymis du Geépéml Grant) occupe une place
privilégide dans ln réflexion (et be véou) sémiotique de Sebeok. Et gue le "Je™
du { trind ! am o Verd s'étend, de Ulysses 5. Gram par Sebeok et Pelrce inter-
posés, & foul moi sémiotique.

Marquons quelgques déments de cetic symbiose, L'article examine 1"auto-
défimition, ke bilan (e “dermier inrerprétant™) el la dissolutien d'vn mod sémio-
tigue en dinlogue poignant avec son mai biologique. O, les problémes du
senticiite relf avalent commence b présceuper toul specialement Thomas A.
Sebeok dés le deuxidéme volume de sa irmlogie, The Sien & Jiy Masiers, paru
en 1979, alors que In question de "univers intéricur et de "opposition cnre
langoge e parole, signification ef communication, sympiéme ¢t signe consti-
tent quelques-unes des lignes de force sur lesquelles s"achéve be parcours de
In térralogie. S0 nows ajouions & coci les remorqucs, phis techniguees, concemant
le rythime lemaire selon lequel évoluent [a pensée de Peirce (comme celle de
Freid e, en fin de compte, ajouterions-nous, ln note du Générl), celles sur le
pronom personnel gui apperaissent dans 'article “One, two, three spells
Uberty"”, celle sur b sémiotiqgue médicale ou la réflexion sur ke jea e les mp-
poets entre signification udique et existence sémiolique qui doilen le propos
de plus d'on anticle, le volume | Bk [ aor o Ferd se trouve &re en dialogoe
permanent aves ce qui, de In méditation d'Ulysses S, Grant, pewt &tre versé
dans In womme des grands dits sémiotigues.

Par contre, dans le volume dmericanr Signatres, 'article remplit yne
fonction ponctselle dexemple. || semble illusirer une attitude “locale™ face &
la significalion, mu verbe vécu, & Mindividualisme sémiotique e ab secret de
I"éire, alors qu'il remplit, dons la composition du livre, la méme fonction de
cloture (de salutation terminale) qu'il avait assumée comme titre du dernier
viarlunee e o 1Etmlogie.
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Dans In foulde de Varticle sur Grant se dessine ainsi une direction qui,
loin. d'étre épuisée dans la pensée de Thomas A. Sebeok, m'apparait au con-
traire comme ouvene et extrémement actuelle. Quels sont les mpports vecus
{et beur mise en signe) entre ke s0i biochimique (Mochemical, immunologic self
dans les textes de Sebeok) e le soi sémiotique, social, culturel fsemiovic sel”
Comment pouvons-nous penser b naissance (le surgissement) d'un moi sémio-
tique ef quelle est la relation que celle-ci entretient 4 la naissance (ou surgisse-
ment) du moi biochimique? Pert-on distinguer entre des types de vies (de cul-
tures, de pensées) d'aprés la coupure ou la continuité {toujours relatives) qu'en
s"efforce de pratiquer entre le moi biochimique et le moi sémiotique™ Est-ce
gue les systémes dquilibrés s"assoclent plutdt & la coupure et les systémes dis-
sipateors plutdt & In continuité entre les deux facettes du seffT Y a-1-il des
“styles™ de mort sémiotique, dans lesquels ¢'est tantdt le mol biochimique et
tad le moi sémiotique qui disparaissent en premier, I"aulre lui Survivent pour
un temps o4, comme nous avons cssayé de le suggérer en passant, un scénario
général dans lequel la sémiosis s'éteint par étapes (d'abord la communication,
ensuite la signification) et be moi sémiotique disparail avant le moi biechimi-
que? 11l me semble que les films expérimentaux en fravelling conting (sans
focusing) de Marguerite Duras '® ou fa prose insolite de Beckett dans
Soubresants, de Sarraute dans Tw ne Pafires pas ou dans feh sterbe 7 noas
mettent déji devant des cas anistiques de nature & luminer Manalyse des pul-
sions conjuguées, entrelacées, conflictuelles du moi sémiotique e du moi bio-
chimique finissants. Je crois ayssi, au terme de ces propas que le demaine
sémiiotique dans lequel s annoncent les possibilités de recherche rendues immii-
nentes par la dimension | think | am a Verb de la réflexion de Thomas A.
Sebeok est celui de la pragmatique. || s'agirait d'imégrer & b iradition majeure
de In sémiotique & cité de la réflexion de Morrls, de Peirce ef de Jukobson,
la renforcant, les iravoux sur Iinteraction verbale de Awstin, Whitgensteln ainsi
que la réflexion contemparaine sur le sujet, I'individo, 1"intersubjectivité el
I"individualisme, Les mots du Général et le cadre que leur ont prété les trovaux
de Thomas A. Sebeok nous mettent sur la voig,

MOTES

I La letaboges sémiotique de Thomas Scbook inclal b volumes Cwmribnions fo e
Uesedne oof S (I9T6), et Siger 6 M Mbrtera (1970, The Flay of Mesesent (1980} 1 [ Thimd
{ o ir Ve [1086) Elle =2 déploie dirart moe dbconnic: 19741984

21 w'agi de Vinnrage o deos sodencs bl Permwal Meaowrs of [ & Ciermf, puhlic 3
Moew Yok, apids sa modt, en |BE5-Bi

11 Sobeok {19%a), p 206,
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* Comme on enare, apres ene periode de rumsnations solimires ou d'apprentivsape diripe,
e lew peuy de Lo (loapuapy gomiedl de Willlgomion

"Lt-ﬁ:h.:tlkﬁl:ly"'?!ll&U.H.ﬁﬂmi-qmmnﬁm||mﬂmhm
forent wus hlhu&l'ﬂiﬂdﬂkutﬁw-hlluwhmmw%hu
Cesd e imni gu'individo, plutds gu'en tom que msililnie oo peésidest qot Giant poul iniéresser 2|
“parln” aua Admdcigatns o myoind fud, swdigne MeFeely: “Ciram did ool make war i resons or
in ways than enobde the Civil War, He did nol rise above linsied mlents or inspire othen s do sn
thal make hiv administration o oredit b Anserican polities 17 Ulvascs Granl waa, s Gy inckisec.
“the coaceniralicn of all thm B Amenican”™ el we slill Believe m demperacy, bis sy i oge
bling. b Eact it smppesis that we isust nethenlk both the worth of wir s the s we make of
pohiics i v are ko enld & seciely nowhich & Ulysses Grant cancbe bennd in 8 consbroctive way
Hia voice i heard chearly in one reslm. Edmsod Wikson in Faviede Core ught wio lake
Lilysses Cirmst serimuly 85 8 writer, All the presenl shudy beas fricd i ido n o ke bum seoiousdy
a man. Mow, almosl & conmony alker he dicd, neibs of plciication or denspraiion can be dhacanded
This is the pooeration of his grandainlivea’s pandchideon, il thes Amsnoains — who anc mal in
all ‘ways diffcreni from the person Gl wad — diserve 0o Lnow @ man ihey woold iooogrdae if
thoy meet him in @ coowd™ [p. 5320

& Woir pmsl, & oo proges, bes mots de William Teoumisch Shetman, repodiules gar MeFeely
(NRLY i s whole charscler Wil & Wsery veR 1 buinsell — o covibaralion of sicnglh and
weaknot ol paralichad by any ol whom [ bave read in ancicel or midkem histesy™ (p. 495}

*Mhmwmﬂhﬂmlm&JimmIMMLmnmilu
paage suivant: “There B mo sccomnd of ovents afer the Ul W, ibe eight years of his predl-
denscy are ipnored. This omssion could be sinibated 1o 1l odvioin fact thal he bad run om of
g, Bl nothing in ibe smecien of the bool suggess tha the posivar presideniial ¢vgnes had
ever begin panl af his cengeption of the work. He edisl those disappodsting yeat it of iy slory
Imitenal, B todd of the yoars in whoch he was alive | |7 (MeFecly 1981 po 5100

¥ hifnee s peo onhodones, car, comme e soufigne Scheok | 1986al, <’cst plutt 1'eppani-
tinn nomiverbe que peatiquent bes legmisics

* Ugine singulaiie (voire fmpeddicialialite) de L1 5. Orant ool frappd ples v e s i
ches Paglant " Adem Hadeso, collshorsteur et Bistorien de ses campagned que le Génal di
dloagner dans la dermsies pantie de s vie, MeFeely (1981 ot “Badeai néver guite indersoosd
Cirnm, Indead, be ol Adsms tha during ibe war he aml Hawlns amd oihors on s sall “could
mcver lidlow & mentsl proceis in het [Litma ] thoughl. They were nol sure thss B did think.” ¥
wutdd Bover boen clowr o i truth 1o sy Thas Giems himeel§ did ot know whal he ghouggba anlil
e warnte it {p. 408),

15 Pour la significatien péndralemsent eegue de U'épisode iermingl de Mo McGregor, 12l
'l i pesu o ks comemponing de Cirest of conbmeissd prodimiberenl mvee & nlan “stanant-
que” de Celedeal, poirs cibotoes us bred passage U Ross [1959), p 304 (reprodu] dans Pakis
1973, p 65k “Tor the stme beeng Miunl MeliHegor wad the ot cosapiomm sgad i the vkl
for the Cronerald Bad inavclled m evory countny and bstony wos asoeming tho proportons of a clis-
sical rgedy. Here was o gro poblic figure wolchimg himse | dée Te knew what he had. fic
Lezw whas the papers were saying. He was o wilness 10 his ows agony i well 35 being i sub-
Fel FEromy voless weie slillked 3t lasn The peaka aned alrysscs of his caroo wers all mowisw, Bl
catabyred in bis il show of comage”™.

1 Thomas A, Scheok {1986a}, p. 3K qui epeesd en cecl MeFeely (FIRTL po 516,

1 ek gom Awpoliopreplie (vol. 3 po 0%, Mark Twain nofait “Cioscral CGranl never ssad
(lovoers of speoch ” (@i apeds. Wodwand 1703, p 4590 En 1ETT, James A Gorlichl surss dn
“Po Amcrican hes camied preater fame ol of The SWete Fowse 1han this il men who Sones o8
inday” {cité par McFecly 1981, p XKW Fuymd des vingeurs gy qui Usssillient g le por-
che de la malson & Mount MeGiregor, bo Géndral derivin & son fik aind “They will talk me i
doath il | stay out phere™ (Pitkin 1973, po 650

10y a, dens bea Blographics comsecrées @ Llysser 5. Goanl de nombeeux passiges d o0
st Je reproduis le selhvani, cosacrd 4 Ls cenwurg involmiaiee quimsall opdide “en s de s
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DVCs reveal that visual perceplion underlics our mentation concepls.
This is why we constantly say that we have a world-view, invight, an image
to maintain, etc, Al a Warld 3 level, these concepts form the busis Tor ter-
tiary modeling systems. At this level, the instantistions of metaphorical
models take on any form, verbal and nonverbal. We say, for instance, that
Jjustice ix bliind and represent it by stniues built outside or inside courtrooms
with blindfolds to symbolize this metaphor. The metaphorical expression the
scales aof fustice, too, Is commonly symbaolized by corresponding sculpneres of
scales near or inside justice buildings. This view of language extends it
beyond the sentence level to encompass discourse, textuality, and cultural
gense-making.

Concluding Remarks

Language is nol, in my view, a kind of innate mental organ, as some
linguists claim. Indeed, il we were somehow to shut off subsequent gener-
ations from language, there is virually no doubt that it would disappear and
have to be invented again, Language, like all other secondary modeling
systems, must be transmitted to subsequent generations. What we do inherit
from our biological heritage is the capacity for semiosis.

The work of the biologist Jacob von Uexkoll (1909) has shown thal an
organism does not perceive an object in iself, bul according to its own
particular kind of preexistent mental modeling system that allows it to
routinely convert the world of experience ime one of representation. At this
primary level, signs are forged by the human organism as jcons, indices, ete.
of the body's response system. Language, on the other hand, remodels these
primary signs into symbols that remove their referents from their immediate
contexis of eccurrence. DVCs (llustrate in microcosm how the secondary
signs of language transform visually-experienced stimuli into absiract
{context-independent) signs. The logocentric world of ebsrracrion, as the
etymology of the word suggesis (ab “lfrom™ frahere “to draw™), is o derived,
extemderd mind-world,

DVCs also suggest the phylogenetic possibility that drawing and lan-
guage were somehow interrelated at the dawn of consciousness, The capacity
to draw and appreciate pictures is a fundamental source of signification and
communication i our species. The paintings of animals found on cave walls
and roofs, and the artifacts that explode onto the scene in Europe 35,000
years ago, bear witness to the productivity of visual thinking. These ure the
“fossil records,” 0 1o spesk, of humanity's first sltempts al representation.
The visual modality has left its remnants in linguage (sce also Riceur 1977,

Fur

Kittay 1933, and Gill 1991 on this poim). DVCs, like many other metaphorical
phenmnena, poini o the likelihood that language was tied etiologically o
sense perception (especially vision), The visual mode of representaiion
undouhtedly led the human organism (o become pware of its own existence,
e differentiate imselll from other beings, 1o locate itself in velation 10 exremal
objects. The first form of consciouspess was probably visual, creating a
mind-space that bestowed wpon human beings the capacilty (o ietentfonally
tranzcend their bictogically-programmed instincis and reflex actions. The
abiliny fo summon up memormble images and models of life experiences, o
reflect upon them, and to evaluate them allowed humans 1o direct and plan
their bodily activities deliberaiely, Through such thinking, fsrentionlity came
o be the essence of humanness, The word funessioe, incidentally, was forged
as @ DV, given that it derives from Latin dntendere (i *in" + fendere “lo
streteh™). Consequemly, it reveals the metsphorical origing of our notion of
intentionality as a kind of “stretching™ of the mind in order to "sce” into the
future. The feelings and sense impressions thal primitive humans wene able 1o
convert into primary sysiem signs and to reuse, ab a secondary level, for
plamming bodily actions and for recreating the extemal world within the mind
must have filled them with a sense of swe and power,

As a closing word, | wish to emphasize that the Sebeokian view of
lnnguage is siceped in the biological tradition of semeforica — a tradition
that has nlways aimed to investigate semiosis as a biologically-based capacity
in all species. Scheok’s program for studying human semiosis provides a
plausible framework for understanding the presence of phenomena such as
DVEs in the world’s languages. In my view, o biologically-based semiotics
will indeed allow us 1o get s meaningful glimpse into how the body interacts
with the mind 1o produce signs, messages, thought, and wltimately the
phenomenon of human Coliune.
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SIGNES “METASTABLES"

Thomas Sebeok, comtinuant |'euvre de C. 5. Peirce, a perfectionnd, voire
ré=écrif en termes modernes, la typologie du signe peircien, Ouire ses
descriptions du langage animal ef méme de la "sémiosis animale”, il nous a
donné se3 “Six Catdgorics de Signes”, dans lesquelles il o intégré et ne-défini
le concept de “signe 2éro”, déji utilisé par les linguistes. Malis, dans une
perspective dischronigue, il a déerit fes vicissiudes de ln recherche sémiobo-
gigue depuis Peiroe e1 Soussure. Enfin il a ¢ié le découvrenr de semiologues
dans des domaines que "on attendait pas, tels gue Rend Thom, pour la théoria
mithédmastigue, e Yon Uexkill, pour la théorie sémiotigue du “milies” dans le
dimnine Foologigue.

En ce qui concerne |"auteur de cof article, Thomas Sebeok lui a ouvert sa
revie, Semidotiog, poar une série de recherches sur un domaine peu exploré, la
spuestion de [™ambiguné dynsmigue™ du stgne o de Ta polarie “siruciurelle”
contradictoire ¢1 dynamique de cerfaing signes visuels of verboux, Enfre 1979
el 1989, dong, il o ouvent ses portes & une série d anticles sur le sufet de ce que
nois nommons In “métastabilied” des signes |, Clest un résumé de PMensemble
de cos recherches que nows voudriens donner ici.

*Merasmbiling™, le rerme provient de la psyehologie de la forme, ou
plutdt de 'wuvre de psychologues Bsus de cette Gestalipavehologie, Mais on
le trauve employé, en particulier. par Jean-Paul Sartre, dans L 'Eire ot T Néant,
wuvre fondatrice de son existentialisme-phénoménologique des années de |a
guerre, dans un conteste quil 4 pew & voir avee fan Psychologie de ln Forme,
Plus récemment, sous une dénomination [égérement différente, “muitissabiing”,
cette nofion o été emplovée par le psychologue américain de la perception Fred
Adineave 1.

Dana ce demnier contexte, cc mot désigne, fout simplement, un phénoménc
qui concemne la perception visuelle, 1] s'agit du renversement de forme — o
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e chose tellement absurde pewt éire imaginée — que le mor “fort™ en
allernand signifie “faible™ aussi bien que “fort™; gque le met “lumigre”
viewille dire “obscurié™ massi bien que lumiére.., Comment ea vouloir &
unve persoane qui sccouerain la ée avec mcréduling?™ 4,

Freud fait sienne, dgalement, les conclusions d"Abel selon lesquelles =il
ne Tt aucun doute quil existail su moing un bngage dans lequel un grand
nombre de mots signifiaient & la fols une chose ¢f son opposé™,

Parmi les mots de Pétude d* Abel que cite Freud, relevons e mot “alres ™
“qui, en Latin, veut dire & In fois “haui™ et “profond™, “socer”, qui veul dire &
In fods “saint™ et “maudit”™. Freud lui=méme se mit & la tiche de découvrir des
“mots antithétiques™. L'un de ces mols d"importance foute spéciale pour lub es
be famcux wnbedmfich, créé par lo langue pllempnde putoor de lo racioe Jfeim
qui signifie Iy “maison”, le “foyer™.

On le sait, ce mot fournit & Freud le tire & an anticle "Day Onisedimlicie ™
{traduit en frangais comme “Létrange et IMinguiétant™ *. Freod montre, de
maniére convaincams, que of qui est “Etnmye of mquigtant”, souven! des pay-
sapes, des architectures, etc.. e pussi le non-éirnnge, le plus “familier” qui
soit, ¢'est-d-dire le sexe de la mére dont nous provenons tous. “Cet endroit
prphedolioh est |"entrde de "ancien belw, “home™ de loas les Sres humains, e
toutes les Fois aucun homme réve d'un endroit ¢t d'un paysage et ce dit § lui-
méme dans son réve; oot endroi m'est familier; je m'y suis ddja trouvd, nous
pouvens interpréter cet endroit comme éant les parties génitales matenelles
ou e corps de la mére,.. Le nnheimfich est ce qui fut une fais heimiseh of lo
préfice um n'est que la mangie du refoulement™ b,

feh, 11 me faut insister sur la centralité de la métastabilivd pour le systéme
frendien: avee ce “home cachd™ qui est be termitoire intime du corps de la mére,
nous touchons & Vinceste, ¢'est-i-dire au complexe d'(Edipe dont on sait ce
gu'il représente pour la théorie psychanalytique, Le “un-", dit Freud, ¢s1 “mar-
gue du refonlemem™ (“Non, mon, €2 n'est pas un territoine. conmw; ¢ nest pas
un terrain familier; cela ne saurait étre proche de moil™, eic...).

Cela est aussi un phénoméne de dénégation (Verneinmmgl — i sem-
blable au processis de |Mironie — "nier alors qu'il Budrait affirmer™, “Déndga-
tion™ est donc auss] de type srdtariable,

On pourrait $éorire celie sorfe de “névrose de déndgation™ qui consisie
& refuser le “renversemem™; & refuser la métasiabilité, 11 nous est difficile
d’accepter que ok sommes au cour de Pidée d'inceste ou moment méme ok
nokis crovons Ere en lemitoire connu. Psychopathologie, donc. Ne pourrait=
on parler de cerains psychotiques comme littéralement “possédés™ ou, moins
démonlaquement, “gouvernds” par une structure de ce type” M'est=il pas vrai
qu'un ¢erfain type de psychose hystérique se traduit par "emploi de certains
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vocables alors que 1intention est d'exprimer le contraire sémantique de ce
vocable, le malnde disant, par exemple “je taime™ alors qu'il veut dire “je te
hais"™? Ou vice versa?

Dans les deux cas, nous touchons & |'idée psychanalytique, phis large, de
ambivadence de affect, ¢ est-i-dire que nous sommes ag coour des concepts
de refoulement et de transfert 7, On voudsail pouvoir dire qu'il ¥ & une Gestalt
spécifique de la psychose, de certnines psychoses, qui est de caracline “mitas-
table™, ou bien, plutdl, que In psychose est une Gexfult de type metastable.
Comment une conscience humnine “entre™-t-elle dans une telle Gesralr? Et
comment pourmit-elle “en sonic™?

Mais st mérasrobilind est synonyme de “renversement”, elle doit mussi
avoir quebques rapports avec les mécanismes qui sont centrés sur I"idée du
renversement, de I rupture ou du changement. C'est donc toul paturellomen
que le mot “dinlectique™ viemt sous la plume; dialectique aussi bien dans sa
forme médiévale que dans sa forme moderne, hégelienne, Cette forme de
remversement brutal est-elle dialectique ou au contraire, anti-dialectique? On
serail tenté d'opter pour cetle deuxibme possibilite, La dialectique est un
processus lent: il faut le temps de I'Histoire pour quiune idée ou une classe
socinle en “renverse une autre”, et puis il n'y a plus de retour en arriére aprés
“repversement” ou “revelution”, tandis que mdfostabiling implique un retour
permanci.

En outre, I'essence de ls métastabilitd est le omiimr, owlou, [ Enfweder!
(Xder, i ln Kirkegaard: en outre il n'y a pas de direction dans le temps, de
vérimble diachronie, borsqu®il s"agit de renversements de ce type: "on ne sait
sur quel pdle commence ¢t finit le mouvement de bascule! EL ¢"est pourquod,
Existentinlisme fEmtwederder] of Phénoménologie utilisent "idée métastable:
il s*agit de se démarquer de Hegel, micux, de présenter un modéle qui soit
viéritablement anti-hégelien. Un vaset-vient exclut, bien évidemment, I'idée de
sytithése ¢t la vision d'une situation o0 des oppositions iméductibles seralent
anfgchoben, supprimées pour toujours ou, & tout le moins, pour donner
naissance & une auire dichotomic d'eppositions menant, elles aussi vers une
synthése,

En effet, Mitasiabilié est aussi un concept qui peut permettre d°éclainer
certaing aspects de ln Phénoménologie de Husserl — et d'ailleurs & mol “phe-
noméne” lui-méme n'est il pas intimement §ié & "idée de vision et de visuel, et
done du renversement de |a perception? Husserl, qui parle constamment, dans
ses lddes, de “fond” (hackpround) et de “figore™ qui s¢ détachernit sur un
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“fond™ est un précurscur de la psychologie de li Gesiali, Des chapitres entiers
pourraient 8ire consacrés & I'idée d'un modéle visuel “métastable™ chez
Husserl, car il ¥ a aussi, chez ce philosophe “figure™ et “fond™ lids comme par
un perpétel échange.

Métastabilité veut dire aussi “renversement” textuel, ¢'est-d-dire reqver-
Semedl au sein des siructures narmatives du texte, en particulier iy texte lie-
raire. En effel, quelques cuvres clefs de In civilisation accidentale semblent
“métastables™ dans leur structure méme. L une de celles-gi eS8l quasiment
fondatrice de toute notre civilisation occidentnle, cest I"Edipe Rol, I"(Edipus
Tyrannus, de Sophocle, dons lequel, véritablement le concept de metabole
(renversement) est tout & fit central,

Nous ne faisons que suivre, ici, les conclusions de Jean-Pierre Vernant
::’-l_na son article connu sur ce sujet®: (Edipe est il eriminel ou innocent, eri-
T“.':I.uu 1oi? O n'est-il pas plutdt peut-gtre “roi-criminel”, ou bien encore
h::::;n;l-]nm:nl". comme le canard est lapin, comme e gobelel est profil

Avanl Vernant, nous aurions pu aussi citer Frazer et son ¢lassique
Rameau d'Or, (The Golden Bough) qui presente toute une série d'exemples de
pharmaks] humains dans |"antiquité babrylonienne, grecque of romaine.

Mais cela est sussi transposable au domaine dy “palitique” aciucl, des
“rois” du politique actucl. Innocent-criminel, ne ["est-il pas, ce soldat ou capi-
laine américain qui, lors de la guerre du Victnam, déclarn imperturbablement
aux journalistes venus voir les dégies: “We had m destray the villoge in order
fo save f1°, — “Noos avens du détriire e villoge afin de la sauver™, Mais
n'est-ce pas sur un tel raisonnement srdlastable (qui bien sir n'est pas rai-
sonnd, ef ¢"est précisément pour cels qu'il ex “miétasiable”) qu'a reposé pen-
dant longtemps fa stratdgie nuclénire globale des blocs: “Nous devans étre
préts i détruire le village — c'est-d-dire Je monde — afin de e sagver!™

Il s*agit ici du “contradictoire inconscicnt™ qui imprégne I"idée méme
de sacrifice quand Ie sacrifice devient total, et quc 'on demande aux habitants
du “village global™ de se "détruire pour se sauver”. Parlerons nous de I"idée
d-r.'“mcrjﬁu dans son acception “moderne”, globalisante ef horrifiante” A prc-
miere vue, la situation mondiale semble donner réponse & la quesiion
posee plus haut: Pidéologle-simidgique de notre femps @ éré une sorte de maort
de ln dimbectique, avant qu'elle ne meure elle-méme de =a métastahilité mpos-
sible,

02

Mous avons dit plus haut que ironie semble éire un phdnoméne de type
“ganard-lapin®™. Mais (ireniquement) ¢'est une pensée ironigue qui vient @
I"eaprit concermant ce phénoméne qui semble e plus authentique de tous: la
création artistique e, plus spécifiquement. liftéraire. N'est-ce pas Aragon, en
effes, qui parlait de Part de I"écrivain comme d'un “mentir-vrai™? Ce qui est
mis en jeu ici c'est la pragmatigre de "acte crdabeur, qui o5t une pragmatigue
de o métastabilisd. Cor comment écrire 51 ['on ne croil pas au moins momenta-
nément & ce que Pon éerit) & la “réalité” de ce que I'on derit? Mais comment
croire @ la réalité de oo que Mon &t 51 dans fe méme temps Pon veot metire
en avant In réalite de 1" écrture” dons faguelle on éorit? Ainsi 8" instaure oo jeu
de bascule entre dérdalisation et rédalization que décrit si bien Sartre dans
Limaginaire! ¢'est-d-dire déréalisation du monde par la création artistique ou
I"appréciation esthdtique ¢t, altemativement, la rédalisation du monde par cel
arrédt brutal de la fascination esthétique que Sartre nomme wne meégalind
réalizante, Pour écrire, pour produire do mentic-vrai, il faut, e méme fomps,
“réaliser el déréaliser”. Ei pour crodre au mentin'vrai {1l point de vue du
spectateur, du lecteur) il faut entrer dans le phénoméne de croyance/non
croyance qui h-méme est “mdiasiable”, wujours sur la ligne de panage de I
réversibilité, Comme le dit Sartre: “croire c'est ne pas croire™, car déclarer
quon croit ¢'est i introduire la possibilité de la non-existence de Fétre duns
I"Eire. Et il ajoute, “La croyance est un existant gui met en question son pro-
pre dre, qui ne peut se réaliser que dans la destruction, qui ne peut se mani-
fester qu'en se niont lui-méme. C'est un ére pour lequel étre est paralire et
paralire et 5¢ nler soi-méme. Croine ¢'est ne pas croire™ %,

Tout s passe comme si la erovance étail done toujours siude en un poin
de fragile dquilibre entre “vouloir croire” ef "ne pas vouloir croire™, ef Sarire
ajoule “Croire c'esi ne pas cmire. Mows en voyons |a raison: "ére de ln cons-
cience ot d"exister pour elle-méme, de se faire exister et oo faisant de passer
m-deld d'elle-méme. En e sens, b conscience échappe perpétucllement i clle-
méme; la crovance devient la non-crovance, I"immédiat devient le middiat, be
relatif |"absolu et vice versa™ 19,

L"ferifure™ de fiction littdraire, celn est sir, est, elle auss|, un existani
métastable. Du point de vue de In “crovance™ de Partiste, de I"&crivain, cela
veud dire gue |'éerivain de fiction, mais nussi le meetbeur en scéne, "éorivain de
théditre, le “script writer”™, “croieni-sans-croire™ en la wiridé de ce qu'ils dori-
vend, de ce gu'ils content. lei ce semil peut-8ire le fameux “carrd sémiotigue”
de Greimas organisant les options de la véridiction (c'est-d-dire de la vérité oo
de In non-vérité d'un texte et des options entre ces deux phles qui powrrait

prendre un aspect réversible.
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Et vice versa: du cdié de la réception. les lecteurs ef les spectaicurs
“fascinds”, “captivés™, par le livre qu'ils sont en train de lire ou par le film
qu'ils sont en train de voir, partagent celle polarité de [a conscience-monde
(pour parier comme Sartre) eux mssi “crobent sans croire™ o, pour wtiliser un
nutre clichd, “suspendent leur crovance sans la suspendre™, Nouws sommes fci
dans le domaine de la phénoménologic du plaisir esthétique mais nous
touchons mussi & la question des formes d'art qui ont pris consclence de cette
problématique fondamentale de ["esthétique ef thehent d éviter le dilemme
“métastable”, bes formes didactiques du theiire, par exemple, du XVe sidcle 4
Pirandello oo & Brecht

Mystique

Revenons encore une fois sur In question de ™ fronie™, Nesl-ce pas une
autre grande ironie que celle qui fait que le “nom de Dieu™ soit un vocahle
“imnommable™? Cest le cas du dieu judéo-chrétien, de I'impronongable “Nom
de Dhew™ dans e judaksme.

Ainsi, pour le mystique juif “le Nom™ (*Ha-Shem", c'est ainsi qu on
appelle Dieu) est aussi, antithétiguement, “le sans-Nom™. 1l y o 14 un paradose
qui devrait stupéfier! Ne pourmit-on dire que Pinvocation divine — peur-&ire
méme dans toutes les grandes religions du monde — est une “nomination-
sans-nom"™7 11,

Notre étude, on le voit, définissant le divin comme une “Gestalt du
paradoxe™ suil des chemins voising du “déconstructionisme™ de Derrida. Mais
ung telle convergence, ne confirme-1-glle pas ln valeur do concept de mdras-
Frbifine

Milsque nous tommes dans le langage de I mystique, un mot, également,
sur I"incertitude concernant le “temps du récit™ dans ln langue de In Bible. (1
existe, en effet, dons I'hébreu biblique ce qui s*appelle le “wow d"inversion™,
une lettre préfixe-verbal par lagquelle be passé du récit peut, 4 chaque instant,
fire lu comme un futur, et le futur comme un pessé, Tei ¢est be temps (temps
du recit, mais, par deld, aussi le Temps toul court) qui €3t vu comme perpe-
tuellement péversible!

D'une certaine maniére, le langage “réversible™ des grands mystiques
chrétiens ¢t dans cette tradition “métastable™ de I'Ancien Testament. Les
oxymares ef les contradictions apparenies abondent dans les paraboles de Jésus
lui-méme. On pense aussi, immédiatement, a IMexhoriation de saint Paul aux
Corinthiens: "Devenir fou afin d"ére sage™ 17 et aussi & ce principe fondamental
de |'é¢thique chrétienne selon lagquelle le croyani doit “tout perdre pour tout
gagner”,

Sind

Ce langage de la mystique est décrit par les mystiques eux-mémes on
termes de réversibiling: “Le véritable verbe est fe silence™, el saint Juan de In
Crolx parle, dans sop Cantigue Spiritiel de la musique shlencieuse, de Is
aeuxice collodks, qui est gelle de la foi. “Le silence es1 le verbe”, ce principe
résonne & truvers towde o chrétientd [mais sussi cher certuines secies juives du
XK¥1le sigcle, notamment les “Frankistes™ de Pologne) de saint Juan aux
fvfasfeinii 1 de Bn Russie Orthodoxe de dn fin do XTXe stécle, en passant por
les Cuakers du monde britsnnicgue el amérpcain.

S0 dans In lettre de saint Paul aux Corindbiens, citée plus haul, on trouve
le groupe métastable folic/sagesse, dans le discours des grands mystigues qui
Tui succdderont le couple silence/verbe ocoupe une position centrale. Michel de
Certeau a parlé de cet "oxymoronisme” essentiel du langage mystique:
“L'oxymore do discours religieux abolit Monivers des similitudes, il est cotie
“exception dans le monde™ analysé par Michel Foucault dans Lex Mots of fex
Chosex [...] Cest unm “lapsus™ oo bean milien de ta “similitode™ gqui confond
les genmes ef trouble les ordres. En outre, Poxymore appartient & I calégorie
ddes andtatdmemes qui nous renvolent “au deld du langage™ [...] 1T et un déteti-
gue qui “montre” c¢ qu'il ne dit pas et la combinaison de deux fermes oo sein
d"um seul et méme oxymoron esi le substilui d'un troisidéme terme gui esi
donné comme “absent”. Cela crée un goulTre dons e langage ¢t dessing en
lui fe contour d"un “non-dit”, C'est la forme du langage qui vise le non-lan-
gape™ M,

Lorsque nous avons fouchd 4 ls réversibilité du Mom, du “Shem”, mous
avons eu e sentiment de toucher du doigt une telle “situation limie™, De f,
on pourrall seutenic gque le langage mystique es1 lui-méme un langage “en
situntion limide” qui nall au point de convergence entre "ironke cf la erovance,
Cette ironie qui affirme quTil fuut tout perdre pour tout gagner.

Pour nous, c¢ qui caraciérise les grandes religions manothéisies ¢'est
celle conscience implicite dont elles semblent &tre imprégndes de la mémsta-
bilité de lewr lnngage ¢f de eur foi,

Dieu métastable?

En finir avec la partie judéo-chrétienne de cette analyse cn émeltant
une hypothése concernant la “métastabilité™ du diew chréticn: nous avons
vi que I métastabilité verbale et tempaorelle du Texte est due en grande partie
i In présence du “wenr d’inversion”, qui n'est lui-méme que le reflet au plan
grammatico-tempore], de I réversibilité du Nom. Ceci n'appamit pas dans le
Newveay Testament. Ce qui apparait, ¢'est ironie théologique de Msus ',

Mais Jésus lui-méme, en personne, semble 8re, non seulement IMincar-
nation du verbe, mais incarnation du verbe ironique, de cotte ironie théolo-
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méme manidre, on Nt dans le Qoran, LXXIX 30 wed-ord o ba'ada df liko
ded e (FLa terre, aprés cela, il Métendn..”). loi, de'ocle ne peut vouloir dine
i’ “avant” puisque le Qoran, XL110, mous dit que la erve o dé créde avinn
le clel™ 17

Un auire ferme qui rend manifeste cone qualité “en avanten amiéne”™ du
temps dams le Qoran est Uadjectil ghdbir 22, un ofo'd qui exprime & [a fois
Pidée du temps continu dans e présent ef celle du temps “fini™ dans le passé.

D'intérél particulier pour cette dude sont mssi les formes kdmr et pokdem
dont la signification normale gst pu passé meis qui changent dans le contexte
de certaines sentences qoraniques jusqud pouvoir indiguer des nctions au
futur,

De In méme manitre, les mots qui référent au temps sacré, “ulh et ‘il
renvoient & un temps dont on ne sait, souvent, $'il est “passE” ou & venir”,

Il existe de nombreux aulres exemples de ce type dans le Cornn. Sans
aller jusqu® & dire gu' =il 0’y a pas d"avant ni d"aprés™ dans le 1exie sacrd,
principe exégétique de ln Bible juive, s"¢tend aussi au Coran, je pense e ces
mots antithétiques concernant le “temps™ sont placés Il comme signes destinés
# remabre “visible™ le temps tout spécial qui est celui de b révélation, colui de
ln prophétie, ce que les premiers chreétiens nonumaient Je Gafroy,

D'une certaine manidre, les ad 'didd constituent une “expérience des
limites™ 2. Coming "derit Sami-All: “Les ad 'died constituent Mexirfme limite
de c¢ que peut étre un langage sans cesser d'étre “langage™. Ils imroduisent
dans In fangue i I fois un quota d'incertitude et une colrence qui Irnscende
Iincehérence™ 24,

Dons tous ks cas, Pexdgise islamigue considére [a métastabilité verbale
dans le O, qu'elle appelle “Mumion des opposés”™, al-fom u bayn af-ca o,
commme 'un des éiéments les plus centraux de |a révélation qoranique, De fair,
I"lslam conlfére 4 la métastabilité un “statut théologique™ plein. 1l considére que
In vision islamique du monde nous parvient @ travers un corpus qu'il appelle
“Les sept couples™ de versets ambigus, “polaires”, métastables. Selon Mahjoud
Ben Milnd, ce corpus d'oppositions dichotomigues, Al-maasisibiids, est orga-
nisé de o maniére suivanie;

. L'homime est de In bove / I"homme est parcelle de 1"esprit de dieu sur
ferre,

2. L'homine est créafure immanente sur lerre /" homme es) iranscen-
damal),

3. L'homme subit les menaces de diew, pour "étemilé / "homme regoit
ln promesse divine, pour 1"étemité,

4, 1l'n'y a pas de libre arbitre £ i v u on libee arbitre,

5 Ce monde et tout / "aw-delh est fout,

S8

6. La foi est toul { la raison est toat.
7. La foi n'implique sucune contrainte / | bien et le mal sont des ral-
sons contraignanies qui dominent o question de ln foi 2%,

Mérnstabilicd, dealement, de In pierre noine de fa Ko oba, oo centre géo-
graphique de I'lslam, qui est souvent désignée par un adjectil qui appartient &
ce méme groupe sémantique pur/impur, le mol & arose. On Poppelle usuelle-
ment, b Keroba, al-ba al-bardm, ¢ est-i-dire par une expression qui signific
aussd bien “le locus de Pinterdiction™ que “le locus du saerd”. Mals le loucher
que chaque musulman impose sur la pierre manifeste-t-il le sacré de Ia pierre
ou "absence fondamentale du sacré, |'impossibilité de la saisic du mysiére
divin?

Conclusion

Je termineral ces considérations par une réflexion sur une autre racing
arabe busd, et sur le mol busiun, Dans cette racine ef dans ce mot sont fondues
ke idées contradictoires du sacré et de "impor, du saint ef du masdit. Comme
dans le cas du latin socer et de I'hébreu KOS nous sommes ci au coeur de ce
“pivotement du saerd™ dont o parlé Marcel Mauss,

Tout ce que nous venons de voir montre que 'on ne peul considérer les
“mats antithéliques™, qu'ils soient hébreux ou o arabes, comme des phé-
noménes marginaus. |15 sont, au contraire, au centre méme du concept de
sacré. Pour emprunter une fois de plus son concept central & Armold Van
Gennep, on peut dire que le sacré est iminaire, ¢ est-d-dire “réversible™,
Mieus encore, le “sacré™ esl aussi conscient de cette liminalité et de son
inlérente *métnsialilng”, En wilisant par prédibection, au cour de son &bre, des
expressions réversibles, il ne veol pas seulement ine représentation du Aairos,
du termps ineffable et indicible de la révdlation, mais il nous fait signe, noos
sdresse un signal. Ce signal, nous P"avons déjh dit, renvoie & une base, & un
fondement, qui lui, est stable, est, par définition |a stabilind transcendentale, o
deld dw sigme mais qui est indiscible, et ne peut dre appréhendée que par
contraste avee les configurations métstables. Les ol o sont, d'ene certaine
manitre, des adlotiqres, mals qui pointent J"une mankére toule particolige vers
la trakscendance.

Concluons par une citation du grand maitre soufi 1bn® Arabi, “Dans le
langage mystigue”, disait-il, “il n’y a ni onion, wasf, ni distance, bu'd, ni pro-
ximiité, gurh, 1l ¥ o union sans unification, approche sams proximité et distance

sans expace de séparation™ 20,
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E CRUZEIROS

Lo protessim &l nfim. Le mande réel se thansforme en mande podtiges.
&'eil-d-dire on monde s commencomenl oa 'on poase sam. smels 08 gee ['os

pemr.
Esmaawon, Livias

Crana I"art. o fufl ¢ rile du cindma, qul révéla elairenend of methement 4
o insmbrables apoctaleiin gee [ lepus m'est qu'en des sysiEmicy sisiolajuey pos
fifbles, comme |“sstronomie réviéls metrefols qoe la Tore nhétait gu'one planéte parmi
bcmacoup o mutres ¢ peimiil airsd e révilution compléic de notie visien do monde,
En fall, le voyage de Christophe Cobomb signifia déjd 1s G d'un mythe, selul ¢
Vemcloruivitd du Vieus Monde, mess cest seulesnent Veveor petuel de " Amdrique qui,
i ce mythe, donna le coep de grior; de la méme fagon, le film fut tem, oo dé,
pour une simple colonic cxotigue de el o c'est seukemend en se Kveloppanil pas
i pes. qu'il se mil & démolsr "lddolagic dominmt: o heer
Rithain Janmasns

“_ e word oo sigm which mes sees & e mas lemsclll For, a8 ihe (8 thal
every thought is a sign, taken in conjuncibon ‘with the fact that Life (s w oowin of
gkl proves thal man i o sign: &0 thel every Beught is o evieraal sign, proves
theat e i e exlcrnal sign. That i o sy, the mem and the exicmal sign e sdem-
ead, B il seee gevee in owhich the words bodwe and mon are idenficel. This my las-
pumpe i e sum (ol of sl for tee man is the thought ®

Cuamnps 5 Poeci

Apesar do resposta geral ¢ definitiva dada por Charles Sanders Peirce
“... the word or sign which man uses fx the man himsel™, a uma pergunta
gue repele A mberroganie de antigos enigmas, o préprio Peirce niio descana a
identiflicagio de trés Universos que “nos 530 familiares™ ¢ distingue: "The
first comprises all mere Ideas, those airy nothings to which the mind of the
poet, pure mathematician, or another, might give different objects, especially
between objects in different Universes™ !,

Acredito que estn disting®o entre dois universos de naturezn diferente ¢ o
reconhecimento de um terceiro universo qut o vincula constitui ndo 56 uma
classificagBo suficientemente vilida, mas também uma distingllo que tmnsbordn

sl



ot objetivos taxondmicos do inventinie visando as propriedades da “verdade
do ser™, uma ordem gque morcs @ diregdo necessdria para entender o5 gestbes
do descobrimento & @5 aventumms determinmdns pelo conbechmento.

Coma diz Peirce, por uma parte, ¢ possivel conceber o exisiéncia de uma
Iddia radicada na mente do poeta, do malemdtico, do visiondrie, o absiraglio
inacessivel que nlio deixa de sér uma virtualidade, um pré-sentimento, ima
pré-vislo; por outra parte, ¢ com wna inscessibilidade diferente, acha-se essa
“Renlidnde Bruta™ constifuida por fatos e coisas sem radicaglio nem denomina-
glo que permunccem confusas, sem limites nem definigdo, até serem designa-
dms - pelo descobriments ¢ pela invenglo — o *mis en ré{vélintion” estabelecida
pelo conhecimento. Enguanto constitui “something that stands for something
else for somebody”, o signo Innsforma a ldéia em wma “realidade”, distin-
puindo-a com um nome que designa o individuo em particular ob 1oda o espd-
gig, uma pritica semidtica @ partir do momento em que, nas palavras de
Thomas A. Scheok; “Semiotics is something, something by means of which we
can conjure reality from illusion by the wse of signs™ .

Trata-s¢ de observar, entre o8 procedimentos cognoscitivos, a relacdo
de enfrentamenio necessdrio de wm sujetio com wma entidnde desprovida de
“id-entidade™, wé Furer dekn o objeto do sew conhecimento, dar-lle um nome,
outergando-lhe o esiatuto verbal correspondente & sun circulaglo civil, o um
eodipe, Dois estranhos: um énfe que descobre € oulro que & descoberio come-
gany o agir em interdependéncia reclproca a partir de uma iniciative visionario,
uma previsdo e wma mera realidade passam a trapsformarsse em signos o oes-
cabriniemio hahilita um terceimo termo que & “posio e jogo™ com o5 oulros
dois termos, A intermediogdo do signo o8 transforma em signo: “Again: the
object is a sign; the sign 15, of course, a-sign; nnd the interpretant 15 o sign.”™
Tal como resume Sebeok, “Feirce’s most comprehensive definition of sign™,
aplica-se, em tenmios germis, o esth siluagho J,

Pela viagem, realizi-se um trinsporte pelo qual uma Idéia chega a se
concctar com a “Realidsde Brutn™, Essa vingem &, em si mesmn, ume metdfom
do signo ¢ o signe ¢ uma metdfora da viegem: uma passagem de ida ¢ volia
que ns ravessias do descobrimento maltiplicaram em formas de significagio,
dando curso a um itinerino inteleciual que estabeleceu conexdes de todos os
tipos entre mendos diferentes, Borges dizin que fodas as palaveas 3o, de Tato,
metaforas, inclusive s palavea metifora gue, em grego, ¢ translopda, Além
dissn, & significativa que ¢ssa afinmigio seja formulada, precisamente, em um
livro titulade Arfas, que tem como causa “una unidad hecha de imégenes ¥
palabras™4, Nio ¢ a primeim vez que Borges parte de uma conjunglo como
csia para inicior o8 seus relatos,

A metiforn & uma foema de conhecer, “Metaphor is 0 way of knowing o
way 1o discover new emotions and new ideas”, que requer @ confimma o indizi-
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bilidade da Idéia prévia, universal, viriuil, Mais do que o semelhanga entre
dois termos, inferessa a experibneia da viagem, o deslocamento, wna vintuali-
diude passa o ser; a ldéin imnsforma-se em um signo, ou seje, deixa de ser
indizivel ¢ passa o designar uma realidicle combecidds, constitui-se em entidade
verbnl; por owlr parte, mas como cfeilo do mesmo deslocamento, & realidacde
bruta tansforma-se em um signe, ¢ todas csas tmnsferéncing ¢ ransfomingtes
peonlecem por causa da viagem, do deslocamento, da metifora do moviments,
de ir e vir: fo be-come em inglés designa essa converslio de ser-vle, como de
uma vingem, formor-se, OMar a S, em portugues, relormar, regressar, devenir,
em frances,

Por isso, havin me referldo & semidtica como umn_quesido ameriswm,
como uma busca que & um descobrimento e, pela mesma razdo, tnmbém a
associo & greside e o, Cluande Roland Barhes afinna, na palestrn pro-
nunciads na Ieilia, em 1974, que ndo v& a semidlica como cléncii nem oomo
discipling pem conio escoln nem como movimento, mas como “uma aveniurs”,
ele vai e vem, sem tengdo, a0 enconiro de Ch. 5. Peirce.

(3 descobrimentoe da América & um exemplo de merdfora, dessa aventurs
semidica que introduz um terceire temmo entre dois, e ji ndo se diferenciam.
Pelo descobrimento, um mito &b logar o outro mite, traslada-se de um mumido
para outro, Koman Jakobson, compara o descobrimento da Amdrica com a
experiéncin cinemalografica no sentido de que o Scu aparccimento coOmMoga
revelando que a lingun nio constitui o dnico sistemn semidtico: N realidade,
a viagem de Cristdvio Colombe significou o fim de wm mids, o mito que dova
exclusividade ao Velho Mundo, mas o impulso atual do América acabou com
ele definilivamente.” *

ificilmente poderia tornar-se a afimar atualmente, como afirmava
Umberto Eco hi powco mais de dex anos em uma entrevisia publicada pelo
Jomal francés Libérpifon 5, que a desconstrugho & Amdénica, referindo-sc nito
lanti a0 scu fundamento epistemoldgico particular, mas a uma naturezs ledrica
U crescin com &5 cometeristicns de um hibrido, resuliedo dn sun trans-aclo
continental, uma transferéneia entre linguas ¢ disciplinas.

Entretanio, ¢ a pesar de que Thomas A, Sebeok afirma que nlie exisie
wma “escola americana de semidtica”™ ", seria possivel afirmar que, mais do que
A desconstrucdo, aquels que poderia ser definids por essa localizagio ameri-
cana serin o Semiotica. De fate, ndio haveria objectes o afirmar ainda que a
goinfarica & Aunfrica. E mais, a equacho valc ¢ permite umn formula ialves
menos comprometida: & semidtica mo América. De qualquer forma, neste caso,
a diferéngo ndo & muito grande, ji que a identidade, assim como o naclonali-
dade costumpm passar por uma localizaglo de origem ou radicaglo. E assim
que ¢m ambas as afirmagdes o termo ¢ definido pelo local, um pais, um conti-
nente, de onde procede ou onde se easbelece s doutring de signos.
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hias, se po invocar 8 “Amdrica”, o nome s for entendido como “perten-
cenie pos Estados Unidos”™, sem divida, as Hmitagphes nacionais desaa restrigho
invalidariam a aftrmacdc, Entretanio, se n palavea “Aménica™ fosse entendidn
come o espage onde se verifica uma sintese de culiuras, onde se registra a
intersecio de hemisférios, de norte & sul, de leste a oeste, que favorece uma
superposigho de culluras, identidades, acontecimentos ¢ o3 trimites do seu
conhecimenio, a travessin quee ime o discurso e o realidode, insisting, enido, ma
primeira formula entendendo que semidtica & América, um continenic que
implica o fuslo de diferengas, uma espécie de natureza hibrida pela assimila-
cho de culturss onteriores que € o seu desting; o sua onginalidade nfio ¢3td em
uma origem, mas em uma cipécie de fatalidade de cruzamento, um certo equi-
vico que ocorreu desde o inicio,

Mo inicio, estn reflexiio teve lugar em Urbino, precisaments em am and
que havia side dedicado aos encontros continentais ¢ ds celcbragles centend-
rfas, motive pelo qual as considerngdes relntivas a essa rdicagdio da discipling
da Europa na América nflo podem ser deixadas de Indo. Desde n Europa ou
desde o América, de mil mangiras diferenics e desde pontos de vista antagini-
cos, lembrava-se o descobrimento do continente, celebrava-se o reciprocidade
ou a duslidade do descobrimento gque & ingrente a0 conhecimento, a encruzi-
Ihadn de caminhos onde as diferengas colncidem,

Talvez ambém por essi razie, Thomas Scheok, anlecipando-sc 4 essas
celebragdes, mmparn o seu livio Semiofics in the Unired Srofes ®, publicado em
1991, em wma eplgrafe de Walt Whitman, assinnlando desde o comego win
planc de referdncia virias veres mmencanc:

Solitary, singing in the West,
| strike up for & Mew World.

Eu poderin introduzir uma leve variagio & afinmar “Solitary, signing in
the West..", Essés mesmas versos ocidentais de Whitman slio 08 que inicinm
mais ostensivamente American Signatnres. Semiotic Toguiry and Merhod?,
Tratnndo-se de “sssinaturas americonas”, éssn medificagdo justifica-se mals
ainda. A propésite do tronsposigho ou confusdo de soms, Scheok lembra na sua
palestre “Into the Rose-Garden™ %, que, aqueles que haviam ouvido a primeim
palesira de Roman Jakobson em Indiana, “The Theory of Signs™, percebiam os
lermos sigms ¢ selence indistintumente, sem poder diferencid-los. Talvez ndio
fosse sd uma falha fondtica de prondncia cometidy por um professor russo
refagindo nos Estados Unidos, mas uma convicglo epistemoldgica profunda ¢
oculta que s¢ insinuava atravds da indistingdo de sons em boca de um linglista
notivel. Hi der anos, Geoflrey Hanman ', outro prolessor eufopen esiabele-
cido na Aménca, interpretando *Speak tilence”™ de Willlam Blake, Ha om iné-
dito & pessoal “Speak science”, um Muxo em cadein sonor que passa por Til-
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tros hermentuticos previsiveis recolhido no final em “Speak signs™. As suns
duas leituras encontram-se em uma mesma pritica poctica ¢ visiondria, sio
comcidéncias do significante que Saussure — quem nflio chegou a cstabelecer-
=32 na Aménca — certamenie tern deplormdo.

Serin necessirio perguntar-se se a identifiengio de sciemce ¢ sipay reali-
zads por ambos o5 estudicsos poderis ser uma conseqténein do deslocamieno
de pesquisadores académicos curopeus pars o Amdérica, uma visdo de universa-
lidade lorgada pelas circunstingias, vinculada &5 coerpdes do exilio ou &s faga-
nhas do descobrimento. A esta aliura, esbogadas plumas confusdes bisicas,
toma-se incvithvel feer referéncia & vicissitudes de um continente conhecido
e verificado pele nome em uma assinatura, em vez de ser reconhecido pelos
seus progeiog atributos. Como diz Sebeok, mais do que os dtemos, as histdrias
sl s que constituem o mimado,

E ainda quando até hoje tome-se a propor o disciessdo sobre o leghtimi-
dade do nome: Por que América? Por que nio Colombia, ou Columbia, oo
ColoniaT, mesmo sabendo que o topdnimo “Coldnin™ nlio € derivado de
Colombo, um navegante, um homem do mar, mas do antigo colopus, um
homem da terr, um lavrador, & discussfio revela um mal-esiar que vl nlédm de
refvindicagdes nacionnlisiag ou justicas ontmasticas ou lerals,

Mo serin estranho 4 filologia derivar om nome prdprio de outro que apa-
rece comi subscrigho, p assinalur que aparcce em um mepa, o rabrica perten-
cente dguele que resliza e se reponsabiliza pela dingramagio de um territdno,
Em virlude dn represéntoglio ¢ das suss propriedades, quem registra o sconteci-
menta se confunde com quem realiza o descobrimento. Meste caso, também
seria viilida o afirmagBo de Dante citada por Scbeok: Nowrime sunl consaginen-
Her revarnr mas sem deixar deoser, também, conseqiiéncia dos signos

Pelo nome de Ameéricn, verifica-se um retorno simbdlico nominal que
08 tedricos dn determinatdo pelo nome propro, pelo nome, nio rejeitarm,
Trata-se de um desajuste proprio do irimite semidtico: o nome germiinico
“Amerigo” {derivado de Heimaricas, Aimerfcns, Amerigns) npelative do ilusire
cartdgralo Morenting, passs a dar mome ae continente, O nome do autor
do mapa toma o lugar do nome de Colombo, o autor do descobrimento, porém,
a0 mesmo lempo, pelo Wopbnime eivindica-se — cerlamentc sem tengdio de
faré-lo — wm descobrimento anterior, Aménico lem & INCAmMA origem que
Erico, o nome germinico de Eric, o Vermelho, um naveganie cicandinovo que,
viirios séculos antes, se aproximaria daguelas terras. Assim, o obsessiio de
“Christopher Columbus with both his nome (specifically, his signature) and
with his emblematic siglum indeed bordered the fetishistic™ segundo observa
Scbeok, seguindo Tevelan Todorow, quem, por sua vez, segue Barnolomé de
las Casms, & wmn preccupacio peln qual Colombo manifiesia nfo s um aspecto
do seu Fetichismo, mas mbem um problema que ¢le previu mas ndo resolves,
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Quier seja pr:ﬁ:rhh quer confundido o nome do naveganic ou & do cind-
grafo, ji ndo ha divida: o descobrimento passa pelo nome. Por isso, € naturnl
que Borges resuma na brevidade monumental do sew “Museo™ a pecessidade
@ “Del rigor en los ciencias”, que ¢ o subtitobo, quase uma epigmfe, pela sua
brevissima extensio, de um trusdo de podtica ou de semidtica, onde se conta
que, naquele reino, “los Colegios de Cartdgrafos levantaron un Mapa del
Imperio que tenia ¢l tamafio del Imperio ¥ coincidia puntualmente con 217
A perfeiglo do registro era um risco para o seu objetivo, submetia o mapa &
incleméncins do tempo, expunha-o a todos os tempos, porgque, tanto em poriu-
guds quanto em espanhol, da mesma forma que o registro cartogrifico e as
regibes registrdos coincidem, tambdém nfio hi diferenga entre weatier & Ny
o8 dois empos coincidem em wm mesmo fempo da mesma foma que, no
espago, o mapa do Império ¢ o Império em si também nlo se diferenciam.

Foram s confusbes que determinarem, desde o comego, o conhecimento
do Nove Munds como um cruzamento de cspagos ¢ espéeies, uma referéncia
par outra: certas indias em vez de outras, certos Indios em vez de outros, o
nome do cartégmio em vex do nome do descobridor, Vespicio que da o nome
de Amédrice somente & América do Sul e, mnis recentemente, Jean Badrillard,
para quem Amérigne nlo & nem o continenie inteiro nem a América do Nore
que, por sua vez, ¢ quase metade, ou melhor, um tergo do continente, mas ape-
nas o pals: 4 América, os Estados Unidos, um pals que se sente ¢ se declara
continente ',

Sac confusdes necessinas que estlo ny propria netress do conhecimento
g da sus indistinguivel sssociagho com o signo, um deslizamento de fermos
gue suspende os limites do représentuglio. Se & possivel que a *histdria™
designe a0 mesmo tempo & sucessbo tlemporal dos acontecimentos, s mudan-
gas, “a evolugho regional, nacional, universal do mundo real e o conheciments,
a ciéncin, o memdria desses acontecimentos™ M nlio seria surprecndente que a
terrn ¢ 8 geografia, os planctas e os planos fossem identificades através dos
mMesmis Enmos

Crostaria de formular mais uma digress3o cartogrifica de um tipo dife-
rente. Tal como aparece registrado nos documentos cosmogrificos da
Antiguidade, o Terra € um “Orbis Terius", sendo e4sa terceiridade do orbe o
que me interessa destscar nesle caso como o propriedade especifica do hemem,
do ser na terre, o condigho que constitui o cifra semibtica do homem ¢ também
a indicaglio da sun posicio dentro de uma ordem. Essa propriedade simbolica
que, nas palavras de Peirce, €, como definigio, definitiva: ©... the gemcral
answer to the question What ks man? is that he is a symbol”™. Em outras lin-
guns, em hebraico, por exemplo, o nome do homem, “Adam”, “ben-adam™,
confunde-se com o nome da Terra, gque & “Adomo™; desde essa lingiea tambem,
o sun identidode nlio se diferencia muito da sua terceiridade, o tereeing fermo

56

em questdo, que é a condigho simbolica inerente ao homem e 4 humanidade
derivaida du sun presenga sobre a Terma, nesta terma, a indissociabilidade entre
aquile gue € humano ¢ o himus,

Apesar de estar cento de que Borges havia fido tudo, Eco suspeitava de
que Borges nile havia lido Ch, 5. Peirce. Pordm, € necessirio mencionar que,
lendo 05 escritns disle — senabo vitlida o ambighidade referencial do possessivo
— 1o diferentes em nios aspectos, a5 semelhnongas entre ambos muliplicam-
-s¢ com facilidnde: um pesquisador, um pensador, que tende a formalizar cicn-
tificamente o sty pensamenio, Cm um Cosd; No Oulne, M esCnion, UM pensa-
dor, que tende a formar pocticamente as suas especulagdes.,

H4 wirios trechos escritos por Borges onde a coincidéncia da representa-
¢ ¢ a coisa representnda ¢ mais do que nma coincidéncia; é uma conjungio
peln ficgho da qual parte a imaginaglo de Borges. “Aquelln no em la descrip-
cidn de la batalla: era ls batalla™, a sus estética do musew.

A csratificagho do conhecimento, as dualidades inerenies 4o pensamento,
as vertigens abismais do sonho, as revimvoltes especulares da imaginagio que
nito se diferencinm esteticamente dn semiose ilimitada entrevista especuliiva-
mente por Peirce, compartilham com as capas superpostas das nainas circula-
res, wma xigr-getion que se repete: “A sign ks a sign is o sign is o sign” € a
versio “4 ln Gertrude Stein” dn rosa ¢ do seu nome segundo Sebeok '*. Da
mesma forma, ndo hi diferenga entre o noglo de abduglio em Peirce e a noglo
de “revelsgho” ' que Borges define secularmente como um movimento do ar,
fisiolégico ou teobdgico, uma imspiragho, a energin do espirito divino segundo
o5 hebreus, da musa segondo os gregos, o pedm herclen que e do inspimdo
um receplor,

€ dom da palavra ¢ 0s livros, o convicgho de que os signos constituem a
inica realidade, de que o universo cith cheio de signos, ou methor, que, ma
realidade, nflo hé nada além de signos, uma cenceza formulada por Pewrce em
diversos trechos, imaginada dubktativamente por Borges.

Ambos nascidos na América, Peirce ¢ Borges nfio siio esrifamenie con-
temporineos, niio s8o da mesma origem ¢ m biografias diferentes. Para expli-
cir essas comcidéncias substancinis em suns obrms o diferentes seria valido
aplicar os mecanismos de uma Mgica fantistica, essa que Uimberto Eco tipifica
como o légica do Biblioteca, uma *bibiogensalégica”™ comum que descobre os
antecessores mas, sobeetudo, os Fivios que precedem outros livros.

Assim, recorrendo n essas associsgdes (5o legitimas quanto aquelas for-
muladas pelos Sebeok 17 e, adotaindo vma estratégia semelhante, eu Formularia,
em ver de wna “French-Swiss Connection™ ' como aquela estabelecida por
cles, uma “Argentinean-American Connection™, ou sejs, uma conexlio em cir-
cuilo americans. Assim coma Sebeok conjetura que Ferdinand de Sanssure
(1857-1937) pode ter ouvido falar de Peirce (1839-1914); “It is not an all
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imptausible that members of the Peirce family got acquainted with Henri while
he was here, but, agmin, theré s no evidence 1o prove this.™ ™

Tamb<m ndo me parcce Impossivel que Borges, quem lavin crescido em
um ambiente “o0 la plus haute culture inteliccivelle est desputs longtemps une
iradition™ (estou chando Scbheok gque s refere n Peiroel, possa ter ouvido o e
progeio pai mencionar o nome de Peirce, Jorge Guillermio Borges, o pai de
Jorge Luis, e profiessor de psicologia, anarquista convicto ¢ fandtico admire-
dor da filosofia de William James.

Sem davida foi por “James”™ que o pai de Borges se orgulhava do seu
name, Grillermo (Willioa), da mesma forma que Peirce, quem lambém devido
a “James”, havia adaplado o uso de Somiage (Sondrs), Esses nomes trocados
(o nome do argentine pele nome do filésole americano, o neme do semioti-
cidla americane pelo sobrenome do fildsofo americano) resolvem um dos enig-
mas do nome priprio ¢ abé, talver, outros enigmas epistemoldgicos.

E muite conhecida n adesfo de Borges ao pénsamento de William James,
uma adesio consolidada peta relaglio com um estranho escritor anarguisia
argenting, Macedonio Fernbndez. Além de ter side wm amigo moilo querido
peln familin de Borges, a3 especulagdes Mlosdficas de Macedonio foram deter-
minantes na formiegSo 1do particular do pensamento do jovem cseritor. Além
dizso, Macedonio fol uma dos pouess pessoas em Buenos Alres gquee se comes-
pendeu com Witliam Fames.

Quanto a Peirce e Borges, ¢ verdade que, até agorn, nfo existe nenhumn
prova de que wn houvesse tido noticias do outro. Porém, ¢ bastante evidente
que eles freqiientaram leiuras semelhantes, A admiragio de Borges por Edgar
Allan Poe, por exemplo, por Ralph Waldo Emerson, esid presente explicita-
mente em sous evcritos, suas releréncias, scus modelos e suas citagbes, tanto
CIM gEils ensEios quanio em stus conlos ¢ poemas. Nio ¢ nenhuma novidade
gue “La muerte v la brijula™ admite ser Ado como om desenvohviniento trans-
textual de mais de um conto de Poe, em particulor “The Purloined Letter™. No
conto de Borges, a Mgicn petreiann da abdughio, a convicgo de que formular
conjeturas & uma formn de imoginge oms Lei que existe como “eddigo secreto”
de um [exto, aparece freqleniemente junto & uma espéeie de cereza de que
toda lelwra critica &, em virios sentidos, confetural, A estratégia da “figure in
the carpet™ amoedada por um oulre James da familia, Henry, nio se afasta
muito disto,

Mo serin estranho que, sempre alertn &z ambivaléncias transidiomiticas
cotendidas como concxdes secretas entre linguas diferentes, Borges ostivesse
sc referindo, através de ama piscadela palimpsesiuosa, @ g3sas redugdes entre
linguas tio reveladoras de sentidos disfarcados por nomes alhcios, Nem so
para ler Borges rege esse regime mtradutivo 2%, Lim dos. principios nos quais se
fundamenta & retdrica de Franz Kafka, 1anto para eserever quanio para ler,
estabelece o possibilidade de que a “linguagem seja compreendida segundo
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mais de uma convenglio imerpretativa®, Assim, se “ferer ™ nlo s¢ trdduz como
“caria™ mas como *letra”™, como poderia ser em francés ou cm inglés, linguas
nas quais os dois objebos de escriln sio designidos com a mesma palavra, scrin
possivel deslizar a intriga policial ndo em direglo & busca de caras, mas i
bissca de letras, umd por uma, a5 quatro letras do Tetragramaton, uma busca
cabulistica, mais esotérica, mas 150 exposia quanto n bosca do carta no conto
de Poe, Levando em conta aquilo que diz David Kehn, Sebeok considera que
“The soangntic intefest in seeret codes, in the hidden meaning of small objects
and events, in this crvptology, was compellingly plamorized™ 1 pelos contos
de Edgar Allan Poe, especialmente em “The Gold Bug™. No mesmo trecho,
Sebeok lembra que, provavelmente, Saven acreditava que Peirce havia lido
esse conto; pareceria que, de fato, foi assim pelo uso que dew o seus escritos
de 1868, na decifragho de uma cifra ou a decifraglio de um cddigo, para ilus-
trar tanto-a abduglo (Chipdtese™) quante o indugio, ¢ observar a diferenga enire
nmbos,

Hipdteses ou hipotexios, algumas leiwras confirmadas de Borges, algu-
mas leiturns presumidas de Pelrce, ambos dividem amplas dreas de uma biblio-
leca americana nn qual o8 autores encontram o pomo de partids decisive pam
realizar uma elaboraglo Tantdstica de umiversos diferentes, universos narrativos
ol epistemologicos, propor as indrigas do conhecimento, os trbmites de investi-
gocho comuns tanto ds éstratégios metodoldgicas da ciéncin quanto &s da
investigaco palicial.

Tanto Borges quanto Peirce filtmm o sua reflexiio pelas grossas lentes de
muments que s¢ aproximam para detectar pegadas, mstros, Indices que consti-
e pistas. Algumas veres ¢ Poe, outras vezes ¢ Sherlock Holmes oo o dete-
tive, simplesmente, quem aparece entre os dois autores, figuras liferdrias tra-
cando linhas de sombra do século XIX que 12 projetam sobre o imogindrie do
século XX, proclive no descobrimento de segredos, tendentes o insipuar a exis-
téncia de realidades ocultas e explord-las, a exagerar n perspicdcia ¢ a revela-
cho alé o exibiglo, sem suspeitar que, bs veres, lambém pode ser surpreen-
dente que o revelaglo sejn que 4 Sign is Just @ Sign, uma coincldéncia um
pouco mais que tautoldgica, mas que nfio impede a suposigio de que, atrds
desse signo, sempre s¢ csckla um outno signo.
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WALTER A, KOCH
Ruhr University, Bochum, Germany

KUNA, A WORD FOR “WOMAN" - 30,000 YEARS OLD?
ON THE DING DONG SCHEME IN THE EVOLUTION
OF LANGUAGE

1. There seem 10 be ot least 17 language families or lnguage phyla
(Rusinew [987: 258010 Phyla are based on penetic relstionship. Reconsiructed
versions of these phyla, such as Proto-Indo-European or Proto-Semitic, are
often thought of as real-word langunges which existed some 5 1o 7,000 vears
ggo, Long-range reconstruction trics 1o furthermore discover language wmits
which are shared by some of these 17 phyla. Thus, such phyla as Indo-
Evropenn, Semitic, Unslic, Dravidian ¢tc. are assumed 10 have descended from
# common angestor, i, from the macrophylom of “Nostralic™ (SsmvoR0sHEm
1989 Bowparn, Kiws 1994, About 7 macrophyla have so far been proposcd.
The "exitence” of such ancestor languages should be placed ot o time of 12 1o
15,000 years ago. In this kind of long-range effori, & last attempl af recon-
struction iries to retrieve an undifferentisted son of language, common to all
humpns at the time; the reconstructive-comparative procedure consists in
discovering lexical onits shared by most, if not all, macrophyla. These units
are often called “global etymologies”™. Such n pristine son of languagze (“Uni-
versy] Prolo-Specch™: Swapisy 1972, Wescorr 1980} may be located af about
30,00 years ago, Since this period seems to be the remotest poind in Bime
reconstruction thinks it can get at, it often is also looked upon as an ultimate
kind of “Umsprache™ or the “lnngunge of Eve™, i.c. the langunge of the “inven-
tors” of human speech; namely, the langunge of early Aomre saprens sopieny
(Fagas 190, Cavarv-Sromza 1994). Thus, if, according to these arguments,
modern scholars really succeeded in reconstruing & word that had been used
30,00} vears ago, such o word would equally well be supposed to have existed
100,000 vears sgo,

1.1. Dw long-rangers ' really think they can come up with words recon-
structed for a time of aboul 10,000 vears ago? Yes indeed, they di. Global
etymologies, iLe. semantic/phonetic-form compounds shared by languages
belonging to different macrophyla, are thought of as providing the necessary
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evidence. Thus, Joseph Greenberg proposed as a possible global elymology
(RiniLen 1987: 261 some such form as TOK/TEK meaning “one™ or “finger”
for languages deriving from all of the existing macrophyla. John D, Bengtson
(19927 and Merriit Rublen (Rioces |9dn: 29101 ) have recenily sugsested n
fist of 27 global etymologies, Among them. there i a proto-proto-prote-word
KUMNA meaning “woman”™,

1.2, Pieces of evidence, then, for the assumption of the “urwoert” BELINA
(Runes 1994a; 306) are words originating from lenguages of all types of
phyla preserving a phoaetic invariant K/AG 4 N plus a meaning of “woman,
wife eic,”. Among the examples given are Proto-Afro-Asistic * Kfwie (Omolic
(Chara) gan#ts “woman”, Cushitic {Dembila: kilind “wife™)), Semitic {Akka-
dinn: kindty “one of the wives in the harem™), Berber (Tuareg: ke “wifc™),
Proto=lndo-Europenn *g"en “wife, woman™ (Anatolian (Lydian &&ee “woman,
wife™), Indic (Sanskril gmd “goddess”), Irmnian/Avestan gand “wife”), Arme-
minn &im, Greek yuwiy, Celtic (00 Irish Sen), Germanic (Gothic gime, English
queen, guean), Slavie (O1d Church Slavic Sena “woman™) ele. 2Ic.

There is an impressively large number of Further pieces of evidence
belonging lo various more “exofic’ phyvla: eg. Turkic {*Aén “one of the wives
in polygamy™), Eskimo-Aleut (Alaskan agenak “woman®, Greenlandic armag
ele.), Australian (Waorrgamay gafie “female of homan or animal spegies™),
Amerind (Bella Bella ganam “woman, wife’, Yaoki ank mn “mother™, Tonkawa
kam, Cuica kuakimeor “woman”™, Guarani keflg “female”™) etc. etc.

There will be hundreds, if not thousands, of further examples.

1.3, There may be a kind of both intellectual and emotional thrill at the
idea that we coubd know not an abstrict formula of reconstruction bul the
concrete phonetic form of a concrete word which humans may have wsed
100,000 years nge. In order to make progress in the reconstrual of hominisation
we need concrefe hypotheses, Long-rangers iry to offer us some. That is why
we should even like mere bits of “intelligent’ speculation aboul whn may have
happened concretely & long time ago . Concrete proposals are easier to refute
thian nbstract ones. Thus | am personally much aftracied by the idea of KLNA.
O the other hand, such reconstruction is pant of & complex web of assump-
tions. Some of the core assumptions made by long-rangers | do not share,
Thus, in the following few pages, 1 will try to outline part of the complex
fabric into which, to my mind, such phenomena as KUNA could fi®,

2. There are two types of reconsinection. One tokes as a point of depar-
ture forms of present=day nguages and proceeds 1o reconstrue stepy by sep
some of the preceding forms (proto-longuages). 1 call it the “metagenctic (=)
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approach”, Long-rangers are almost exclusively captivated by metagenesis. The
other type stans from some point deeply buricd in evolutionary time, millions
of vears ago; | call it the “genctic approach™ (=) (kocw 1990, 1991},

2.1, As far as the mefagenelic reconstruction of KUNA is concerned,
we meet with a1 least three subsequent moves;

(1.1 English green, Greek yowi, ete, = Indo-European *g"end (ef.
Poossy 1959)

(1.2} LE. *g%enfi, Afro-Asintic *kiw)n = Nostratic ** ki (ef. lLuic-
STy 1976)

(130 Mostragic ®* keed, Amerind ** kK%ana (7) etc, i “LIPS"™ #%%
KUMA (Runies 1994a)4,

222, As far as my own genetic propasals for the evolution of language
are concerned, there are at least six different design-schemes for vocal
communication (and thene probably will be evolitionanly ordered subschemes
il the bargain} (cf, Ko 1990, 1991, in prep.):

(2.1 the POOH POOH scheme (stnrting about 2 million years ngo

(2 myalh
(1.2} the BLA BLA sclieme {1 mewa)
(2.3) the CLICK CLICK scheme {500 kyn)
(24) the TA TA scheme (400 kyn)
(2.5) the BOW WOW scheme (250 kyn)
(26) the DING DONG scheme (100 kyn)

These are supposed 1o be different schemes of communication. The
following schemes invariably build upon {interpret) the preceding ones.
However, each of the schemes is a momemary (“punctuated”) strategy of its
own. All of these schemes are suppoted 1o be patural ones, There is no arbi-
trary foundation in any of the schemes, In modem mainstream linguistics, the
sound-meaning associations underlying TA TA, BOW WOW, DING DONG
and their substrategies are dealt with under the summary label of “sound
symbaokism™,

2.3, The cnicinl period we envisage for KUNA may thas be approached
from & metagenctic direction and also from o genctic direction ("v7 meaning
Ewowel"):

{37 "KvNy “woman” (perbaps 100,000 ya) == “"KUMA “woman™ glc.
(30,000 ya)
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Thus for & time of 30,000 ya, the two approaches may be assumed fo
overlap (Koon 1991: 8k

(4) *KviNv.. = [*** "KUNA] @= ** ki,

2.4, The prototypical patiern for melagenetic reconstruction is the ires
diagram:

v /<<>>\ £

It seems thot we cannot avebd this law of diminishing concrcteness in
the melagenelic reconstruction of evolution. The physical and the binlogical
schences, too, are under the sway of such a low, Very offen, true penesis can
be assumed 1o be just the mirror-image of metagenesis. Thus, we would enly
hisve to tum ouf piciure upside dovwn in order o have o proper imnge of true

Eensis:

But this, too, is probably (oo simple in our case. The only thing we could
do here is coution ourselves against the potential fallscy of misinking absiract
(first) approaches for more concrete (second) approaches. The least one should
sy, then, about everyihing in evolution is that it need not have staried in one
point (*big bang"} and then continually have diversified in a branching-off
kind of way. This bit of cantion is more and more being heeded in the most
recent wversions of evolutionary Bisdogy (cf. Gouin 1989),

2.5, IT KUNA, then, could have been o word in use some 30,000 va, i
fs not likely to have been the one word for “woman™, ner & it likely o have
been particularly “stable™ (on long-range stability cf., among many others,
Dol oorolsey 1964), Given mild forms of subsequent language change during
many millennia, it is unlikely that a form KUNA should in so many instances
ief. § 1.2) have been preserved almost intact until today, both phonetically and
semantically. According to my hypothesis, its ‘sinbiliny’ resches into far
remoter times, anyway. Bul its seeming consiancy will most probably be due
to the fact that the process which led to the Tormntion of this panticular wosrd Bs
a natursl one and is available for ever new coinages which follow the same
patterm, millennium after millennbum, Thas, if, for reasons of language change,
& 30,000 year old KUNA “woman™ in some language X disappesred from the
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natural scene (by becoming, say, Nfa meaning “girl”), the DING DONG
process could and would reintroduce o neologism on the pattern of KvNy
“woran”, provided the bnderliing phoneliclsemantic match contimues fo be a
cultiwral preferemee (ef. Fig, 2 ond npote ).

2.8, Within the context of thelr metegenctic perspective, long-rangers
tend to assume that KUNA “woman™ and human langorge at lge continug (o
e essentially *arbitrary”’, even T we go as fiur back as 100,000 years. In the
wake of their ultimate one-point perspective (cf. (5)), muny {nod all') recon-
structionisis tend to assume related 1wpes of unigueness for the evolution of

language:

(7.0} “In the beginning® (100,000 ya), there wis one species (howmo
saplens sapiens) which was important 1o language and only one
(M55 keeping aloof from howre 5. meandeniatensis),

(72} one language (spread over how. many millions of square Kilome-
ters?),

(73) &5 n consequence, one special temporal and one special spatial
point for the enigin of languiage (monogenesis),

(74} one gene (7} responsible for the (ill-described) completeness of
lnnguage {or af best a few specilic structural genes emerging by a
series of chance mmnation 727},

(751 one waiversal fongueee, which is essentially arbitrary into the
bargain (is this nod a contradection in terms™)

Z.7. By contrust, | ussume that the evolution of honiinids and thelr lag-
puapes con best be understood if we advance the hypothesis that

(8.1} different subspeciés partly interbred, but only pasily

(8.2} there probably were different lanpuages (a1 100,000 ya, probably
ol beast 1000 rght from the “beginning”,

(8.3) there were many origins of language (cf. $2.2.); there also was
polygenesis rather thin monowenesis,

(54) there was an incredibly comples masaic of coevolving factors
facilitating language (whose coevolution was probably due 1o
miore than single-point and chince mutations),

(8.5) all the different polygenciic languages were first of all natural,
grhitrariness emerging as a by-product of natuminess (cf, §5.2.),

2.8. If, in addition, we become more flexible as to our “elymology’
KUMNA — that s of we adopt the consonants KNGN or NEMG rather than on
invariant KUNA, the long-rangers themselves could broaden owr vista:
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Alongside ***KUNA “woman™ there is a ***KUNI “elbow, knee” which
soems 1o be present in all af the macrophyln (Brades 19891 Chamcleristically
enough, these two proto-words are assumed to be essentially arbitrary and thus
totally different from one another. A genetic approach (3§ 3L}, however, will
try to bring the two forms together. 1t would even consider these forms and
n third and a fourth global etymology us cognates; **"BU{NIKA “knee,
to bend” (Runces 19%4a: 293), ***KANO “arm™ (Runees 1994a; 298
1994b: 103).

3. Whar do arms (KAND), knees (BUNKA), elbows (KUNI) have in
common? They arc all of them pait of the motor process of bending one's
limbs. (9.1 describes the full-stretched limb with phonetic [K] being the distal
en-point;

(9.1 -4 (motor process of imb)
L 3 L {motor process of longue)
K (M)

The subsequent flexing of limbs results in making an inward movement,
the joiat coming under focus (N

(9.2) K (B)

|

K is the distal end-poini, B may be the proximal starting-paint of the
movement {in case, for instance, one disregards the preceding (prototy pical)
stretching-out movement of the entire arm and thus rather prefers 1o
cognitively start with the impression of & (mentally) nearer (and “rounded™?)
fist ar hand (BY) % What is trwe of the arm will also apply 1o similor move-
ments (of the leg etc.).

3.1. If you generously mssume such an “explanation” 1o be plausible, you
will still wonder why such o bending process should be prototypical for a
woman (KUMA). Such a som of scepticism is one of the reasons why Inde-
Europeanists have so far refused 1o pecept an efymological link between Latin
gemi “knee” and gens (related to gigrere; of. similar constellations in Greek
yuvi) “woman®, ydvog “child™, yove “knee”, yovia “angle™ etc. Posonny
1959 Waror, Hordass [982),
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3.2, There are two main specific problems then: the first problem is the
question of “sound symbolism™ (cf, $3.3, I, and $4.2.), the second query is the
question of cognithve “prototypes™ (suggesting o semantic relationship between
[(9.27 and the idea of a wenmon (84,300

3.3, Let us focus on the latter 3 design-schemes {starting af about 400
kya; el (243). 1 try fo reinterpret somie of the hypotheses about the origin of
Innguage a5 advonced in the |h century and before (ef, Hrwes 1975, 1977
und convey 1o them an expressly positive meaning, Among the panoply of
nicknamed “origind”™ {Yum Yom, Ye¢ He Ho érc.) let us single oul the
following theories and briefly indicate some of the words they would produce:

(100} TA TA: wnena, papd “Tood, mother, milk, mamilla, me, you_ "
tati'dads “third object/person outside the mother (care-
giver) — infant dvad, he/she, object pointed to,
over there, look there, pay attention...”
karker “fourth object™, “ohject behind baby™, “facces”,
“wgly, dark things,.”

TA TA (cf. older theories by Paget, Jéhannesson elc.) exploits clementary
vegetative noiscs, pointing, vomiting etc. gesures in that the originally sub-
sidiary vocal accompaniments become highlighted and isolated. Thus a
sucking-in movement of the lips while drinking ultimately resulis in o bilabial
sound. TA TA thus is indexical {to we a Peitcean term], while the following
bwo sehemes are essentially fconie;

(10.2) BOW WOW: imitating sounds of nature (animal or otherwisek

[e*uc) for cow or [kabal], [galap), [parat], [largp]
for various acoustic rhythms produced by the
hooves of o horse

(10.3) DING DOMG: visual shapes and processses are naturslly irans-
lated into scoustic shapes and processes:

@ Ve % e Juldmii] wi [mkete)

Mot unlike the other schemes, DING DONG shows sul-schemes which
grow in complexity and power. Thus we may distinguish ol least 4 differcnt
DHMG DG
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painting to the iea that al least part of the transkation trick in D D 1V may be
due to a projection hypothesis for which | here am using only three
prototypical loci of consenant formation (a rationale which is slready partly
preordained in the TA TA principie):

(13] QU TWARD SPACE HUMAN BODY
—projechion nlo space B d—— ol cavity —
K T P r T k.

distal pouting | 00 seli-thrected
ﬁ'f’ﬂmﬂ F'Em.'!wﬂm:-]

el Mmes 1991:14)

Sequenced penesis of poknting

Similar projections may be obtained for complex processes (sequences of
all sorts of consonants). And more would have o be sald aboui their ratienales
as well, | have fo caf short my argument. Fig. | iries 1o outline te onomastic
effort of Ding Dong. The most foreshortened pathway for the effort is the
question, Is the best natural association between a “concept” woman and its
vocal signifier the one suggested (“woman™ = [K™ani] ete.) or is it noa? The
form of [k™ani] is a vocal stercotype and “woman™ is some such thing as a
con-cept, In order to discover crucial points of translation (@, @, @ in Fig. 1)
ind other semi-closed systems through which signifier (O) and significd (@)
must have run, we have 1o reconstrue (#m) the sctogenetic and thereby also the
phylogenetic past of real genesis (=) (Fig. 1).

Again, | have 1 abbreviate my theses and their “proof”. The most con-
scious of the translation {projection) processes i the one that searches for an
appropriate signifier of “woman” (@), The least conscious one is the process
which translates (by what even to neurologists seems something of o miracie)
the visual percept into a motor process of gestuml ete. response (0% of Avvom
1991),

We come across our Ding Dong phenomenon in the sccond anconscious
translation problem: it more immedistely constitutes o transition from manual
{and other nonvocal) gestures 10 vocal gestures (@ in Fig. 1) Meurophysio-
logically, this transfer will be facilitated by the various types of simulianeous
innervation across different “modules” placed around the flesara Roland
(Kosspournr, Hicks 1978),
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4.3. The vocal signifiers (Fig. 1: 1X) thus have visual percepis as their
nearest system of contact (V). Fig. 2 frics to trace back the pathway that may
have led from a signified (*concept”) “woman™ 1o a signifier [k™ani]. We stunt
out from a naive version of a field of “nominal’® concepts with the idea of “to
be like n woman™ in 5 prototypical center, Driachronically, all of the related
[contigwous) concepds {“mmse”, “lfemale™ etc.) could easily shift their boci. The
first step of our reconstruction leads fo *verbal' concepts. Thus “woman™ may
be understood as a con-ception of different “verbal® concepts — of which
“birth-giving™ is listed as the first one (Fig. 2). For some culures — especially
for more primitive societies — parturition is perhaps the decisive prototype
amang all of female activities, However, there may be other chameteristic
action patterns that could be chosen as a prototype in specific culiures. Thus,
Modem English woman derives from OId English wifman. Wi “wife” itself
ultimately derives from such 8 Ding Dong word as “WvP/B/Fv which like
“FvTv, FUTUERE, *FvKv etc., "PvRMy erc. (Fig. 2) may have rendered
activities in the “consummate phase of love-making™ (verbs lor iterntive
to-and-fro (5} gliding movements {w}) with a soft and muffed end-point {b)
probably deriving from the same rot ang English swive, nwedp, swivel, wipe or
Latin VIBRARE). Similarly, FEMINA derives from “breast-feeding™: “Dviviv
“flow (d) of milk (m) from female breast (m)" etc.

But in order to bring about the most convinging type of juxtaposing
signified and signifier, we need farther reductions; there may be dfiffercnt
verbal appercepts eligible for the visualization of binb-giving; vou may think
of the limb-pressing process we have talked about so much or of any other of
the siviking concomitants of defivery, e.g. the wettish object that is pressed out.
Early semantics finds it easy to shift from the agent o the patient and back
again. Thus, "SvNv and "SvTv may become signifiers for “woman”, not only
for “child™ (“son”). While appercepts (IV) may be held 1o bring rogether
different processes of perception, percepts themselves appear to be the ultimate
constituents of semantics. And the percepts for “pressing one’s limbs when in
fabour™ are mamy (Fig. 2} “The pressing and bending of knces™ ("KWvNY) is
different from “the pressing with hands” (“KvMv) etc. Ultimately, DING
DONG needs the most comerete ideas possible. Thus, fundamentally, palasose-
mantics cannol work other than on a very comcrete basis (cf. Kang 1960,
val 2: 215013,

What Fig. 2 wants to demonstrate above all, is that the sssociation of
Pavoman” and "KWvNv s not a simple decision of an sutomatic DING DONG
miracle it rather the result of many types of selection depending on specific
cultural varmables, DING DONG 1Y alone could have prodieced 100 different
signifiers for the concept of “woman™,

Jad

‘wewhal comsepis {111} reforing

sppercepts (W) refermiag]

pereepa (V) =

m vacal wignifbon (1K)

3
1

X. feld of concepas (1) with prodo-
iypical cenire - intespreted &8

>
D
D

T
Ak
Fwrap,
Frowi
-
[ETTTS

@

nﬂ-

a cluster of ‘nominel’ coocepts (I

Fg. I The nomrl opomasic patvay for Diag Dosg:
fra contmpiy b vol signifien

335



5. As a principle, KUNA “woman” may be as old as 100,000 years,
Early hamo sapiens can be credited with the necessary fine-tuning of
phonatory physielogy {cf. Philip Lieberman, Jeffrey Laitman etc.). Given the
omnipresence of sound change, it is, however, unlikely that present-day
remnpnds of KNGHN ele, date as far back as that, On the other hand, the Ding
Dong capacity & the most powerful facubly of ex novo word-formation even
today. What we need most, of course, 15 a giant concented effont of probing
info the natuml laws of sound — memming comelation mone consistently,

65.1. Human cultures and lomguages behave as if they were species, ie.
they are “pseadospecies™ (E. H. Enkson; ¢f. Kocu 1986, index). Culires ore
first of all "ethnocentric™, ie. they are idioculiures (Koo [986), ldioculiures
tend to do two different things at a time: they unify within <>, they differ-
entinte withoul =, This Kind of behavigur is inherited from animal fimes
(Koo 1989 130). Mo wonder that Innguape (which, by the way, is o5 polyge-
netic as bogical reasoning, breathing or donging pre) should be both natural
mndd arbitrary from the very cutsed (cf, Kooi 1989

(14) [ another idioculture idioculiure
viewed as non-culume - (‘ethnocentric”)
O ]
{amiculiure] =

Naturalness (=), which unites all of the idiocultures in unioulture, is
betew the normal threshold of human consciousness while the metagenetic
potentials for wilful behaviour vis<a-vis language are more conscious ().

6.2. But do hurnans handle arbatrariness really in o wilful monner? The
answer should be — | think — no. Whatever humans do is aaturally moti-
vated without, of coursg, their being aware of it. Arbitrariness; which becomes
exploited for purposes of psendospecistion, is the by-produet of naturalness.
What are, them, the sources of arbitrariness? There ase at least 1% of them:

(150} There are different dispositions for using the phenotory apparafus
(which somehow had to be expected if it is true that differem
human genes coincide with different human languages: Cavalve
Sromra 1994; see also Ross 1991; ef. especially Brosuanan 1961).

(15.2) Pseoudospeciation selects from among variants phonetic differences
~ which may lead to definite phonemic (and other) change
(William Labov ef al )

B[]

(153} There are different selections of proleiypes in protosemantic
percepts (Fig. 2)

(13.4) There are synonyms

(155} There are homonyms

(13.6) There is motivatkonal opacily in lean-words

All of these processes involve cultural selection. But the point to be
midde is that i1 is a selection from among matural varianis, When our con-
sciousness cannd parsue the problem of naturalness sy funther, it esponses
the wiew that the explanatory power of selection i3 essentially arbiirary.

5.3 This ir is pot & bad compromise o claim that (almost) any type of
communication s both astural and arbitrary. However, arbitlrariness ssems to
be relatively easy to stade, while for nofuralness there are a thousand tortuous
wivs to show, The minimum corollary is thal ercmatopecin docs not become
irrelevant with respect to questions of maturalness (Mavesmiacen 1981 merely
because the pig™s oimk is brebe in Japancse (as Pivges (1994 152 would have
it); neither odmk nor Subs will be mistaken for the “miaowing™ of o cat or the

“chirping”™ of o bird, in any language, Thus & certnin amount of arbitrariness in

BOW WOW words does ned awny with thelr fundamenial naturalness {which
we have to study more metieulously), nor is it true that *downright” arbitrary
words lack a natural DING DONMG eomponent. Thiz has been demonstrabed in
i series of psychophongtic experiments (made by, amoeng others, Brows,
Brace, Howowire 1955; 391 They show, besides many further examples,
pairs. of Chinese and Caech antonyms which are overwheimingly interpreted in
o QWG DHONG fashion (the English informants did not know the respective
forcign languages. They had to correlate partners of the respective antonymic

pairs, without, of course, knowing the proper sequence):

(161} English Chinese %o COMMeCE ANEWEers
Euw heid I
up shang

(162} English Crech Ba COMTECE ANSWErs
bluant gy Bl
ship spicaty

The correct Crech pairing thus complied with the underlying universal
phonetics and the English semnntics, while the informams’ failure v (16.0),
that i, their fatkure in ‘guessing” the onder of the Chinese antonyms aisd their
meaning, is due fo the probable fact that here — as sometimes happens -
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